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Executive Summary 

The Office of Educational Quality and Accountability (EQA) examined the Greater Lowell 

Vocational-Technical School (Greater Lowell) in late January of 2005. During 2001-2004, 

Greater Lowell Vocational-Technical School was among the ‘Low’ performing school systems 

and the ‘Low’ performing vocational-technical districts in the Commonwealth. The following 

summarizes the findings of the examination and the district’s performance on the 2004 

Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS) test. 

Proficiency/Achievement: 
•	 Greater Lowell Vocational-Technical School Average Proficiency Index (API) on the 2004 

MCAS test was 61.7. The state average API among vocational-technical schools was 65.6, 
placing the Greater Lowell Vocational Technical School below average among vocational-
technical schools. The district’s English Language Arts (ELA) Proficiency Index (EPI) was 
64.8; the state average EPI among vocational-technical schools was 71. The district’s math 
Proficiency Index (MPI) was 58.7, while the state average MPI among vocational-technical 
schools was 60.4. 

•	 Less than one-third of all students in Greater Lowell attained proficiency on the 2003 and 
2004 MCAS Grade 10 tests. These were not significantly different than those of all 
vocational-technical education students statewide but were significantly lower than those for 
all students in the state on those tests. 

•	 Less than one-third of all students in Greater Lowell attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS 
Grade 10 English Language Arts (ELA) and math subtests. These were not significantly 
different than those of all vocational-technical education students statewide but were 
significantly lower than those of all students statewide. 

•	 In 2004, Greater Lowell’s Average Proficiency Index (API) was 8.7 points lower than the 
average of all vocational-technical education school districts in the state. Greater Lowell’s 
ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) was 9.2 points lower than the average EPI for vocational-
technical schools in the state. Its math Proficient Index (MPI) was 8.1 points lower than the 
average MPI of all vocational-technical schools in the state. 

•	 On the MCAS retest administered in the spring of 2004, 96 percent of Greater Lowell’s class 
of 2004 earned a Competency Determination (CD), compared to 96 percent of the statewide 
class of 2004. 

•	 On the MCAS retest administered in the spring of 2004, 86 percent of Greater Lowell’s class 
of 2005 earned a CD, compared to 95 percent of the statewide class of 2005. 
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Equity of Achievement/Proficiency: 
•	 For all subgroups in Greater Lowell, the general gaps in ELA and math were not significantly 

different than those for all students in Greater Lowell, with the exception of that for Hispanic 
students for whom the general gap in math was significantly smaller than that of all students 
in Greater Lowell. 

•	 The proficiency gap in ELA was 65.1 PI points, in Greater Lowell. In math, the proficiency 
gap was 72.2 points. 

•	 Significantly less than one-third of students with disabilities in Greater Lowell attained 
proficiency on the 2004 MCAS Grade 10 test. This was significantly lower than that of 
regular education students in Greater Lowell. 

•	 Significantly less than one-third of Asian-American and of Hispanic students in Greater 
Lowell attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS Grade 10 test. These were significantly 
lower than those of Asian-American and Hispanic vocational-technical education students 
statewide and of White students in Greater Lowell. 

•	 Significantly less than one-third of FRL/Y students in Greater Lowell attained proficiency on 
the 2004 MCAS Grade 10 test. This was significantly lower than that of FRL/Y vocational-
technical education students statewide and of FRL/N students in Greater Lowell. 

Improvement: 
•	 On the 2004 MCAS Grade 10 test, the percentage of all Greater Lowell students attaining 

proficiency was significantly higher than that in 2001. 

•	 The 2004 EPI of Greater Lowell students increased by 0.8 PI points, for a 6.6 percent gain in 
closing the general gap. The 2004 MPI increased by 4.1 PI points, for a 15.6 percent gain in 
closing the general gap from 2001. 

•	 The gap between the 2004 EPI and MPI closed by 3.3 points, for a 23.2 percent gain from 
2001. 

Equity of Improvement: 
•	 For students with disabilities, the general gaps in both ELA and math closed significantly 

faster than those for all students in Greater Lowell between 2002 and 2004. The general gap 
in math widened significantly faster than those for students with disabilities.  

•	 The proficiency gap in ELA widened by 0.1 PI points between 2002 and 2004 in Greater 
Lowell; in math, it widened by 0.5 points. 

•	 The proficiency gap in ELA in Greater Lowell widened by 7.9 PI points more than that for 
all vocational-technical education students in the state and, in math, closed by 6.7 PI points 
more than for all vocational-technical education students in the state between 2002 and 2004.  

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

levels in Greater Lowell. 
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Summary of Preliminary Findings by Domain: 

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

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

•	 The district regularly analyzed student assessment data for aggregate performance, 
performance by test item, and individual performance. The testing center facilitated this 
analysis. However, the district did not regularly disaggregate data by subgroup and was 
unaware of the inequitable student performance of some subgroups. 

•	 The district discontinued a number of programs when their grant funding ended, even though 
the district’s data showed that they were effective. The district also continued to fund, with 
local money, some programs that data showed to be ineffective. 

•	 During the school years between 2002 and 2004, the district exceeded the EQA standard of 
95 percent participation on the MCAS test. 

•	 The district’s attendance policy was unclear, and its practices were inconsistent. Student 
attendance rates during the period under review did not meet the Department of Education 
(DOE) standard. 

•	 The district’s records of in-school suspensions were inaccurate. 

•	 The district’s Limited English Proficiency (LEP) students made Adequate Yearly Progress 
(AYP) in both ELA and math in 2004. 

•	 The district’s evaluation procedures for both teachers and administrators complied with the 
requirements of the law. However, randomly selected files showed that the district’s 
evaluation practices were not informative and did not promote growth effectively. 

•	 During the period under review, the district lacked formal procedures for evaluating 
programs. Funding, not data, governed many of the district’s decisions about programs, 
services, and supplies. 

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

the thirty-two performance indicators in this domain. 

•	 The school’s written curriculum was incomplete and was not fully aligned with the state 
curriculum frameworks. 

•	 The district did not provide the resources necessary to support regular curriculum 
development. 
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•	 Test results for subgroups indicated that the curriculum did not support equitable rates of 
improvement for all students. 

•	 The school minimally integrated academic skills into the vocational-technical curriculum. 

•	 The district did not examine disaggregated data or adjust instruction for specific subgroups. 

•	 The district’s improvement on the MCAS test was not equitable among subgroups. 

•	 The district gave teachers detailed reports on individual students’ test results, but this did not 
improve student achievement. 

•	 The district maintained detailed policies, practices, and procedures for delivering quality 
educational programs. 

•	 The district’s admissions policy ensured equitable access to its programs. 

•	 The district actively recruited student and staff diversity.  

•	 The district’s student support programs were primarily grant funded. 

•	 The district did not systematically plan professional development. 

•	 Limited funding for professional development indicated the school leadership’s insufficient 
support in this area. 

•	 The district offered little of the professional training required by educational reform. 

•	 Teachers had limited involvement with the development, implementation, and assessment of 
the professional development program. 

Academic Support Services: 
•	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on nine and ‘Poor’ on one of the ten 

performance indicators in this domain. 

•	 During the period under review, grant funding was the district’s primary means for providing 
support services to students who did not meet state performance expectations. 

•	 The District Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP) was detailed in scope, and the district 
gave all staff a copy. 

•	 Classroom and occupational area teachers were made aware of students' achievement as 
measured by the MCAS test. 

•	 The district funded student services primarily through grants. 
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•	 For the period under review, the district engaged in detailed analyses of a variety of student 
test tools. 

•	 The district used test results to modify the scopes and sequences of some courses. 

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

the eighteen performance indicators in this domain. 

•	 The district’s vision presented a mission to give students the necessary skills for employment 
and post-secondary studies. However, rigorous academic instruction for all students was not 
a priority until the 2000-01 school year. 

•	 The district had a significant amount of documentation on past practices and initiatives, and 
administrators relied on past personal experience in setting direction. 

•	 The district seriously considered the School Improvement Plan (SIP) recommendations, 
subject to funding. However, the SIP was not directly aligned with the District Improvement 
Plan (DIP) or the district’s vision, and there was no evidence that the district considered data 
analysis when writing the SIP. 

•	 The DIP displayed some use of data analysis. The district considered the document the 
superintendent’s product between 1999 and 2003. The current superintendent ceased using 
the DIP. 

•	 The previous superintendent had a hands-on management style, but the current 
superintendent was reorganizing the administrative structure, because there was significant 
duplication of job responsibilities. 

•	 No faculty members participated in the hiring within the district. 

•	 The district had low administrative and faculty turnover during the period under review. 

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

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

•	 Between FY2001 and FY2004, the budget documents did not include funds from all revenue 
sources. 

•	 There was no evidence that the district improvement plan (DIP) was used during budget 
deliberations. 

•	 Regular monthly financial reports were made to the school committee. 
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•	 The superintendent stated the budget was adequate, but there was a need for additional 
staffing. 

•	 There were policies and procedures for the control of expenditures. 

•	 The district and the towns did not have compatible accounting systems.  

•	 The district did not employ a certified school business official. 

•	 The towns employed an independent auditor to perform the town and school audits. 

•	 The district had a long term, five-year capital plan. 

•	 The district was in compliance with the requirements of GASB No. 34. 

•	 The district did not actively pursue competitive state and federal grants. 

•	 The district met the requirements of its combined foundation and extraordinary maintenance 
targets for the period under review. 
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Part I: Overview of the EQA Review Process and the District 

On January 24 through 27, 2005, the EQA conducted an independent examination of the Greater 

Lowell Vocational Technical School for the period between 2001 and 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 involved two tiers of investigation and used 15 standards. This report is 

based on source documents, correspondence sent prior to the on-site visit, interviews with the 

representative from the school committee, the district leadership team, and school administrators, 

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

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

The Massachusetts Education Reform Act of 1993 and the provisions of the Federal Elementary 

and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) reauthorization, as embodied in the No Child Left Behind 

(NCLB) legislation of 2001, continue to transform vocational-technical high schools in the 

Commonwealth. In 1906, Massachusetts was the first state to publicly fund industrial education, 

and became the model for other states and for the provision of federal funds through the Smith-

Hughes Act of 1917. The early mission included economic and social components to better 

provide a skilled workforce to meet the demands of the Industrial Revolution, and to increase the 

single-digit graduation rate from classical-education high schools. Legislation between 1963 and 

1984 reinforced the focus on preparation for highly skilled jobs, added access for the 

handicapped, at-risk, and adult populations, addressed gender bias in the workplace, and 

stipulated a closer alignment with general education to enhance post-secondary opportunities. 

The 1990s emphasized integration of academic and vocational-technical skills necessary for the 

new workplace, articulation between secondary and post-secondary education, closer links 

between schools and work, and program assessment and accountability to improve academic and 

technical performance. 

Both the first-generation industrial trade schools and the second-generation vocational-technical 

schools characteristically use project-based instructional methodology, real-world curricula, and 
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industry-standard facilities and equipment. On-task time is crucial to acquiring technical skills 

and knowledge, but the Massachusetts Education Reform Act of 1993 reduced the emphasis on 

time on-task as a measure of educational quality, focusing instead on outcomes as measured by 

the Certificate of Occupational Proficiency (COP) and industry credentialing. The first- and 

second-generation schools differ greatly in their approach to the core academic skills. The 

mission of vocational-technical schools is to educate and prepare students for gainful 

employment and continuing education (post-secondary, as well as job-based). This implies that 

the scope and rigor of their academic courses must match those of traditional academic high 

schools. The organization and scheduling required to achieve both these outcomes is clearly 

challenging and can be highly inconsistent. 

The student composition of vocational-technical schools differs from that of academic schools in 

several important ways. Vocational-technical students tend to be more focused on career 

preparation, to seek relevance in their course of study, and to be experiential, visual, and 

kinesthetic learners. As a result of the teaching styles used at academic middle schools, these 

students enter vocational-technical programs appearing less academically successful or more ill-

prepared than less experiential learners. And, because of legislative mandates to serve special 

populations and the popular perception that an occupational-preparatory curriculum is less 

demanding than a college-preparatory one, vocational-technical schools have, on average, at 

least twice the proportion of special-needs students as found in academic high schools. 

Academic standards- and performance-based graduation requirements have had a significant 

effect on vocational-technical high schools, given their dual mission, distinctive structure, and 

population traits. The highest performing vocational-technical high schools tend to be measured 

‘Low Performing’ by the recently developed MCAS test proficiency index. 

The leadership of vocational-technical high schools and regional districts must address 

organizational mission, structure, and institutional culture while managing curriculum alignment, 

the integration of skills and knowledge, student support services, professional development, 

evaluation, accountability, gathering political agreement and support, and maintaining fiscal 

stability. A new generation of “career and technical education” students entering these programs 

with better academic preparation and skills will help administrators meet these challenges. 
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Administrators must orchestrate the institutional changes needed to make these schools and their 

students more successful. 

Greater Lowell Vocational Technical School is located in the Town of Tyngsborough in northern 

Middlesex County, Massachusetts. The Greater Lowell Vocational Technical School serves 

students from four member communities: Dracut, Dunstable, Lowell, and Tyngsborough. 

Education, healthcare, and social services, followed by manufacturing, are the largest sources of 

employment in the member communities. According to the 2000 U.S. Census, the four 

communities have a combined population of 147, 639 and a median family income of $70, 626. 

The median family income in Massachusetts is $61,664. Greater Lowell Vocational Technical 

School’s school committee has eight members. Greater Lowell Vocational Technical School is 

composed of one school serving grades 9-12. Massachusetts Department of Education figures 

indicate that there were 1,909 students enrolled in the district as of October 1, 2004. Greater 

Lowell Vocational Technical School’s demographic/subgroup composition is: 62.1 percent 

White; 22.7 percent Hispanic; 12.3 percent Asian-American; 2.6 percent African-American; 1.6 

percent students with Limited English Proficiency (LEP); 43.3 percent students of Low-Income; 

and 24.9 percent special education students (SPED). 

For the nine-year period, FY1996 to FY2004, Greater Lowell did not meet the state-mandated 

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

Aid to Greater Lowell increased 24.6 percent (from 11,884,612 to $14,808,778). Greater 

Lowell’s Required Local Contribution increased 31.3 percent (from $5,289,331 to $6,943,516). 

Since FY1996, Greater Lowell received a total of $126,833,653 in Chapter 70 Aid and was 

required to raise locally $55,748,523. From FY2001 to FY2004, Chapter 70 Aid was 

$60,597,802 and the Required Local Contribution was $$26,983,190. For the period between 

FY1996 and FY2004, Greater Lowell’s foundation enrollment decreased 7.2 percent and its 

student headcount decreased 2.4 percent. Between FY2001 and FY2004, its foundation 

enrollment increased 6.1 percent and its student headcount increased 6.5 percent. 

This report finds Greater Lowell Vocational Technical School to be a ‘Low’ performing school 

district, with ‘Low’ student achievement on the MCAS ELA subtest and ‘Very Low’ 
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performance on the MCAS math subtest. Since 2001, Greater Lowell Vocational Technical 

School’s MCAS test scores have improved gradually. However, 25 percent of its students scored 

above standard on the 2004 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 Greater 

Lowell Vocational Technical School 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? 

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

district MCAS test results to a series of analyses to determine whether there were 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 significant differences between the scores of 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 criterion-based 

summary of student achievement in Greater Lowell; 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 Greater Lowell attained proficiency on the 2003 and 

2004 MCAS Grade 10 tests. These were not significantly different than those of all 
vocational-technical education students statewide but were significantly lower than those for 
all students in the state on those tests. 

•	 Less than one-third of all students in Greater Lowell attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS 
Grade 10 English Language Arts (ELA) and math subtests. These were not significantly 
different than those of all vocational-technical education students statewide but were 
significantly lower than those of all students statewide. 

•	 In 2004, Greater Lowell’s Average Proficiency Index (API) was 8.7 points lower than the 
average of all vocational-technical education school districts in the state. Greater Lowell’s 
ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) was 9.2 points lower than the average EPI for vocational-
technical schools in the state. Its math Proficient Index (MPI) was 8.1 points lower than the 
average MPI of all vocational-technical schools in the state. 
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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 Grade 10 test, 24 percent of Greater Lowell students scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories. 

•	 The percentage of Greater Lowell students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 
categories on the 2003 MCAS Grade 10 test was 32 percentage points lower than that of all 
students in the state. This was a 57 percent difference. 

•	 On the 2004 MCAS Grade 10 test, 25 percent of Greater Lowell students scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories. 

•	 The percentage of Greater Lowell students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 
categories on the 2004 MCAS Grade 10 test was 35 percentage points lower than that of all 
students in the state. This was a 58 percent difference. 
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Figures/Tables 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 Grade 10 ELA subtest, 27 percent of Greater Lowell students scored in 

the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories. 

•	 The percentage of Greater Lowell students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 
categories on the 2004 MCAS Grade 10 ELA subtest was 36 percentage points lower than 
that of all students in the state on that test.  

•	 On the 2004 MCAS Grade 10 math subtests, 23 percent of Greater Lowell students scored in 
the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories. 

•	 The percentage of Greater Lowell students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 
categories on the 2004 MCAS Grade 10 math subtest was 35 percentage points lower than 
the percentage of all students statewide on that test.  
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Table 3: 


Proficiency Index (MCAS Test 2002-2004) Between Vocational-Technical Schools


District 

ELA 
2002 
CPI 

Math 
2002 
CPI 

API 
2002 

ELA 
2003 
CPI 

Math 
2003 
CPI 

API 
2003 

ELA 
2004 
CPI 

Math 
2004 
CPI 

API 
2004 

Bristol County Agr. 
Norfolk County Agr. 

Blackstone Valley Reg. 
Shawsheen Valley Voc. Tech. 
South Shore Reg. Voc. Tech. 

Northern Berkshire Voc. 
Minuteman Voc. Tech. 

Franklin County 
Upper Cape Cod Voc. Tech. 

North Shore Reg. Voc. 
Cape Cod Reg. Voc. Tech. 

Old Colony Reg. Voc. Tech. 

74.7 66.0 70.4 
83.2 66.1 74.6 
69.7 63.0 66.4 
73.2 51.4 62.3 
73.2 58.2 65.7 
71.6 58.3 64.9 
71.6 59.4 65.5 
76.1 52.1 64.1 
68.1 53.0 60.6 
68.2 54.8 61.5 
65.8 51.5 58.6 
62.1 52.5 57.3 

85.5 79.4 82.5 
88.9 76.3 82.6 
75.2 68.0 71.6 
83.8 72.2 78.0
76.7 68.8 72.8 
75.0 62.3 68.6 
75.9 70.5 73.2 
72.5 67.6 70.1 
74.5 56.0 65.3 
71.7 63.5 67.6 
72.7 54.9 63.8 
69.2 60.8 65.0 

87.7 88.9 88.3 
88.1 83.7 85.9 
84.5 79.9 82.2 

 82.2 76.4 79.3 
80.0 75.7 77.9 
81.2 72.9 77.1 
76.2 75.3 75.7 
79.3 70.5 74.9 
79.7 68.0 73.8 
73.9 69.4 71.6 
74.7 67.8 71.3 
71.9 69.7 70.8 

Average 65.0 50.9 58.0 71.5 60.7 66.1 74.0 66.8 70.4 
Blue Hills Voc. 

Bristol-Plymouth Voc. Tech. 
Montachusett Voc. Tech. Reg. 
Southern Worcester Cty VT 

Nashoba Valley Tech. 
Whittier Voc. 
Tri-County 

Pathfinder Voc. Tech. 
Assabet Valley 

Southeastern Reg. Voc. Tech. 
Greater New Bedford 
Northeast Metro Voc. 

Essex Agr. Tech. 

68.7 59.2 63.9 
65.5 51.2 58.3 
60.3 45.6 53.0 
62.1 48.6 55.4 
58.8 52.1 55.4 
55.4 41.4 48.4 
66.5 57.6 62.0 
62.6 52.4 57.5 
67.3 46.8 57.0 
59.0 40.6 49.8 
61.8 42.2 52.0 
60.8 31.3 46.0 
65.7 46.5 56.1 

72.6 59.4 66.0 
76.1 59.7 67.9 
71.2 62.2 66.7 
71.1 60.7 65.9 
63.7 59.6 61.6 
64.8 48.2 56.5 
75.4 65.0 70.2 
65.0 60.4 62.7 
67.9 52.9 60.4 
65.5 49.1 57.3 
66.1 48.6 57.3 
65.7 63.6 64.7 
72.3 53.2 62.7 

75.8 65.6 70.7 
72.9 67.6 70.2 
75.4 64.4 69.9 
72.7 66.9 69.8 
68.5 70.0 69.2 
72.3 64.9 68.6 
72.9 63.9 68.4 
73.4 63.1 68.2 
70.9 63.7 67.3 
70.8 61.5 66.1 
69.8 59.6 64.7 
65.0 61.8 63.4 
71.7 52.8 62.3 

Greater Lowell Voc. Tech. 60.3 53.5 56.9 65.8 56.6 61.2 64.8 58.7 61.7 
Greater Fall River 

So Middlesex Voc. Tech. Reg. 
Greater Lawrence RVT 

56.5 47.1 51.8 
49.2 36.8 43.0 
45.9 37.1 41.5 

69.8 58.1 63.9 
63.0 56.6 59.8 
55.4 46.9 51.1 

69.2 54.2 61.7 
60.5 50.6 55.6 
59.1 50.1 54.6 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 3: 

•	 Greater Lowell’s APIs on the 2002, 2003, and 2004 MCAS tests were below the average for 
vocational-technical schools in Massachusetts.  

•	 In 2003, Greater Lowell’s API was 4.9 points lower than the average for all vocational-
technical schools in Massachusetts. In 2004, Greater Lowell’s API was 8.7 points lower than 
the average. 

•	 In 2004, Greater Lowell’s EPI was 9.2 points lower than the average EPI for vocational-
technical schools in the state. Its MPI was 8.1 points lower than the average MPI. 

•	 In 2003 Greater Lowell’s Performance Ratings in ELA and overall was ‘Low’ and the math 
Performance Rating was ‘Very Low.’ In 2004, the ELA and overall Performance Ratings 
were ‘Low’ and the math Performance Rating was ‘Very Low.’ 

•	 In 2003, Greater Lowell had the seventh-lowest API among the 30 vocational-technical 
schools in Massachusetts. In 2004, it had the third-lowest API. 

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

student subgroups? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
•	 For all subgroups in Greater Lowell, the general gaps in ELA and math were not significantly 

different than those for all students in Greater Lowell, with the exception of that for Hispanic 
students for whom the general gap in math was significantly smaller than that of all students 
in Greater Lowell. 

•	 The proficiency gap in ELA was 65.1 PI points, in Greater Lowell. In math, the proficiency 
gap was 72.2 points. 

•	 Significantly less than one-third of students with disabilities in Greater Lowell attained 
proficiency on the 2004 MCAS Grade 10 test. This was significantly lower than that of 
regular education students in Greater Lowell. 

•	 Significantly less than one-third of Asian-American and of Hispanic students in Greater 
Lowell attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS Grade 10 test. These were significantly 
lower than those of Asian-American and Hispanic vocational-technical education students 
statewide and of White students in Greater Lowell. 

•	 Significantly less than one-third of FRL/Y students in Greater Lowell attained proficiency on 
the 2004 MCAS Grade 10 test. This was significantly lower than that of FRL/Y vocational-
technical education students statewide and of FRL/N students in Greater Lowell. 
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Figure /Table 4: 


Proficiency Index (MCAS 2004) Free/Reduced lunch Status, Student Status, and Race
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ELA vs Math PI (by subgroup) 

ELA PI 

Math PI 

ELA Math 
A Grtr. Lowell RVT 64.4 58.6 
B Disability 52.8 51.4 
C Regular 69.3 61.7 
D Asian-American 55.1 53.0 
E Hispanic 53.6 44.1 
F White 70.5 65.7 
G FRL/N 71.6 64.9 
H FRL/Y 56.1 51.3 

Analysis of Figure/Table 4: 

•	 In Greater Lowell, the general gap in 2004 ELA was 35.6 PI points for all students.  

•	 The general gap in math was 41.4 points for all students; for Hispanic students this gap was 
55.9 points in Greater Lowell in 2004. 

•	 The span between the highest and lowest ELA performance ratings for a subgroup was 18.8 
points, in Greater Lowell in 2004. In math, this subgroup span was 21.6 points. 
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•	 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 10.7 points in Greater Lowell. In math, this average subgroup gap was 9.2 points. 

•	 The proficiency gap in ELA was 65.1 PI points, in Greater Lowell. In math, the proficiency 
gap was 72.2 points. 

Figures/Table 5/A-C:  

Student Population by Reportable Subgroups 
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Analysis of Figures 5/A-D: 

•	 In Greater Lowell in 2004, the percentage of regular education students was approximately 
three times that of students with disabilities. 

•	 The percentage of White students was more than two times that of Hispanic students and four 
times that of Asian-American students in Greater Lowell in 2004. 

•	 The percentage of FRL/N students was more than three times that of FRL/Y students, five 
times that of FL students, and seven times that of RL students in Greater Lowell in 2004. 

•	 The percentage of RL students was 4 percentage points lower than that of FL students, in 
Greater Lowell in 2004. 
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Figure /Table 6: 

Student Subgroup MCAS Test Performance, by Student Status, 2004 

MCAS 2004 Data 
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State (Voc) Reg Grtr Lowell RVT State (Voc) Grtr Lowell RVT 

Reg Disability Disability 

Advanced 6 4 1 0 
Proficient 35 40 17 14 

Needs Improv. 48 46 50 54 
Warning/Failing 12 10 32 32 

Analysis of Figure/Table 6: 

•	 On the 2004 MCAS Grade 10 test, 14 percent of the students with disabilities in Greater 
Lowell scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories. 

•	 The percentage of Greater Lowell students with disabilities scoring in the ‘Advanced’ and 
‘Proficient’ categories on the 2004 MCAS Grade 10 test was 30 percentage points lower than 
that of Greater Lowell regular education students. 
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Figure /Table 7: 

Student Subgroup MCAS Test Performance, by Race, 2004 

MCAS 2004 Data 
Percent of students at each proficiency level by Race 
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Advanced 3 4 1 1 5 3 
Proficient 22 11 17 10 32 29 

Needs Improv. 47 48 50 48 48 51 
Warning/Failing 29 36 32 41 15 16 

Analysis of Figure/Table 7: 

•	 On the 2004 MCAS Grade 10 test, 15 percent of the Asian-American education students in 
Greater Lowell scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories. This was 10 percentage 
points lower than that of state vocational-technical education Asian-American students and 
was 17 percentage points lower than that of Greater Lowell’s White students. 

•	 On the 2004 MCAS Grade 10 test, 11 percent of the Hispanic students in Greater Lowell 
scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories. This was 7 percentage points lower 
than that of state vocational-technical education Hispanic students and was 21 percentage 
points lower than that of Greater Lowell’s White students. This was a 66 percent difference. 
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Figure /Table 8: 

Student Subgroup MCAS Test Performance, by Eligibility for 

Free/ Reduced Lunch Status, 2004 

MCAS 2004 Data 
Percent of students by FreeLunch status at each proficiency level 
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State (Voc) Grtr Lowell RVT State (Voc) Grtr Lowell RVT 
FRL(Y) FRL(Y) FRL(N) FRL(N) 

Advanced 3 2 5 3 
Proficient 22 14 33 29 

Needs Improv. 50 50 47 50 
Warning/Failing 25 34 15 18 

Analysis of Figure/Table 8: 
•	 On the 2004 MCAS Grade 10 test, 16 percent of the FRL/Y students in Greater Lowell 

scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories. This was 9 percentage points lower 
than that of state vocational-technical education FRL/Y students and was 16 percentage 
points lower than that of FRL/N students in Greater Lowell. 
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Figure /Table 9: 

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

MCAS 2004 Data 
Percent of reportable students at each Free Lunch 
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Advanced 5 4 2 0 4 0 
Proficient 33 35 21 26 24 30 

Needs Improv. 47 48 51 49 49 44 
Warning/Failing 15 13 26 25 24 25 

Analysis of Figure/Table 9: 
•	 On the 2004 MCAS Grade 10 tests, 26 percent of the FL students in Greater Lowell scored in 

the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories. This was 13 percentage points lower than that of 
the Non FRL students in Greater Lowell. 

•	 On the 2004 MCAS Grade 10 tests, 30 percent of the RL students in Greater Lowell scored 
in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories. 
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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 2004 MCAS Grade 10 test, the percentage of all Greater Lowell students attaining 

proficiency was significantly higher than that in 2001. 

•	 The 2004 EPI of Greater Lowell students increased by 0.8 PI points, for a 6.6 percent gain in 
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d 
closing the general gap. The 2004 MPI increased by 4.1 PI points, for a 15.6 percent gain in 
closing the general gap from 2001. 

•	 The gap between the 2004 EPI and MPI closed by 3.3 points, for a 23.2 percent gain from 
2001. 

Figure/Table 10: 


Student MCAS Test Performance, 2001-2004 


MCAS 2001 - 2004 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level 
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Warning/Failing 56 31 28 25 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 10: 
•	 The percentage of Greater Lowell students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories on the 2004 MCAS Grade 10 tests was 18 percentage points higher than in 2001. 
This was a difference of 25 percent. 

•	 The percentage of Greater Lowell students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category on the 
2004 MCAS Grade 10 tests was 31 percentage points lower than in 2001. This was a 
difference of 55 percent. 

Figure/Table 11: 

Proficiency Index Trend Data MCAS 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004 

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

ELA Math 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2001 2002 2003 2004 

Advanced 0.0% 1.4% 1.7% 0.8% 0.9% 3.8% 2.5% 4.3% 
Proficient 9.3% 18.7% 25.4% 25.7% 5.6% 14.0% 17.7% 18.5% 

Needs Improvement 42.6% 54.3% 52.1% 51.8% 30.3% 46.5% 44.4% 48.3% 
Warning/Failing 48.1% 25.7% 20.9% 21.6% 63.2% 35.7% 35.4% 29.0% 

Analysis of Figure/Table 11: 
•	 In Greater Lowell between 2001 and 2004, ELA performance ratings increased by 18.6 PI 

points, for a 34.4 percent gain in closing the general gap. The math performance ratings 
increased by 20.1 PI points, for a 32.7 percent gain in closing the general gap between 2001 
and 2004, in Greater Lowell. 

29 



•	 The gap between ELA and math performance ratings closed by 1.5 points, for a 20.5 percent 
gain, between 2001 and 2004 in Greater Lowell. 

•	 The percentage of Greater Lowell students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 
categories on the 2004 MCAS Grade 10 ELA test was 17.2 percentage points higher than in 
2001. The percentage of Greater Lowell students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category 
on the 2004 MCAS Grade 10 ELA test was 26.5 percentage points lower than in 2001. 

•	 The percentage of Greater Lowell students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 
categories on the 2004 MCAS Grade 10 math tests was 16.3 percentage points higher than in 
2001. The percentage of Greater Lowell students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category 
on the 2004 MCAS Grade 10 math tests was 34.2 percentage points lower than in 2001. 

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

subgroups change over time? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
•	 For students with disabilities, the general gaps in both ELA and math closed significantly 

faster than those for all students in Greater Lowell between 2002 and 2004. The general gap 
in math widened significantly faster than those for students with disabilities.  

•	 The proficiency gap in ELA widened by 0.1 PI points between 2002 and 2004 in Greater 
Lowell; in math, it widened by 0.5 points. 

•	 The proficiency gap in ELA in Greater Lowell widened by 7.9 PI points more than that for 
all vocational-technical education students in the state and, in math, closed by 6.7 PI points 
more than for all vocational-technical education students in the state between 2002 and 2004.  
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Figures 12A-B/Table 12: 

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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Grtr. Lowell RVT State (Voc.) 
ELA Math ELA Math 

ALL ‘02 63.2 49.7 ALL ‘02 59.2 53.2 
 ‘03 69.7 58.7  ‘03 64.3 55.2 
 ‘04 72.2 64.7  ‘04 64.5 58.7 

Regular ‘02 68.1 53.8 Regular ‘02 61.2 52.1 
 ‘03 75.8 63.7  ‘03 68.9 56.3 
 ‘04 78.0 69.3  ‘04 69.5 61.8 

Disability ‘02 47.4 36.6 Disability ‘02 55.1 60.5 
 ‘03 54.2 44.8  ‘03 52.6 52.8 
 ‘04 57.9 53.6  ‘04 52.8 51.4 

FRL/Y ‘02 54.2 41.5 FRL/Y ‘02 52.3 49.4 
 ‘03 61.9 52.5  ‘03 58.2 50.9 
 ‘04 64.3 57.8  ‘04 56.3 51.5 

FRL/N ‘02 65.8 52.1 FRL/N ‘02 63.6 55.5 
 ‘03 72.3 60.8  ‘03 68.9 58.5 
 ‘04 75.2 67.4  ‘04 71.6 64.9 

Asian-American ‘02 57.3 50.3 Asian-American ‘02 52.0 50.7 
 ‘03 57.6 50.9  ‘03 50.0 46.0 
 ‘04 60.4 59.2  ‘04 55.1 53.0 

Hispanic ‘02 50.7 36.5 Hispanic ‘02 46.6 43.2 
 ‘03 58.7 49.1  ‘03 60.4 50.3 
 ‘04 59.4 52.0  ‘04 54.1 44.4 

White ‘02 65.5 52.3 White ‘02 63.4 57.4 
 ‘03 72.0 60.7  ‘03 69.3 59.8 
 ‘04 74.5 67.0  ‘04 70.5 65.7 

Analysis of Figures 12/A-B/Table 12: 
•	 In Greater Lowell, the general gap in ELA for all students closed by 5.3 PI points, for a 13.0 

percent gain in closing that gap between 2002 and 2004. In math, the general gap closed by 
5.5 PI points, for an 11.8 percent gain for all students. 

•	 For students with disabilities, the general gap in ELA widened by 2.3 PI points for a 5.1 
percent loss between 2002 and 2004. In math, the general gap widened by 9.1 PI points, for a 
23.0 percent loss for students with disabilities. 

•	 The subgroup span in ELA widened by 1.8 PI points and in math widened by 4.3 points 
between 2002 and 2004 in Greater Lowell. 

•	 The average gap in ELA widened by 3.6 PI points and widened by 1.7 points in math in 
Greater Lowell between 2002 and 2004. 

•	 The proficiency gap in ELA widened by 0.1 PI points between 2002 and 2004 in Greater 
Lowell; in math, it widened by 0.5 points. 
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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 Greater Lowell. 

Table 13: 


Student MCAS Test Participation by Subject Area


 ELA Math 
T 98.0% 97.8% 

NTO 0.2% 0.2% 
NTM 0.8% 0.8% 
NTA 1.0% 1.2% 
ALT 0.0% 0.0% 

Analysis of Table 13: 
•	 In Greater Lowell, the 98.0 percent student participation rate on the 2004 MCAS ELA 

subtest was 3.0 percentage points higher than the state’s 95 percent requirement. 

•	 In Greater Lowell, the 97.8 percent student participation rate on the 2004 MCAS math 
subtest was 2.8 percentage points higher than the state’s 95 percent requirement. 
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Appendix A: N- values 

1. N-Values by Grade: 

ELA Math 
Grtr. Lowell RVT ALL LEVELS 490 487 

Advanced 4 21 
 Proficient 126 90 
 Needs Improv 254 235 
 Warning/Failing 106 141 

Regular Advanced 4 19 
 Proficient 110 70 
 Needs Improv 193 176 
 Warning/Failing 49 88 

Disability Advanced 0 2 
 Proficient 16 20 
 Needs Improv 58 53 
 Warning/Failing 50 49 

LEP Advanced 0 0 
 Proficient 0 0 
 Needs Improv 3 6 
 Warning/Failing 7 4 

Free Lunch/Y Advanced 0 8 
 Proficient 38 26 
 Needs Improv 122 107 
 Warning/Failing 69 85 

Free Lunch/N Advanced 4 13 
 Proficient 88 64 
 Needs Improv 132 128 
 Warning/Failing 37 56 

African-American Advanced 0 0 
 Proficient 3 3 
 Needs Improv 7 6 
 Warning/Failing 2 3 

Asian-American Advanced 0 5 
 Proficient 9 4 
 Needs Improv 30 27 
 Warning/Failing 20 23 

Hispanic Advanced 0 2 
 Proficient 17 8 
 Needs Improv 65 52 
 Warning/Failing 41 59 

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

White Advanced 4 14 
 Proficient 95 74 
 Needs Improv 151 149 
 Warning/Failing 42 54 
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2. N-values by year:

 2001 2002 2003 2004 
Advanced 4 23 20 25 
Proficient 66 145 208 216 

Needs Improvement 322 447 465 489 
Warning/Failing 492 272 271 247 

3. N-values for NTA, NTM, and NTO by Student Status:

 ELA Math 
T.Disability 124 124 
T.Regular 355 354 

T.LEP 10 10 
NTM.Disability 1 1 
NTM.Regular 3 3 

NTO.Disability 1 1 
NTA.Disability 1 1 
NTA.Regular 2 5 

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 4 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 

Rounded differences may result in slight discrepancies. 
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Part III: Domain Findings and Summary 

Domain A: Assessment and Evaluation

 Standards  Indicators  
Domain A - Test & Evaluation 
S1 - Student Test 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S2 - Participation 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S3 - Evaluation Processes: Personnel 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S4 - Evaluation Processes: Programs, Services, & 
Resource Acquisition 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

1 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
1 

0 
0 
1 
0 

2 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

3 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
1 

0 
0 
1 
0 

4 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
0 
1 

0 
0 
0 
1 

5 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
1 

6 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
1 

0 
0 
0 
1 

0 
0 
0 
1 

7 8 Total 

0 N/A 0 
0 N/A 4 
1 N/A 3 
0 N/A 0 

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

0 0 0 
0 0 1 
0 0 1 
1 1 6 

N/A N/A 0 
N/A N/A 0 
N/A N/A 3 
N/A N/A 3 

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. 
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Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 The district regularly analyzed student assessment data for aggregate performance, 

performance by test item, and individual performance. The testing center facilitated this 

analysis. However, the district did not regularly disaggregate data by subgroup and was 

unaware of the inequitable student performance of some subgroups. 

•	 The district discontinued a number of programs when their grant funding ended, even though 

the district’s data showed that they were effective. The district also continued to fund, with 

local money, some programs that data showed to be ineffective. 

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 policies during the period under review stated that the testing program’s 

goal was “increased student achievement.” The policies required testing to be both “ongoing” 

and “an integral part of learning.” The district regularly administered a variety of tests and, 

though it had no policy on data analysis, regularly evaluated test results. Administrators and 

teachers said that the district analyzed the MCAS test scores as soon as they were available. The 

district used the Terra Nova test to place incoming Grade 9 students and to track their progress. 

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

assessment scores to assess student progress for all populations. Student performance has 

improved across all subgroups. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Administrators and teachers said that the district had a long-standing practice of using 

disaggregated MCAS test and Terra Nova data. The EQA team’s review of a sample of the 

analyses and discussions with administrators showed that the district looked at aggregate 

performance data, data disaggregated by test item, and individual performance. The district used 
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individual data to determine which students needed additional services. Administrators said that 

the district did not usually disaggregate data by subgroup, although it did look at special 

education students’ individual scores. 

The MCAS test data from the Merrimac Education Collaborative (MEC) showed that while 

regular education students’ scores increased between 2002 and 2004, special education students’ 

scores declined. During the same period, both students eligible for free or reduced-cost lunch 

(FRL/Y) and those ineligible for it (FRL/N) improved in ELA and math, but the rate of 

improvement was far greater for FRL/N students than for FRL/Y students. The rates of 

improvement of Asian-American and Hispanic students were similarly inequitable when 

compared to those of White students. 

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: Administrators said that the director of assessment was responsible for MCAS testing 

and ensured that all testing adhered to the “Principles of Test Administration.” Other 

interviewees said that all teachers who proctored an MCAS test met beforehand to carefully 

review the procedures. The director of assessment gave them copies of the relevant sections of 

the “Principles” to use during the test administration. 

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 
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Evidence: District documentation showed that the school administered the Terra Nova Basic 

Battery (BB) and Multiple Assessment (MA) in addition to the MCAS test. Administrators said 

that the school used the Terra Nova BB to place students in ELA and math. The school 

administered the Terra Nova MA to all students in grades 9-12 to measure their progress. 

Teachers generated other tests during the period under review. The school’s testing center could 

administer and score these tests and disaggregate their results by test item. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: District documentation and interviews with a number of administrators showed that 

the district did not have a formal, documented annual review of test data by which it reallocated 

staff or prioritized resource distribution. However, administrators explained that they had 

numerous discussions during budget development. Each cluster chairperson reviewed the 

cluster’s requests with the director who oversaw his or her department. The directors reviewed 

these discussions with the business manager. Administrators gave several examples of the 

district discontinuing a program because its grant funding ran out, even though data showed it to 

be effective. 

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

regular intervals. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Teachers and administrators said that the district gave test data to relevant staff during 

the period under review. Administrators received copies of the item analyses for all students who 

took a test. Teachers saw the individual scores for the students they taught, aggregate data, as 

well as item analyses. Vocational-technical instructors received the scores of the students in their 

shop areas. The district’s director of assessment provided custom analyses on request. 
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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 

Evidence: Neither administrator interviews nor district documentation showed a distinct, 

consistent link between district tests and state curriculum frameworks. Administrators said that 

they expected teachers to follow the frameworks. Administrators said that they assumed that any 

test that a teacher used supported what was taught and was therefore linked. Additionally, the 

district used Terra Nova as a predictor of future success on the MCAS test. However, the 

district’s analyses showed that there was actually not a strong correlation. 

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): 

•	 During the school years between 2002 and 2004, the district exceeded the EQA standard of 

95 percent participation on the MCAS test. 

•	 The district’s attendance policy was unclear, and its practices were inconsistent. Student 

attendance rates during the period under review did not meet the Department of Education 

(DOE) standard. 

•	 The district’s records of in-school suspensions were inaccurate. 

•	 The district’s Limited English Proficiency (LEP) students made Adequate Yearly Progress 

(AYP) in both ELA and math in 2004. 

41




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 data showed that the district’s MCAS test participation rates during the 

period under review exceeded the EQA standard of 95 percent. In 2002, the district’s 

participation rate on the ELA subtest was 95 percent; it was 100 percent in 2003 and 95 percent 

in 2004. The participation rates on the math subtest were 98 percent in 2002, 99 percent in 2003, 

and 98 percent in 2004. The district’s policy manual cited the state requirement of attaining a 

Competency Determination (CD) on the MCAS test before graduation. Administrators provided 

documented evidence of procedures for informing parents, guardians, students, and teachers 

about the MCAS test and encouraging student participation. The documents emphasized the 

importance of giving one’s best effort on the test. The DOE data indicated that none of the 

district’s limited English proficient (LEP) students took alternative tests in 2004. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: Administrator interviews and district documentation showed that the school 

administered the Terra Nova test for ELA to all Grade 8 students that it accepted. The school 

administered the test on a Saturday in March of the year prior to enrollment, and school provided 

transportation to the test site. The school used the results of the Terra Nova to place students and 

to serve as a predictor of success on the MCAS test. The school gave special education students 

the Woodcock-Johnson test for the same purposes. The school re-administered these tests in 

early September for students who did not attend the March testing. The school also administered 

a math and reading screening test to Grade 9 students in the first week of September to determine 

appropriate academic placement. The director of assessment gave make-up exams. The district’s 

student career plans did not demonstrate the use of test data in planning students’ vocational 
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programs of study. Student records bore little evidence of individualized use of career tests. The 

student handbook indicated that every technical program had a list of tasks that measured 

students’ competence. Each February and June, the school gave students reports on their 

competency attainment. These reports were part of the students’ portfolios to be used in applying 

for a job or college. The district did not require students to earn third-party credentials or state or 

federal licenses. The 2003-04 School Improvement Plan (SIP) recommended piloting final 

exams in academic courses. Administrators said the school would begin giving mid-terms and 

final exams in academic courses in 2005-06. 

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

MCAS assessment. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Administrators who had direct or indirect supervisory responsibility for the LEP 

program said that all English Language Learner (ELL) students participated in the MCAS test 

during the period under review, and the DOE data confirmed this. Interviewees said that the 

district gave no exemptions or alternative tests to ELL students because they all met the DOE 

benchmarks and standards. 

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: The policy manual and student handbook recognized the importance of student 

attendance and its direct relationship with student achievement. The student handbook stated 

excessive absences could lead to failing grades and result in ineligibility for student activities, 

sports, and cooperative education. 

However, attendance requirements did not emphasize the importance of attendance. District 

policy required at least 85 percent attendance to obtain course credit. This was well below the 
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state attendance standard of 93 percent and the EQA standard of 95 percent. However, the policy 

manual incorrectly restated the policy in terms of days: at most six days absent from a half-year 

course, or 12 days from a full-year course. This statement required 93.3 percent attendance. 

Administrators indicated that teachers’ enforcement was inconsistent. The 2003-04 SIP indicated 

dissatisfaction with the policy and recommended a review. The 2003-04 District Improvement 

Plan (DIP) indicated that the district developed a process to motivate student attendance. It 

included recognition at school committee meetings and award certificates. 

The student handbook required parents and guardians to call the dean’s office if their child was 

absent. If the school received no call, it made a computerized call to the home in the afternoon. 

The school also required an absence note under penalty of detention. At 10, 16, and 20 days 

absence, the school notified parents and met with them. Excessive absence could result in 

permanent exclusion and court action. Administrators said that court action was uncommon 

because of the court’s reluctance to pursue truancy unless the student was identified as having 

special needs. Interviews and documentation also indicated that the school seldom issued the 16

day letter. 

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

with chronic absenteeism. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: According to the student handbook, at 10, 16, and 20 days absence, the school 

notified parents and met with them. Excessive absence could result in permanent exclusion and 

court action. Administrators said that court action was uncommon because of the courts’ 

reluctance to pursue truancy unless the student was identified as having special needs. Interviews 

and documentation also indicated that the school seldom issued the 16-day letter. The DOE data 

showed that the district’s chronic student absence (at least 18 absences in a school year) rate was 

25.8 percent in 2002, 28.7 percent in 2003, and 25.0 percent in 2004, indicating that the district’s 

attendance policies and procedures did not effectively address chronic absenteeism. 
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The student handbook indicated that the school provided tutoring services when it was confirmed 

that a student would be absent for “an extended period.” The district also had a Student 

Assistance Team to help students experiencing difficulties, including absenteeism, that caused 

academic or vocational-technical failures. 

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 

Evidence: District documentation and interviews with administrators and six members of the 

school committee gave no evidence that the district analyzed attendance, suspension, discipline, 

or dropout data by subgroup. The district used Nordex software to maintain its attendance, 

suspension, discipline, and dropout information. Administrators and staff received reports on 

daily attendance, in-school suspension rosters, detention rosters, and an alphabetic discipline list. 

District administration questioned the accuracy of the 2002-03 in-school suspension rate. The 

DOE data indicated that the district’s in-school suspension rate was 55.1 percent in 2001, 65.7 

percent in 2002, and 53.5 percent in 2003. The district contended that it kept data accurately. 

However, the district reported the total number of suspensions rather than the number of students 

suspended. 

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

language learners (ELLs) during the period under examination. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The ELL program staff described and documented their process for identifying and 

testing ELL students and tracking their English proficiency. The school identified LEP students 

after admitting them. A bilingual counselor visited the middle school to complete profile sheets 

and administer the Language Assessment Scales-Reading and Writing (LAS/RW). The district 

planned to replace the LAS/RW with the Massachusetts English Proficiency Assessment for 

Reading and Writing (MEPA/RW) in 2005-06 in order to meet the DOE’s requirements.  
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The school rescheduled students who performed at a higher or lower level than test scores 

indicated. The school re-tested students each May with the LAS/RW and the Massachusetts 

English Language Assessment – Oral (MELA-O). The school monitored student progress with 

quarterly reports. However, the district kept student schedules, test results, and progress reports 

in different locations and on multiple lists, making it difficult to monitor and assess student 

progress. The DOE cited the school’s procedures for transferring students from the bilingual 

program to the monolingual as exemplary. The district’s LEP students made AYP in both ELA 

and math in 2004. 

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 evaluation procedures for both teachers and administrators complied with the 

requirements of the law. However, randomly selected files showed that the district’s 

evaluation practices were not informative and did not promote growth effectively. 

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: A review of the evaluation instruments for both teachers and administrators and of 

randomly selected completed evaluations revealed no connection to test data. Senior 

administrators confirmed that it was not district practice. 
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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: Poor 

Evidence: The district’s procedure for evaluating administrators met the requirements of the 

law. The evaluation instrument, called the “administrative/supervisory evaluation report” was 

loosely aligned with the “Principles of Effective Administration.” The form had ten sections, 

including knowledge, ability to organize, management, and curriculum. Each of the sections had 

two or three sub-questions. The form left the evaluator space to write comments for each 

subsection. The administrator contracts that the EQA team reviewed did not describe 

evaluations. 

Administrator interviews and a review of randomly selected administrator personnel files 

showed that evaluators did use the evaluation tool. District policy during the period under review 

required that administrators be evaluated annually. Seven of the 10 files had annual evaluations. 

The other three had evaluations for at least two of the four years under review. 

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: The 10 randomly selected administrator files contained about thirty completed 

evaluations that varied widely in quality. The evaluations were consistently laudatory, and none 

of the evaluations gave prescriptions for personal growth. Some gave very specific, standard-by-

standard information about performance, while others had minimal information, often just a 

general sentence. Quality seemed to vary by evaluator. Administrators said that the district did 

not formally train them to conduct evaluations. They also said that the district did not set 

standards for the quality of written evaluations. “Past practice” was their guide, and senior 

administrators said that they never addressed the inconsistency because “most of the 

administrators had been doing evaluations for more than 20 years.” 
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4.	 Administrators in the district were held accountable for student assessment results in their yearly 

evaluations. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: Administrator interviews and the document review gave no evidence that the district 

held administrators accountable for test results. The administrator pay scale reflected position 

only, and there were no provisions for adjustments based on performance. In fact, district policy 

5750 stated that only changes in employee status or the budget could influence salary. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s teacher evaluation procedures met the requirements of the law. The 

district’s evaluation instrument, called the “Teacher Evaluation Report,” had seven sections that 

corresponded to the “Principles of Effective Teaching.” The teacher handbook noted this 

alignment. Each of the seven sections left space for the evaluator to write narrative. Before 

writing the summative evaluation, the evaluator observed a class and filled out an observation 

report form, as required by the teachers’ labor contract. This form also had seven sections 

corresponding to the “Principles.” The sections contained between two and 14 subsections each. 

The subsections could receive the ratings: ‘Satisfactory,’ ‘In progress,’ ‘Needs Improvement,’ or 

‘Not Observable.’ The form also allowed space for setting goals and making comments and 

suggestions. 

The EQA team reviewed 31 randomly selected personnel files for professional-status teachers. 

The files showed that administrators used these evaluation tools during the period under review. 

All of the files had three or more evaluations for the previous four years; 90 percent (28 of 31) 

had evaluations for each year. This frequency of evaluation exceeded the legal requirement. 
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6.	 The form and content of the district’s evaluation process for teachers was informative, 

instructive, and used to provide professional development offerings that promoted individual 

growth and effectiveness. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The quality of the teacher evaluations varied widely. Some described the teacher’s 

accomplishments, while others had minimal, general comments. A number of the evaluations 

had only one sentence per section, or seven sentences in the entire evaluation. In a number of 

cases it was clear that the evaluator just copied comments from one evaluation to the next. In an 

extreme case, one teacher received the exact same one-sentence comment for a particular section 

on four consecutive evaluations. The evaluation form had space for the evaluator to write goals 

for the teacher. All of the completed evaluations had goals, but the quality and amount varied. In 

some cases, evaluators set the same goal for several teachers in a given year, or for one teacher 

from year to year. Most of the observation report forms that the EQA team reviewed did not 

effectively promote growth. All of the sample evaluations scored every single category 

satisfactory, with the exception of three (total) indicators marked (not observable). 

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 document review and interviews with administrators and teachers showed no 

evidence that the district held teachers accountable for test results. The teachers’ labor contract 

set pay by experience and did not provide for adjustments based on performance. 

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

consequences for compensation, advancement, or employment. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: A number of administrators said that teachers rarely left the district after they 

achieved professional status. The randomly selected personnel files and interviews with 
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administrators indicated that the school placed one teacher on improvement plans during the 

period under review. Furthermore, through reorganization, the district eliminated one 

administrator. The district did provide evidence of any administrative corrective action plans for 

the period under review. 

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 lacked formal procedures for evaluating 

programs. Funding, not data, governed many of the district’s decisions about programs, 

services, and supplies. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: The document review and interviews with administrators indicated that the district did 

not evaluate programs unless a grant required it. The district did look at the results of external 

evaluations such as the DOE’s Coordinated Program Review (CPR) and the New England 

Association of Schools and Colleges (NEASC) reports. It also used the results of the Terra Nova 

and the MCAS test to assess the academic programs. It also considered positive placement data 

and the number of students achieving licensure in assessing its shop programs. However, these 

were informal and anecdotal evaluations. In most cases, the link between test data and the 

acquisition of resources was unclear. The district provided clear examples of providing financial 

support where data identified a need. For instance, the district bought new textbooks to raise low 
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math scores. On the other hand, there were examples of the district not providing financial 

support when data showed a need. For example, data showed certain support programs to be 

effective, but the district did not pick up the cost when grant funding ended. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: The district did not consistently use data to measure program effectiveness. One 

administrator described the district’s use of data and data-based decision-making as an “evolving 

practice.” There were examples of both data-based decisions and decisions that did not depend 

on data. Interviews with administrators indicated that data was not always the prime 

consideration. The school collected placement data for each shop area. The district created a 

placement report every year during the period under review. However, the district did not 

consistently analyze this data to determine program effectiveness. 

The district had the required Program Advisory Committees (PACs). They included parents and 

representatives of local industry. They met at twice per year. The schedules were in the teacher 

handbook. However, less than half of teachers (about 40 percent) considered the PACs to be 

effective in evaluating programs and recommending improvements. PAC meeting minutes 

supported this perception. They did not mention curriculum, instruction, or general effectiveness. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: The district’s data-based program evaluations were sporadic. Administrators said that 

they sometimes informally considered data in making decisions. None of the administrators 

could confirm that data was the driving force. 
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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: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: District documentation and interviews with the superintendent, administrators, 

teachers, school committee members, and PAC members indicated that the district did not use 

data to measure the effectiveness of acquired resources, including capital improvements and 

projects, equipment, materials, or supplies. None of the interviewees could cite an instance in 

which the district measured the effectiveness of a resource, equipment, or capital improvement at 

all, let alone using test data. 

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: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: District documentation and interviews with district officials indicated that the district 

did not use data to measure the effectiveness of acquired resources. None of these interviewees 

could cite a single instance in which the district measured the effectiveness of a resource, 

equipment, or capital improvement at all, let alone using test data. 

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

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

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: Teachers and administrators made it clear that funding was the primary factor in 

deciding whether to continue a program during the period under review. The district did very 

little program evaluation, formal or otherwise. As a result, many decisions about funding for 

programs, equipment, and supplies were based on anecdotal information. Administrators cited a 

number of examples in which the district discontinued a program when its grant funding ran out, 
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even though data showed it to be effective. The district also continued to fund, with local money, 

some programs that data showed to be ineffective. 
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Domain B: Curriculum and Instruction

 Standards   Indicators  1 

Domain B - Curriculum & Instruction 
S5 – Curriculum 

Excellent 0 
Satisfactory 0 
Poor 1 
Unsatisfactory 0 

S6 - Instruction: Expectations & Policies 
Excellent 0 
Satisfactory 1 
Poor 0 
Unsatisfactory 0 

S7 - Opportunity & Access To Quality Education 
Programs 

Excellent 0 
Satisfactory 1 
Poor 0 
Unsatisfactory 0 

S8 - Professional Development & Training 
Excellent 0 
Satisfactory 0 
Poor 1 
Unsatisfactory 0 

2 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

3 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

4 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

5 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

6 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

7 8 9 Total 

0 0 N/A 0 
0 0 N/A 0 
1 1 N/A 8 
0 0 N/A 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 1 5 
1 1 0 4 
0 0 0 0 

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

0 N/A N/A 0 
0 N/A N/A 2 
1 N/A N/A 5 
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): 

•	 The school’s written curriculum was incomplete and was not fully aligned with the state 

curriculum frameworks. 

•	 The district did not provide the resources necessary to support regular curriculum 

development. 
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•	 Test results for subgroups indicated that the curriculum did not support equitable rates of 

improvement for all students. 

•	 The school minimally integrated academic skills into the vocational-technical curriculum. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: In both the academic and vocational-technical areas, the district maintained elements 

of a written curriculum in separate documents but failed to gather them into one complete written 

curriculum. Teachers had to use to a number of sources for the curriculum they needed. The 

Program of Studies listed course objectives. Separate scopes and sequences for each academic 

and vocational course specified timelines, content, resources, and tests. The ELA and math 

scopes and sequences referred to the state curriculum frameworks when the district curriculum 

supported a particular benchmark. This was more an example of curriculum mapping than of a 

curriculum built around the state standards. Separate documentation from the publishers of the 

district’s new ELA and math textbooks verified that the books were aligned with the state 

frameworks. The scopes and sequences for the vocational-technical courses did not refer to 

alignment with state frameworks. Separate documents listed the competencies for vocational 

programs. During the period under review, the district began to use textbooks as curricula. The 

scopes and sequences of the vocational-technical courses often resembled chapter-by-chapter 

syllabi rather than written curricula. While the publisher documentation for the ELA and math 

textbooks showed correlation with the state frameworks, this was not evidence of full alignment. 

The district began aligning its science curriculum with state frameworks, but this task was far 

from complete. 

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: Poor 
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Evidence: The school’s organization chart listed a director of vocational studies and a director of 

curriculum and instruction. These two administrators said that they had joint responsibility for 

the use, alignment, quality, currency, and consistency of the district’s academic and vocational-

technical curricula. Their job descriptions reiterated this responsibility. However, the agendas of 

meetings between these directors and the cluster chairs listed few items about curriculum. The 

directors said that the cluster chairpersons held a great deal of responsibility for curriculum 

oversight and reported to one of them. The cluster chairs supervised anywhere between four and 

42 teachers and four or five departments. Top-level administrators agreed that these 

responsibilities reduced cluster chairpersons’ time in classrooms. The agendas of the meetings 

that cluster chairpersons had with departments and clusters included items about the curriculum. 

The directors said that many of the meetings at which cluster chairpersons work on curricula 

were informal. Although senior administrators considered the cluster chairs to have the most 

responsibility for monitoring the curricula, teachers said that teams of teachers who taught a 

particular course in common worked on alignment and quality when possible. Teacher teams did 

not necessarily set common planning time. Since the teachers’ labor contract required teachers to 

arrive five minutes before the day started and to stay seven minutes after it ended, after-school 

meetings for curriculum work were infrequent. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: According to administrators, teachers provided the impetus for curriculum review and 

revision. Each fall the school gave teachers a revision sheet on which to suggest course changes. 

The revision sheets became the basis for revising the annual Program of Studies. This sometimes 

led to revisions of the vocational-technical competencies. According to their meeting minutes, 

the PACs on occasion suggested adding and deleting competencies. However, data analysis did 

not necessarily drive course revision. Administrators said that the analysis of test results drove 

some curriculum revisions. The school’s development of open-ended questions for each 

academic and vocational area was a response to low scores on the long composition parts of the 
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MCAS tests. Low scores on the Grade 10 math subtest in 2001 led the school to double math 

instruction time in Grade 10. The math department adopted a unit on the “box and whisker” 

concept in response to an item analysis. Nevertheless, the document review and discussions with 

teachers and administrators did not indicate that teachers formally reviewed the curriculum each 

year or consistently considered test data in the reviews they conducted. 

4.	 (In vocational districts and academic districts with Chapter 74 programs) The results of student 

assessment data (i.e., longitudinal, demographic, disaggregated, diagnostic, and/or surveys) and 

post-graduate placement data indicated that the district implemented an established process to 

ensure sequencing and alignment of learning goals, skills and expectations from one grade to the 

next in grades 9-12, and integration of academic skills, particularly in ELA, mathematics and 

science and technology (and other tested core academic areas as added) into each occupational 

area. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: In response to low scores on the Grade 10 MCAS math subtest in 2001, the school 

worked in 2001-02 to raise its math instruction to state curriculum frameworks standards. In 

2002-03, the school introduced new math textbooks and doubled math instruction time for Grade 

10 students. The school’s math Proficiency Index (PI) rose significantly between 2001 and 2002, 

but it rose minimally between 2002 and 2004. The ELA PI showed a similar pattern. In that case, 

the jump between 2001 and 2002 coincided with the district’s inclusion of open-response 

questions in all academic and vocational-technical areas. 

Administrators said that, during the 2001-02 school year, the school began to integrate the 

academic frameworks into the vocational-technical program areas. One teacher from each of the 

23 vocational-technical areas attended a workshop. The teachers selected only five standards to 

work on. However, teachers and administrators said that the district largely put this work on hold 

during the period under review due to budget constraints. 

The district’s improvements in MCAS test scores were not equitable during the period under 

review. In 2002, Greater Lowell’s White students earned a math PI of 57.4. The figure rose to 
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65.7 in 2004. White students’ ELA PI rose from 63.4 in 2002 to 70.5 in 2004. However, 

Hispanic students’ ELA PI improved between 2002 and 2003, but dropped from 60.4 in 2003 to 

54.1 in 2004. Similarly, their math PI increased between 2002 and 2003 but dropped from 50.3 

in 2003 to 44.4 in 2004. The ELA PI of FRL/Y students showed a similar pattern, and their math 

PI improved only slightly. The ELA PI of students with disabilities fell from 55.1 in 2002 to 52.8 

in 2004, and their math PI fell from 60.5 to 51.4 in the same period. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: Detailed scopes and sequences in both the academic and vocational areas guided 

horizontal alignment. Cluster chairs were responsible for monitoring this alignment, but 

administrators and teachers agreed that the chairs had little opportunity to visit classrooms. 

Teachers said that discussion within teacher teams brought about horizontal alignment across 

multiple course sections. However, the discussions were limited since the district did not 

schedule common planning time for teachers who taught a course in common. Multiple sections 

did not give a common final exam to encourage horizontal alignment. The district last formally 

reviewed and revised its ELA curriculum in 2000, which signified that the district paid minimal 

attention to vertical curriculum alignment in academic courses. The vocational programs did not 

need vertical alignment because students attained competency at their own rates. 

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

populations. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The school modified its math and ELA curricula during the 2002-03 school year. This 

included a substantial upgrade of the math skills taught and the use of open-ended questions in 

all content areas. However, these changes did not bring about equitable improvement. 
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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: Administrators were satisfied that the school employed enough teachers to deliver the 

curriculum. During the period under review, the district used grant money to add math and ELA 

staff in response to needs that test results highlighted. However, administrators did not use 

subgroup improvement data to evaluate teacher staffing needs. Administrative staffing, which 

assigned curriculum delivery responsibilities to both senior administrators and cluster chairs, was 

more than adequate. Nevertheless, subgroup improvement was not equitable. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: Teachers and administrators received detailed information on student performance 

during the period under review. The district revised its curricula in response to test data in 2002 

and 2003, but it discontinued the work in 2004 when grant funds ran out. The district did not 

allocate funds from other sources to support curriculum development. According to their 

published job descriptions, the cluster chairpersons were responsible for curriculum monitoring. 

However, administrators said that the chairpersons were stretched so thin that they rarely 

monitored the curricula. The district insufficiently addressed this. All these factors meant that the 

district did not support curriculum work enough to make it effective. The small and inequitable 

improvement of the district’s MCAS test scores in 2003 and 2004 highlighted this problem. 
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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 did not examine disaggregated data or adjust instruction for specific subgroups. 

•	 The district’s improvement on the MCAS test was not equitable among subgroups. 

•	 The district gave teachers detailed reports on individual students’ test results, but this did not 

improve student achievement. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The school’s policy handbook required the school to provide high-quality vocational-

technical and academic instruction. The handbook also listed 14 educational goals that specified 

applications of this philosophy with regard to such matters as equal opportunity for students and 

individualized instruction. The teacher handbook expressed high expectations for teachers, 

instructing them to offer students “a dynamic and meaningful education … [to] prepare them for 

the challenges of the twenty-first century.” The handbook also required teachers to create an 

atmosphere of respect for students. The handbook offered specific recommendations. 

Administrators said that doubling Grade 10 math instructional time and requiring four years of 

ELA for graduation demonstrated the district’s commitment to maintaining high expectations for 

students. 
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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: Poor 

Evidence: The director of assessment gave teachers detailed information on aggregate and 

individual student performance, including MCAS test item analysis. The data did not include 

scores disaggregated by subgroup. Agendas from early-release and in-service days indicated that 

the director trained teachers to analyze and apply the information. Teachers said that teams of 

teachers who taught the same course looked at test data together. During the 2002-03 and 2003

04 school years, Data Analysis Teams also reviewed test results and gave teachers the results of 

their analyses. However, the district cut those teams in 2004 due to budget shortfalls. Despite the 

district’s efforts, its improvement in MCAS test scores was not sustained or equitable. 

3.	 Instructional time in each assessed content area met or exceeded state requirements in each 

subject area and at each level. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Instructional time in each assessed content area met state requirements for time on 

learning. Students spent alternating weeks in academic and vocational-technical classes. During 

the period under review, the school increased graduation requirements so that students had to 

pass four years of ELA. The school also began to give Grade 10 students math instruction during 

both academic and vocational-technical weeks in the period under review. The school year lasted 

180 days. Students were in class for five hours and 40 minutes each day, for 1,020 instructional 

hours per year. 

4.	 The district provided instructional leadership and support for strategies, techniques, and methods 

that resulted in improved student achievement. 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: During the period under review, the district trained a high percentage of its teachers to 

use the LINKS program. LINKS offered instructional techniques in reading, writing, and 

thinking and helped teachers incorporate writing in all subjects. The school’s scores on the 

MCAS test long composition did improve during the period under review. The school was also 

beginning to offer training in Inspiration, software that let teachers make their own graphic 

organizers. A workshop helped teachers write open-ended questions suitable to their subjects. 

One in-service day in 2002 was a workshop on using DCAP. Several times during the period 

under review, nationally known consultants gave one-day in-services on topics such as inclusive 

education and learning disabilities. 

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: In 2001, the school began requiring students to pass four years of ELA to graduate. 

The school also doubled math instructional time for non-college preparatory Grade 10 students. 

The percentage of students failing the ELA MCAS test decreased from 48.1 percent in 2001 to 

25.7 percent in 2002. The percent failing the MCAS math test decreased from 63.2 to 35.7 

percent. 

The district also adjusted the amount of teacher time allocated to some special education students 

by creating six inclusion classes in math and ELA. The PI of the district’s students with 

disabilities was above the state average in both math and ELA in 2002. However, these students 

did not make AYP in 2004. 

The district did not disaggregate data by subgroup. Administrators and teachers said repeatedly 

that they believed good instruction overall made the difference for all students. They saw no 

need to allocate additional instructional time to address the needs of students in specific 

subgroups. However, none of the district’s statistically significant subgroups (disabled, FRL/Y, 

Hispanic, and Asian-American) made AYP in 2004. 
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Senior administrators said that it was difficult to reallocate time, that instructional time was “set 

in stone.” Nevertheless, other vocational-technical schools structured their schedules in different 

ways. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district reported that teachers were absent on average 6.5 days in 2004. Teachers 

signed in with their cluster chairs every day. The teachers’ labor contract addressed sabbatical 

leave, leaves of absence, the sick leave bank, and personal leave. Administrators said that, on 

those rare occasions when a teacher’s absences seemed to be excessive, they discussed it directly 

with the teacher and the problem diminished. Administrators agreed that they did not analyze the 

effects of chronic teacher absenteeism 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: Poor 

Evidence: The district had no policy on or formal practice for dealing with chronic teacher 

absenteeism. However, administrators reported that chronic teacher absenteeism was rare. 

8.	 Educational technology was available and used as an integral part of the instructional program. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The DOE data indicated that the district had 5.4 students per computer, which was 

higher than the statewide rate of 4.3 students per computer. Teachers and administrators reported 

that most classrooms had at least one computer, and some academic classrooms had more. The 

Library Media Center had two large computer laboratories to which academic teachers could 
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take their classes. Teachers reported that they were gradually adding smart boards to academic 

classrooms. Nevertheless, not all classrooms had a mounted monitor or an overhead projector. 

Teachers using more advanced technological equipment had to move it from the Library Media 

Center to their classrooms. The vocational-technical programs had computer laboratories for 

classes such as Computer-Assisted Drafting (CAD), graphic arts, and information technology. 

The metals fabrication, carpentry, and auto mechanics programs also had some limited advanced 

technology. There were also satellite clusters of eight to 10 computers near shop areas. 

Technology was an integral part of vocational-technical instruction. Students achieved their 

competencies on technology equipment. However, true integration of technology into the 

academic program was not possible. Teachers had to sign up for computer laboratories and move 

their students there so that all had access to a computer. Since all of the academic teachers used 

the few laboratories, their available instructional computer use was limited. 

9.	 Student achievement data indicated that the district provided effective instruction, programs, and 

services to all English language learners. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In 2004, the school’s 35 ELL students composed about 1.6 percent of the school’s 

population. The school had two bilingual teachers and two full-time bilingual aides. Budget 

documents indicated that the 2003 per-pupil expenditure for ELL students was $24,123. Spanish 

was the native language of most of the ELL students. The program offered the students separate 

small classes in ELA, math, science, and social studies. According to the 2002 CPR, the 

curriculum for these classes was fully aligned with the state frameworks. The CPR also indicated 

that the school’s procedures for transferring students from the bilingual to the monolingual 

program were exemplary. Nevertheless, these students did not make AYP in 2004, and students 

in the subgroup improved at a significantly slower rate than the aggregate. 
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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 maintained detailed policies, practices, and procedures for delivering quality 

educational programs. 

•	 The district’s admissions policy ensured equitable access to its programs. 

•	 The district actively recruited student and staff diversity.  

•	 The district’s student support programs were primarily grant funded. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Documents and administrator interviews indicated that, during the period under 

review, the district gave students extra opportunities to fulfill the school’s requirements and to 

pass the MCAS tests. The district offered classroom and after-school tutoring and summer school 

remediation to students who scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ or ‘Needs Improvement’ on the 

Grade 10 MCAS test. Documents showed that 96 percent of the class of 2004 passed both the 

ELA and the math test. Administrators said that the district had made efforts to raise all students 

to competency. For example, the district offered after-school MCAS test remediation to Grade 

12 students who did not graduate because of their test scores. Administrators said that the school 

committee held a special ceremony for students who fulfilled the graduation requirements after 

their regular graduation date. Administrators said that three of the 13 Grade 12 students who did 

not graduate with their class in 2004 attended summer school to meet the requirements.  The 
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school counseled the others and gave them information about the Test of General Education 

Development (GED). 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Administrators said that the district gave all incoming students an orientation booklet 

during the period under review. The school also administered the Terra Nova test to incoming 

students and used the results to determine their placement. The school did not accept transfer 

students after Grade 10. Administrators said later transfers would not have time to make up the 

occupational hours required for graduation. Students could transfer from one occupational area 

to another before the second half of Grade 10, but not after. Documents and administrator 

interviews indicated that the school had few dropouts: 1.9 percent in 2001, 0.2 percent in 2002, 0 

percent in 2003, and 2.1 percent in 2004. There was no documented evidence, though, that the 

school tracked these few dropouts. However, administrators said that they conducted exit 

interviews and found that most dropouts left because they felt a need to work to help support 

their families. 

3.	 Disaggregated trend data (minimum of 3 years) indicated no significant differences or 

disproportionate rates of discipline referrals, retentions, suspensions, exclusion, or dropout rates 

among students of all subgroup populations. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Documents indicated that the district’s rate of in-school suspensions was four times 

higher than the state average. District administrators said that they did not track in-school 

suspensions by subgroup. However, documents that the district submitted to the state in 2003 

indicated that the in-school suspension rate for Hispanic students was higher than that for White 

students. The 2003 End of Year Report (EOYR) showed that 71.6 percent of the Hispanic 

66




students served at least one day of in-school suspension, while 50 percent of the White students 

did. Administrators said that students could be suspended for one to three days, depending on the 

offence. Students in the in-school suspension room did assigned make-up work. The district’s 

out-of-school suspension rate was in line with the statewide rate. However, the 2003 EOYR 

showed that 19.6 percent of African-American students served out-of-school suspension, while 

only 5.7 percent of Whites students did. However, African-American students constituted three 

percent of the student population. 

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 

Evidence: District administrators said that they used the MCAS test results and Terra Nova test 

results to place incoming students and schedule support services for at-risk students. 

Administrators said that two administrators held joint responsibility for developing an Individual 

Student Success Plan (ISSP) for each at-risk student. The ISSPs considered MCAS and Terra 

Nova test results. There was no evidence that district policy required a formal evaluation of the 

effectiveness of ISSPs and other adjustments. Administrators said that they monitored each 

student and adjusted programs and schedules as needed. The district disaggregated test scores by 

individual and shared this information with the cluster chairs and teachers. Teachers could 

consult with the director of assessments for further item analysis. 

5.	 Enrollment data indicated equitable participation in higher level, advanced, and AP-type courses 

in all assessed grade levels and programs. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The document review and administrator interviews did not indicate any bias in 

student admission to any academic or occupational program. All students had equal access to 

extracurricular activities. The district did not offer Advanced Placement (AP) courses. 

Interviewees said that the district used Terra Nova test results to place incoming students, and 
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that the school had a college-preparatory track. Later placement in college-preparatory courses 

depended on high academic achievement. Administrators said that the district administered some 

students’ diagnostic tests, such as the Woodcock-Johnson to help decide whether to change some 

students’ placement. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district had documented policies and practices on 

student behavior and on equitably supporting student needs. The student and staff handbooks 

listed these policies. The policies, practices, and procedures addressed discipline, suspension, 

retention, and exclusion. Administrators could not explain the disproportionate rate of in-school 

suspension among Hispanic students. They said that they did not disaggregate any data by 

subgroup. The district did not have a formal dropout recovery policy. Interviewees said that 

dropout rates were very low. The 2001, 2002, and 2003 EOYRs confirmed this. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: The district’s policy manual and staff and student handbooks did not address the 

needs of transient or mobile students. Attendance figures for the period under review indicated 

that the district had no transient or mobile students, but it did have foster children, a group which 

the policy manual and handbooks did not address. 

Administrators said that guidance and support personnel did everything they could to help 

students with transitioning into the district. The district placed students who transferred from 
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another vocational-technical school in their previous occupational area and supported them as 

they adjusted to the new school. If an entering student’s academic record did not include the 

information the district needed, the district administered reading and math diagnostic tests to 

assure proper placement. Administrators said that the district often monitored students to ensure 

that their placement was appropriate and challenging them. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Administrators said that the district had practices for assigning faculty to students and 

courses that capitalized on their skills and promoted high student achievement. There were six 

Grade 9 inclusion classes. Administrators reserved the right to reassign teachers in the best 

interest of the students. However, they gave only one example of such reassignment in response 

to MCAS test scores. The district reassigned the teacher to a higher grade-level math course so 

that a more qualified teacher could work with Grade 10 to raise scores. 

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 district did not systematically plan professional development. 

•	 Limited funding for professional development indicated the school leadership’s inadequate 

support in this area. 

•	 The district offered little of the professional training required by educational reform. 

•	 Teachers had limited involvement with the development, implementation, and assessment of 

the professional development program. 
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Indicators: 

1.	 The district had an annually approved professional development plan for all administrative and 

instructional staff employed by the district. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district did not have an annually approved professional development plan, though 

the policy manual’s section on professional development called for one. The manual stated that 

the plan should include “training in … teaching the new curriculum frameworks and [in] other 

skills required for the effective implementation of education reform.” The policy also called for 

the SIP to include a budget for professional development. 

The school did have a document that it called its professional development plan, written in May 

1995 and revised in August 2002. It was specific about the procedures for course approval, for 

offering a district workshop, and payment for workshop presenters. However, it did not list 

specific trainings during a particular school year. Instead, the district used to notify teachers of 

upcoming opportunities through the payroll bulletin. 

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 district’s annual expenditures for professional development exceeded the state’s 

requirements during the period under review. However, the expenditures were $63,317 less in 

2002 than in 2001, and $7,284 less in 2003 than in 2002. During the 2003-04 and 2004-05 school 

years, Perkins and special education grants funded most of the workshops held at the school. 

Administrators said that the district spent the bulk of its professional development money to meet 

its contractual obligations to reimburse teachers and administrators for approved courses and 

workshops. During the period under review, some administrative meetings informally addressed 

the value of particular workshops. However, administrators agreed that they did not 
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systematically evaluate the effectiveness of the professional development offerings in improving 

student performance. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: Though the district’s professional development program was informal and limited, 

MCAS test results did inform it. During the period under review, the district trained a high 

percentage of its teachers to use the LINKS program in an effort to improve ELA scores. The 

district also promoted Inspiration software, which helped teachers create their own graphic 

organizers. However, administrators said that the district did not analyze test scores 

disaggregated by subgroup, so this information did not influence professional development 

offerings. The 2003-04 SIP addressed professional development through a discussion of the 

school council’s support for professional development beyond what teachers needed for 

recertification and technical approval. However, weak funding yielded little progress on this 

issue. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district did not offer professional development in 

participatory decision-making and community and parental involvement. While the district did 

buy ELA and math textbooks that documented their alignment with the state curriculum 

frameworks, the agendas of early-release and in-service trainings showed that the district did not 

train teachers to teach the frameworks. 
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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: The director of assessment offered an in-service to all teachers on data analysis and 

the use of item analysis. The director also helped teachers as they continued to use data after the 

training. The district’s data analysis did not include disaggregation by subgroup. The district 

offered training in instructional techniques such as the LINKS program and Inspiration graphic 

organizers. Twice during the period under review the district trained all teachers to use the 

DCAP. The district also once hired a consultant to train a small group of teachers to write 

curriculum on a broader model than the one the district used at the time. The teachers produced 

curriculum documents that contained a philosophy statement and student objectives, elements 

missing from the district’s official curriculum documents. However, the district did nothing 

further with the training documents. 

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: The 2003-06 teachers’ labor contract allowed teachers $1,500 for professional 

development over the course of the contract. A list of courses and workshops that teachers 

attended during the 2003-04 school year showed that teachers enrolled courses that advanced 

skills directly related to their professional assignments. For example, five vocational teachers 

took a course called “Teaching Methods: Educating the Vocational-Technical Learner.” Several 

English teachers took courses in composition, and a number of teachers took technology courses 

related to their fields. Administrators said that they approved practically all course requests, even 

though the connection between the course and the teacher’s assignment was in some cases 

minimal. 
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7.	 Teachers were involved in the development, implementation, and assessment of the district’s 

professional development program. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: A Professional Development Strategy Team, composed of teachers and 

administrators, recommended future professional development topics and offerings. However, 

the meeting minutes included a list of suggested programs, none of which the district ever 

offered. Administrators said that the district occasionally surveyed teachers about their 

professional development needs. For example, the district asked teachers about needed 

technology training at the end of the 2003-04 school year. Overall, teachers had little 

involvement in implementing and assessing the professional development program. Senior 

administrators, particularly the director of curriculum and instruction and the director of 

vocational-technical studies, held that responsibility. The district’s professional development was 

generally ad hoc, and its assessment of it was limited and informal. 
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Domain C: Academic Support Services

 Standards  Indicators  
Domain C - Academic Support Services 
S9 - Student Academic Support: Programs 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S10 - Student Academic Support: Program 
Management & Evaluation 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

1 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

2 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

3 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

4 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

5 

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

0 
1 
0 
0 

6 Total 

0 0 
1 4 
0 1 
0 0 

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

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): 

•	 During the period under review, grant funding was the district’s primary means for providing 

support services to students who did not meet state performance expectations. 

•	 The DCAP was detailed in scope, and the district gave all staff a copy. 

•	 Classroom and occupational area teachers were made aware of students' achievement as 

measured by the MCAS test. 

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: District administrators said that they received the Grade 8 MCAS test results for all 

incoming students during the period under review. The school used those scores and the results 
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of the Terra Nova test to place students and schedule support services. Documents also showed 

that the district used the Woodcock Johnson test to screen students for Title I reading support. 

Administrators said that teachers developed tests to monitor student progress between 

standardized tests. Teachers confirmed this. Teachers said that they could refer students for 

additional testing to confirm their progress or need for additional support. The school assigned 

students needing support to a Title I program, tutored them in pull-out classes or individually, or 

performed core evaluations for them. 

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: During the period under review, the district gave its DCAP to all teachers. 

Administrators said that the district held workshops on accommodation during school release 

days for the past two years. The DCAP was not part of the DIP. The DCAP contained an eleven-

point textbook adaptation guide sheet, an eleven-point adaptation guide for written assignments, 

and a twenty-one point guide for math adaptation. The school had no administrator designated 

“Principal” for the first three years of the period under review. The director of curriculum and 

Instruction was responsible for implementing the DCAP. 

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 

d.	 assistance to classroom teachers, such as professional development, to help them analyze and 

accommodate the needs of students. 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The DCAP for the period under review included: Title I reading remediation, after-

class and pull-out tutoring, guidance and psychological services, in-school suspensions with 

make-up work and counseling, a teacher mentoring program, a school council with parent 

involvement, and analysis of individual data, which the school gave to all teachers. The district 

had no formal, documented professional development on accommodation, other than a program 

on the learning styles of vocational-technical students using computer software, during the 

period under review. 

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: The document review and interviews with administrators indicated that the district 

used individual student performance data to assess progress and identify students in need of 

additional support during the period under review. Teachers filled out a referral sheet when they 

had concerns about a student. The sheet included test scores, progress reports, and input from 

other teachers. The referrals led student support team meetings and support plans. This process 

depended on individual teachers and was not a district mandate. The district provided after-

school and in-class tutoring as grant money was available. When grants were not available, the 

district did not continue the programs with budgeted funds. The district’s MCAS test scores were 

below the state average during the period under review. 

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: N/A 

Evidence: N/A 
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6.	 The district's MCAS success plan was approved by the Department of Education, and contained 

the elements articulated in MGL Chapter 69, §1I (in applicable districts only). 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district had MCAS test success plans that were 

approved by the DOE and met the requirements of law. The Academic Support Grant funded 

services to students in grades 10-12 who failed the MCAS test at least once. Tutors gave MCAS 

test support classes during the academic weeks. The school provided small group instruction 

after school on Mondays and Thursdays. The director of curriculum or the assessment director 

individually contacted students who did not pass the Grade 10 MCAS test. The school sent 

letters to their parents. 

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): 

•	 The district funded student services primarily through grants. 

•	 For the period under review, the district engaged in detailed analyses of a variety of student 

test tools. 

•	 The district used test results to modify the scopes and sequences of some courses. 

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: Poor 
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Evidence: During the period under review, the district had a director of assessment. The job 

description included supervising the district’s testing center and disaggregating all test results for 

individual students and by item but not by subgroup. The director of assessment gave the results 

of these analyses to the cluster chairmen, who passed them on to teachers. The district had no 

policy or consistent practice that assured that teachers used the results or that the school used 

them to determine student support services. Administrators said that the school used data 

analysis to change the content of some math and ELA courses. Teachers said that the school also 

changed the content of some vocational-technical courses in response to MCAS test scores. 

Interviewees said that the vocational-technical teachers initiated those changes. 

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 funded after-school MCAS test 

remediation courses with MCAS test grants. The school actively encouraged students who failed 

or needed improvement to attend. The school provided transportation. The district also spent 

grant funds on extra math and ELA teachers to help students with in-class and pull-out tutoring. 

3.	 District and/or school administrators evaluated the overall effectiveness of its grant-funded 

MCAS success program. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district evaluated its grant-funded MCAS test 

success program and reported the evaluation to the DOE. The evaluation covered outreach 

methods, scheduling, program delivery, and attendance for each part of the program: after-school 

classes, pull-out classes, and in-class tutoring. The evaluation indicated that 34 percent of the 

ELA students in the program passed the next test. Only two students each completed the math 

and ELA after-school programs. The evaluation noted that the district may want to reconsider 

after-school programs. 
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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: Poor 

Evidence: Since the district’s support services depended on grants and the district did not know 

in advance which grants it would receive, the district had no specific plan for student support 

services. The document review and administrator interviews indicated that the district used a 

range of grant programs to advance student performance, including after-school MCAS test 

remediation classes and pull-out and in-class tutoring. During the period under review, the 

district used software such as the Piney Press Vocational Inventory to determine student learning 

styles. The district trained teachers to use the software. During the period under review, the 

district had up to five teachers with expertise in modifying curricula for different learning styles. 

They spent 100 to 150 hours each year on this, in addition to their regular teaching load. This 

activity decreased in the past two years; administrators said that they thought that the district 

now had two teachers doing this. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s evaluations of its MCAS test grant funded programs indicated that they 

were efficient and managed effectively during the period under review. Aggregate scores 

improved somewhat, but the improvement in special education scores was flatter. 
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Domain D: Leadership, Governance, and Organization

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
D

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 4 
1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 5 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 6 
1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Standards  Indicators 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): 

•	 The district’s vision presented a mission to give students the necessary skills for employment 

and post-secondary studies. However, rigorous academic instruction for all students was not 

a priority until the 2000-01 school year. 

•	 The district had a significant amount of documentation on past practices and initiatives, and 

administrators relied on past personal experience in setting direction. 

•	 The district seriously considered the School Improvement Plan (SIP) recommendations, 

subject to funding. However, the SIP was not directly aligned with the District Improvement 
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Plan (DIP) or the district’s vision, and there was no evidence that the district considered data 

analysis when writing the SIP. 

•	 The DIP displayed some use of data analysis. The district considered the document the 

superintendent’s product between 1999 and 2003. The current superintendent ceased using 

the DIP. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: School committee members, administrators, and teachers understood the district’s 

primary mission to provide students with the skills necessary for successful employment and 

post-secondary studies. The March 2002 CPR recommended “a more comprehensive vision 

statement and more specific consideration of post-school needs.” The document review and 

interviews indicated that quality academic instruction was not a priority until the 2000-01 school 

year. The policy manual, revised January 2001, included the district’s Educational Philosophy 

and Goals. This version differed from the district’s Philosophy and Goals in the October 2000 

New England Association of Schools and Colleges (NEASC) Decennial Review Report, the 

SIPs, the Mission Statement, and the student and teacher handbooks. The school’s main lobby 

had a large display of the Mission Statement. The NEASC Decennial Review Report 

recommended that the district post its Philosophy and Goals on the school website. The school 

website featured the current district Mission Statement and Philosophy and Goals. The DIP did 

not contain the district’s mission or goals. The school did not directly consider data analysis in 

writing the SIP and its recommendations. The district considered the DIP a “big picture.” The 

current superintendent, hired in May 2003, served on the school council as a teacher for six 

years. He was more familiar with the SIP and considered it more influential in bringing about 
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change. The last superintendent, who served from 1999 to 2003, was more involved with the 

DIP. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: School committee members knew that their responsibilities under education reform 

law included hiring and firing the superintendent and a few other positions, approving the annual 

budget, and setting district policies. The policy manual similarly described the school 

committee’s powers, with the addition of setting teacher performance standards. Some school 

committee members cited their direct familiarity with school operations and staff. The document 

review and interviews with school committee members and administrators indicated that the 

school committee received the MCAS test results and placement and enrollment information. 

However, their decisions and policy-making did not rely on 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: Most of the senior-level administrators were long-term district employees. However, 

most began in their current positions during the period under review. Senior administrators said 

that “past practice” was their primary guide. The closet of the superintendent’s office contained 

the policy manual and documentation of curriculum and professional association activities. The 

DIP and the SIP provided information on both past and current initiatives. The student and parent 

newsletters also provided considerable information on past and current initiatives and staff and 

student achievements. 
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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 in April or March of the previous school 

year. School committee members described the SIP as a set of recommendations whose 

implementation was subject to funding. They were aware of the DIP. Discussions with 

administrators involved in the DIP and SIP and a thorough review of the documents indicated 

only coincidental alignment between the two plans. They considered the DIP more of a product 

of the previous superintendent, but some activity continued. The current superintendent served 

on the School Council as a teacher for six years until 2002. The director of curriculum and 

Instruction served as principal and school council co-chairperson since 1999, representing the 

superintendent/principal or the assistant superintendent/principal when that position was 

established. The school council gave minutes to the official principal. There was no evidence that 

the school used data analysis in developing the SIP. 

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: The document review and interviews with senior and mid-level administrators 

indicated that the director of assessment began to provide aggregate and individual test analysis 

in the 1998-99 school year. The DIPs for the period under review revealed that the Test Team 

Goals resulted in the collection and analysis of test data, administrative and faculty skills 

development in 2001 and 2002, and the establishment of program services to improve student 

achievement. The superintendent received copies of the MCAS test results and competency 

determinations. He expected senior staff to deal with this issue. The previous superintendent took 

a hands-on approach to data. Teachers’ focus groups described the availability of individual 

student item analysis and aggregate data. They used the data to modify curriculum and 
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instruction and to address weaknesses. They indicated familiarity with TestWiz and on-line 

remediation. 

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: Administrators said that they received test data as a result of reviewing the DIPs 

during the period under review. The district evaluated this data to determine the effects of 

programs and services on student achievement. Data analysis also led to the implementation of 

programs such as Summer Reading, an additional period of Grade 10 math, and newspapers in 

the classroom. 

7.	 All of the district’s administrators were appropriately certified. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: All of the 24 administrators were appropriately certified. The director of technical 

studies had a vocational-technical administrator license. The superintendent checked all licenses 

at the beginning of the year. The DOE and district Staff Registers differed regarding 

administrative numbers and licensure in 2004. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: The district policy manual required the school committee to submit an Annual Report 

to each member town. The reports included financial information and other information about 

the operation and maintenance of the school. The superintendent was unaware that the Annual 

Town Report was shared with any other group. The superintendent indicated that the district did 
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not prepare an annual report on the extent to which the implementation of the SIP and the DIP 

improved student achievement. The DIP had some narrative about meeting goals. Administrators 

and teachers indicated familiarity with the DIP. The superintendent’s office prepared a calendar-

year Annual Report for the School Committee. The reports from the period of review primarily 

consisted of excerpts from the monthly school committee meetings. The content covered staff 

and student achievement, the MCAS test results, school events, personnel matters, and budgetary 

action. The 2003 Annual Report marked a change in format to summative narration of similar 

topics. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: The district policy manual required that the school committee annually evaluate the 

superintendent on or about April 1, on his progress toward goals that they set at the beginning of 

the previous September. School committee members began their individual evaluations on 

March 1, using a uniform evaluation instrument. The district gave the EQA team three summary 

evaluations for the previous superintendent, dated February 2001, November 2001, and 

November 2002. All eight school committee members participated in all three evaluations. There 

was also a self-evaluation. None of these documents referred directly to the MCAS test results or 

the implementation of the DIP. However, the superintendent’s self-evaluation referred to 

activities and programs that supported improved student achievement. The current 

superintendent’s goals for his April 2004 evaluation made two general references to the MCAS 

test scores and improved academic performance. However, the school committee’s comments 

did not mention the MCAS test results, and neither the goals nor the comments mentioned 

implementation of the DIP. The school committee offered the previous superintendent more 

suggestions for improving future job performance than it did the current superintendent. Neither 

superintendent’s salary depended on the evaluations. 
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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): 

•	 The previous superintendent had a hands-on management style, but the current 

superintendent was reorganizing the administrative structure, because there was significant 

duplication of job responsibilities. 

•	 No faculty members participated in the hiring within the district. 

•	 The district had low administrative and faculty turnover during the period under review. 

Indicators: 

1.	 The superintendent effectively delegated the educational and operational management of the 

schools to the building principals and program directors. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The previous superintendent served as both superintendent and principal during most 

of the period under review. Administrators and staff reported that the previous superintendent 

was a hands-on manager. The school committee determined that the previous superintendent’s 

leadership and management were deficient. 

The current superintendent established the position of assistant superintendent/principal and tried 

to delegate school operations to the principal and the program directors. However, the current 

superintendent’s 30 years of service as a teacher at the school and six years as teachers’ union 

president made it likely that staff who should report to the principal would go to him instead. He 

stopped attending many administrative and faculty meetings and focused on district matters, 

including the budget, and relations with the school committee and the community. However, the 
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administrators of guidance, special education, and plant services and the athletic director, 

reported directly to the superintendent. 

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: The current principal, hired in November 2003, kept a copy of the district policy 

manual in her office. Her past experience as the district’s special education director gave her 

some familiarity with district policy-making. Interviews with her indicated a basic knowledge of 

the SIP and the DIP. 

Administrators and faculty said that the district communicated through written and electronic 

mail, memoranda, and morning announcements. The teachers’ labor contract also required bi

weekly staff meetings. The superintendent had an open-door policy, but faculty most often 

reported to the cluster chairperson. The 2000 NEASC report praised the school’s good 

communication. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: The district’s organization required the superintendent to address all of the 

administrative functions directly. The organizational chart dated November 1999 represented the 

direct lines of responsibility to the superintendent. The policy manual established lines of 

responsibility from the teacher to the cluster chairperson to the program director. The addition of 

the assistant superintendent/principal position in September 2003 helped disperse technical and 
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academic instruction to three levels of administration. The district did not review job descriptions 

and actual daily tasks to determine vertical or horizontal duplication of effort. Interviews and a 

review of job descriptions revealed significant duplication of administrative responsibilities. 

Nonetheless, both the superintendent and the principal saw a need for more administrators. 

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: Administrators and teachers said that teachers did not participate in hiring. The 

district policy manual required the district to recruit high-quality, affordable teachers. The 

manual also required hiring procedures to be fair and open, with no discrimination or favoritism. 

The superintendent posted job openings. The administrator directly responsible for the position 

screened applications and interviewed candidates using a standard rating form. The responsible 

administrator reported the top three candidates up the chain of command. The superintendent 

interviewed and formally hired the final candidate and determined the salary. 

5.	 The district employed qualified teachers who were certified in the area(s) of their primary 

assignment or responsibility. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The 2003-04 DOE Staff Report showed that one reading teacher, two English 

teachers, five math teachers, and one trade and industry teacher were not certified. The EQA’s 

Attachment B indicated that the district employed 198 teachers, all of whom were certified, 

though one teacher taught out-of-field for one or more periods per day. The DOE web page 

displaying Enrollment Indicators for 2003-04 indicated that the district employed 181 teachers, 

all of whom were licensed and taught in their fields. It indicated 88 teachers in the core academic 

areas, all of whom were highly qualified. 
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6.	 The district maintained waivers for staff regarding certification and progress toward certification. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The 2003-04 DOE Staff Report and the EQA’s Attachment B indicated that no 

academic teachers were on waivers. Neither document mentioned vocational-technical teachers 

on waivers. The superintendent’s secretary reviewed administrator and teacher licensing each 

year and reported any problems to the principal. 

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: Administrators and staff said that the director of curriculum and instruction 

coordinated the district’s teacher mentoring program since 1998. The district posted mentor 

positions and selected mentors to match new teachers’ backgrounds, available planning time, and 

departments. The district gave mentors two hours of training on the University of Massachusetts 

at Lowell teacher mentor model. The district paid each mentor a stipend of $800 each year. 

Mentors had to attend one of the four days of new teacher orientation, and met with their new 

teachers every other day. The mentors submitted logs of these meetings to the coordinator every 

two weeks. The mentor-new teacher pairs met with the coordinator monthly. The 2000 NEASC 

report commended the orientation and the mentoring program. 

8.	 The district ensured that all personnel records were carefully compiled, maintained, and available 

to all appropriate faculty and staff. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The teachers’ contract, valid from July 2003 through June 2006, gave teachers the 

right to request copies of information from their personnel files. The contract required the 

administrative office to keep one official record for each teacher. The personnel files were 

securely in the superintendent’s office. They were available for review in the general office area. 

The superintendent’s secretary provided access and made copies as requested. The files 
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contained the original job application, certifications, professional development and 

recertification documents, and correspondence. The appropriate director generally kept a 

teacher’s professional development plans and related documents. The district filed personnel 

documents by category rather than by date. 

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 district policy manual required the district to recruit high-quality teachers within 

affordable cost limits. The 2004 DOE Staff Report indicated that five teachers left the school 

voluntarily, one left involuntarily, and two others retired. One administrator left voluntarily. 

Administrators and faculty said that turnover was low because of the positive atmosphere, the 

supportive administration and staff, and effective student discipline. 
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Domain E: Business and Financial Management

 Standards  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total 

Management 
Domain E – Business & Financial 

Excellent 
S13 - Budget Preparation & Development 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Satisfactory 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 7 
Poor 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Excellent 
S14 - Financial Asset Management 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 N/A 8 
Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 N/A 1 
Unsatisfactory 

S15 – Supplemental, Capital, & Facilities 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 

Excellent 
Asset Management 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 N/A 8 
Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 N/A 1 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 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): 

•	 Between FY2001 and FY2004, the budget documents did not include funds from all revenue 

sources. 

•	 There was no evidence that the district improvement plan (DIP) was used during budget 

deliberations. 

•	 Regular monthly financial reports were made to the school committee. 
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•	 The superintendent stated the budget was adequate, but there was a need for additional 

staffing. 

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 agreement stated that the approved budget and tests were to be submitted 

to the city and towns within 30 days from the date on which the annual budget was adopted by a 

two-thirds vote of the regional district school committee, but no later than April 30th. There were 

several policies (#4600, #4610, #4620, and #4630) from the district's school committee policy 

manual that established district requirements, processes and responsibilities for the development 

of the annual school budget and assessments. The superintendent prepared a timeline for the 

preparation and submittal of the budget. Budget requisitions were submitted by the staff through 

the cluster chairpersons and appropriate directors. The administrative team prepared a tentative 

program and line item budget for submission to the school committee. The superintendent made 

the final recommendation to the school committee. Tests were determined based on revenue 

from all sources (Chapter 70, transportation, etc.) and in accordance with the district agreement. 

Budget and test presentations were held with town finance committees and city officials. For the 

period under review, the budget and tests were prepared by the previous superintendent, who 

retired July 2003. 

2.	 Relevant budget development decisions were premised on a clear, documented systemic analysis 

of student performance data as well as other pertinent information. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the period under review, there was no indication that the district used a 

formalized, documented, systemic analysis of student performance data in the development of 

the budget. During the administration budget review, changes were made to the ELA and math 

curriculum with the purchase of new textbooks and the revision of the graduation requirements. 
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Significant portions of the district's state and federal grants were used to target students who 

were in need of support services in order to improve student achievement. 

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 development process was clear, however in interviews with the 

superintendent and school business administrator, it was stated that the district's budget did not 

integrate the district and school improvement plans. According to the current administration, the 

goal of improving instruction was the driving force in the budget development; however, there 

was a lack of adequate funding to address staffing needs. The school improvement council 

recommended the increasing of the ELA program graduation requirements from three to four 

years. The five-year capital plan and the recommendation of the advisory committees were used 

in the development of the budget. 

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: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with the administration and a review of documents showed that resources 

were not allocated based on the analysis of student test data in the aggregate and disaggregated 

by student subgroups to improve student achievement for all student populations. Student 

assessment was based on the use of the global analysis of the data to improve student 

achievement and to allocate financial resources. 

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: Poor 
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Evidence: For the period under review, there was no cost effectiveness review of all programs, 

initiatives and activities. Cost analysis was done primarily by analyzing employment trends and 

student placement upon graduation. The superintendent stated that the Family and Consumer 

Science program was phased out in FY2004 based on the recommendation of the DOE, due to 

lack of job placement upon graduation and in compliance with the requirements of Chapter 74 

regulations. After a cost effectiveness review of the operation of the cafeteria, the Aramak 

Corporation was hired to operate the cafeteria. For the period under review, there was no 

evaluation of the cost effectiveness of the district organization. 

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 FY2004 budget was clear, current, and understandable. It consisted of two prior 

year budgets and the FY2004 budget request. In addition, the budget included the cluster 

chairperson's and director's recommendation, the school business administrator and 

superintendent's recommendation and the final school committee approved budget. In interviews 

with school committee members and town officials it was stated that the budgets were adequate 

for town officials and the community to make decisions regarding the budget and the tests. The 

budget document did not include information from all funding sources. 

7.	 The budget and district’s expenditures were adequate to provide for appropriate levels of 

staffing, professional development, materials, supplies, and equipment. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The budget and district expenditures were adequate. Based on a review of the 

district's End of Year Pupil and Financial Reports, professional development expenditures for 

FY2001-FY2003, the district met the foundation requirement in two of the three years. The 

district exceeded the foundation requirement in FY2001-FY2002 and was under for FY2003. In 

FY2001, the requirement was $139,275. Actual expenditures were $254,094, exceeding the 

requirement by $114,819. In FY2002, the requirement was $185,900. Actual professional 
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development expenditures were $244,077, exceeding the requirement by $58,177. In FY2003, 

the required professional development expenditures were $248,875. Actual expenditures were 

$227,605, under the requirement by $21,270. The superintendent stated that material and 

supplies were adequate. This was confirmed by interviews with the teaching staff. The end of the 

year reports listed instructional staff for FY2001-FY2004 168, 169, 162, and 160, respectively. 

Teaching staff was adequate with a student/teacher ratio of 10.6 to 1 for FY2004, as reported in 

the end of the year report. The per pupil costs for FY2002-FY2004 were $12,070, $11,833 and 

$12,019, respectively. 

8. The community provided financial resources to ensure an educational program of quality, as 

evidenced by a sufficient district revenue levy. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under review, the district, city, and towns contributed the required 

minimum local contribution. In interviews with officials from two towns and the city, it was 

stated that the three towns were at their tax levy limit, whereas the city was approximately 

$10,000,000 below their tax level limit. The FY2004 minimum contribution for Lowell was 

$4,598,796, Dracut $1,669,997, Dunstable, $95,806, and Tyngsborough was $55,146. In 

FY2001, FY2002, and FY2003 the Net School Spending (NSS) was under by $343,458, 

$455,221, and $523,771, respectively. For FY2004, the district exceeded the NSS requirements 

by $192,692. 

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: For FY2004, the superintendent developed a timeline for having the budget and 

assessment approved by the school committee and to be submitted to the city and towns of the 

district in accordance with the requirements of the district agreement. The school committee 

approved the budget as submitted by the superintendent. The criterion was based on minimum 

contributions for each of the towns and city. The school committee oversaw the budget through 

the approval of warrants, transfers and monthly financial reports. 

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 superintendent and the school business administrator stated that the school 

worked to develop community partnerships. The communities and non-profit organizations in the 

district used the facilities, including the pool, grounds and auditorium, to foster partnerships. 

There were partnerships with the advisory committees that provided resources and donations. 

There were also externship programs that provided educational experiences in the nursing and 

the hospitality programs. The district provided several community projects for the district 

communities. (i.e. painting the fire station and float during the city lights parade in Lowell during 

the holiday season). There was an annual superintendent’s dinner attended by community 

leaders, the business community and local citizens. 

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): 

• There were policies and procedures for the control of expenditures. 
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•	 The district employed an independent audit firm to perform the required school district 

audits. 

•	 The district did not use student achievement data in its financial decisions. 

•	 The district employed a certified school business official for the first three years under 

review. The school business official hired in December 2003 was in the process of becoming 

certified. 

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: The school business administrator reported that staff time sheets (attendance reports) 

were submitted weekly to the business office. Purchase orders were prepared and submitted by 

the cluster chairpersons to the directors, followed by signature approval of the superintendent 

and then forwarded to the business office for processing.  The school business administrator 

stated that there were few transfers, but school committee policy (#4630-31) required school 

approval of any transfer. The treasurer held was held responsible for the investment of funds. 

Most of the funds were invested in MMDT, and in accordance with an administrative procedure 

regarding investments. The school district agreement and school committee policy (4620) 

required the superintendent and district committee to submit an annual financial and budget 

report on the operation and maintenance of the school to the city and towns, as well as to the 

general public. 

2. 	 The district exercised appropriate controls to ensure accuracy of local, state, and federal financial 

reports. 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: In interviews with the school business administrator, it was stated that there were 

controls in place to assure accuracy in the preparation and submittal of state and federal reports. 

Grant managers received periodic reports, upon request, from the business office. The business 

office sent monthly reports to each of the grant managers. Each grant manager had on-line access 

to their grants. There were no compliance findings in FY2001-FY2003 End-of-the-Year audit 

reports. The FY2001 financial audit report recommended that the business manager and 

treasurer's functions be separated. The district contracted a paid individual to serve as treasurer. 

An administrative policy was developed for the disbursement of senior class funds as 

recommended in the report. The FY2002 audit reported that the business manager signed all 

warrants prior to submission to the school committee for authorization. This would allow the 

district to comply with M G.L. chapter 41, section 52. The FY2002 October 1 report listed 

district employees for transportation and cafeteria were contracted services. The school business 

administrator stated that corrections were made in the FY2003 report 

3. 	 Regular, timely, accurate, and complete financial reports were made to the school committee and 

the public. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The school committee received monthly year to date budget report showing budget, 

expenditures, encumbrances and balances. It did not receive balance sheets or reports of 

expenditures from other revenue sources. The auditors reported of their findings to the school 

committee on an annual basis. The district agreement states that an annual report will be 

submitted to the city and towns reporting on the financial condition of the district. 

4. 	 Required local, state, and federal financial reports and statements were filed in a timely manner. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: According to the district administration all local, state and federal reports were 

submitted in a timely manner. No extensions were required and no exceptions were received 

from the DOE. 
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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: The district used MUNIS as its financial system. District administrators have access 

to their areas of responsibility. There was an encumbrance system that was used for control of 

supplies and material. ADP was used for the payroll system and control was recorded on an 

Excel spread sheet. Manual input was required for the integration of the payroll into the MUNIS 

system.  There was no encumbrance of salaries. Cluster chairpersons and directors were 

responsible for their areas, and with the school business administrator provided oversight to 

assure spending was within budget limits. 

6. 	 District administrators were able to accurately track spending and other financial transactions on 

a regular basis. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: All administrators and secretaries had access to the financial system (MUNIS) for 

general ledger inquiry regarding details of their departmental accounts and were able to track 

expenditures. 

7. 	 The district reviewed student achievement data and the reviews were reflected in the district’s 

financial decisions. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Interviews with teachers and administrators revealed that for the period under review, 

the district did not use student achievement data in its financial decisions. The district received 

state and federal grants that were used to provide support services in order to improve student 

achievement. 
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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 school 

districts. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For three of the four years under review, the district employed a certified school 

business official. The current school business official is in the process of becoming certified. The 

past and current school business officials were MCCPO certified. The school district employed 

financial auditors. A review of the audits did not disclose significant non-compliance. The 

district employed an independent treasurer. 

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: There were administrative procedures to ensure that all staff complied with the state 

bidding laws. The school business administrator had oversight responsibilities for all bid 

documents. The superintendent reviewed and approved all bids. A clerk received and deposited 

all cash to an on-site bank. The treasurer was responsible for all cash receipts and ensured that 

funds were well managed. The school business administrator stated that cluster chairpersons and 
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directors monitored and tracked instructional assets for items over $1,000. According to the 

school business administrator, the district employed the current auditors, Melanson and Heath, 

for years. 

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): 

•	 The district had a long term, five-year capital plan. 

•	 The district was in compliance with the requirements of GASB No. 34. 

•	 The district did not actively pursue competitive state and federal grants. 

•	 The district met the requirements of its combined foundation and extraordinary maintenance 

targets for the period under review. 

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 facilities report provided by the school director of plant maintenance indicated 

that the educational and program facilities were in good condition. A walk- through of the school 

revealed that the facilities were of adequate size, clean, safe, well-lit, maintained and conducive 

to promoting the learning process. The SIP noted that there was a need for additional academic 

and shop classrooms due to a large number of applicants. The school policy titled “Disaster 
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Plan” described the requirements for maintaining a safe school (preparedness, prevention, 

response and recovery). In order to improve air quality, the heating system was converted from 

electricity to gas. There remained two sections of the school that required conversion to gas. 

Several shops were equipped with dust collectors to improve air quality. 

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: For the period under review, the district had a five year capital plan which, according 

to the business administrator, was reviewed and updated annually According to the 

superintendent, the shop advisory committees recommended equipment to ensure that the shops 

met current industry standards. Sixty percent of the vocational-technical teachers’ focus group 

(five) indicated the advisory committees were ineffective. 

3.	 The district implemented formal preventive maintenance programs for buildings and equipment. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The school business administrator and the director of plant maintenance, who were 

hired during the FY2004 year, stated that there was no formal documented preventive 

maintenance program. The maintenance of HVAC system was outsourced for the past four-year 

period. The director of plant maintenance provided a list of annual preventive maintenance plant 

services/contracts. The remaining maintenance was done on an as needed basis. The director of 

plant maintenance met with cluster chairpersons and directors at the end of the school year to 

discuss work orders that were used to develop the summer maintenance schedule. 

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: The school business administrator provided documentation that showed the district 

met the combined foundation maintenance and extraordinary maintenance targets for the 
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FY2003 and FY2004 school years. For FY2003 the requirement was $996,205 and actual 

spending for maintenance was $1,661,373. For FY2004, the requirement was $990,241, while 

the actual spending for maintenance was $1,554,287. 

5.	 The district tracked its capital assets in accordance with GASB No. 34. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The FY2003 audit reported that the district tracked the schools assets in accordance 

with GASB No. 34. The amount of assets for FY2003 was $11,719,000, a decrease of $465,000 

from the beginning balance. 

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: School committee policy #4560 described the process of accepting grants, gifts, 

federal and state grants, charitable foundations and monies from other sources. All gifts grants, 

bequests, and contributions must have been officially accepted by the school committee. The 

school business administrator stated that the school did not have supplemental sources of 

revenue, goods, services, endowments, foundations and donations. There were trust funds that 

were used for scholarships, which were under the responsibility of the guidance department and 

required approval of expenditure from the superintendent. Occasionally, shops received 

equipment and supplies that were used for educational purposes from local businesses. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: School committee policy #4560.1 stated that gifts and grants received by the district 

must be able to be used for a purpose that was consistent with the purpose of the district, and 

103




should not place any restrictions on school programs. The school business administrator stated 

the cluster chairpersons or directors were responsible for ensuring that any supplemental 

expenditures were used for the purpose intended and to improve student achievement. 

8.	 In addition to entitlements, the district obtained competitive grants to supplement and support its 

efforts to improve academic achievement for all students. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district did not actively pursue competitive federal and state grants. The school 

business administrator provided a source list of the $2,415,590 of state and federal grants 

received in FY2004, of which $85,940 was competitive grants. 

9. The district coordinated the management and use of grants in an efficient manner. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Evidence provided by the superintendent and the school business administrator and a 

review of the grant reports, showed that the grants were managed in an efficient manner and in 

accordance with the requirements of the provisions of the grants. Of the $2,415,590 in grants 

received for FY2004, $37,673 was returned as unexpended. 
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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: Greater Lowell’s Chapter 70 Funding and NSS FY1996-2004 

Foundation Pct Foundation Pct Required Chapter 70 Pct Required Pct Actual Pct Dollars Pct 

Enrollment Chg Budget Chg Local Aid Chg Net School Chg Net School Chg Over/Under Over/ 
FY 

Contribution Spending(NSS) Spending Requirement Under 

FY96 2,124 18,634,488 5,289,331 11,884,612 17,173,943 17,346,509 172,566 1 

FY97 2,062 -2.9 18,646,539 0.1 5,482,715 12,642,253 6.4 18,124,968 5.5 18,075,402 4.2 -49,566 -0.3 

FY98 2,062 0 19,258,099 3.3 5,643,995 13,328,886 5.4 18,972,881 4.7 19,084,881 5.6 112,000 0.6 

FY99 2,065 0.1 19,948,488 3.6 5,799,358 14,046,125 5.4 19,845,483 4.6 19,376,792 1.5 -468,691 -2.4 

FY00 1,919 -7.1 18,652,761 -6.5 6,549,934 14,333,975 2 20,883,909 5.2 20,582,068 6.2 -301,841 -1.4 

FY01 1,857 -3.2 18,725,108 0.4 6,406,569 14,658,950 2.3 21,065,519 0.9 20,722,061 0.7 -343,458 -1.6 

FY02 1,859 0.1 19,586,894 4.6 6,683,817 15,565,037 6.2 22,248,854 5.6 21,793,633 5.2 -455,221 -2 

FY03 1,991 7.1 21,804,605 11.3 6,949,288 15,565,037 0 22,514,325 1.2 21,990,554 0.9 -523,771 -2.3 

FY04 1,971 -1 21,228,523 -2.6 6,943,516 14,808,778 -4.9 21,752,294 -3.4 21,944,966 -0.2 192,672 0.9 

Chapter 70 Aid 
as 

Dollars per Foundation Pct of Actual 
FY Enrollment Percentage of Foundation NSS 

Fnd. Ch Actual NSS Ch 70 Required Actual 
Budget 70 NSS NSS 

Aid 

FY96 8,773 5,595 8,167 63.8 92.2 93.1 68.5 

FY97 9,043 6,131 8,766 67.8 97.2 96.9 69.9 

FY98 9,340 6,464 9,256 69.2 98.5 99.1 69.8 

FY99 9,660 6,802 9,383 70.4 99.5 97.1 72.5 

FY00 9,720 7,470 10,725 76.8 112 110.3 69.6 

FY01 10,084 7,894 11,159 78.3 112.5 110.7 70.7 

FY02 10,536 8,373 11,723 79.5 113.6 111.3 71.4 

FY03 10,952 7,818 11,045 71.4 103.3 100.9 70.8 

FY04 10,770 7,513 11,134 69.8 102.5 103.4 67.5 


