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Executive Summary 

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

Schools in early February of 2005. During 2001-2004, it was among the ‘Moderate’ performing 

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

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

Assessment System (MCAS) test. 

Proficiency/Achievement: 
•	 Greenfield’s Average Proficiency Index (API) was 72.1, which was based on the 2004 

MCAS results. The state average for the API was 77.6 in 2004. This placed Greenfield 
among the ‘Moderate’ performing academic school districts in the Commonwealth. In 
English Language Arts (ELA), the district’s ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) was 81.7, and the 
state average for EPI was 84. In math, the district’s math Proficiency Index (MPI) was 62.5, 
and the state average for MPI was 71.3. 

•	 More than one-third of all students in Greenfield attained proficiency on the 2003 and 2004 
MCAS tests. These proportions were not significantly different than those of students 
statewide on those tests. 

•	 More than half of all students in Greenfield attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS English 
Language Arts (ELA) subtests, and approximately one third attained proficiency on the math 
and science and technology/engineering (STE) subtests. These proportions were not 
significantly different than those on those subtests statewide. The district-wide gaps in ELA, 
math, and STE were also not significantly different than those statewide. The proportion of 
students who attained proficiency on the math subtests in Greenfield was significantly lower 
than that on the ELA subtests in Greenfield. The district-wide gaps in both math and STE 
were significantly wider than that in ELA in Greenfield. 

•	 On the grades 4 and 6 math and grades 5 and 8 STE subtests, the percentages of students 
attaining proficiency in 2004 in Greenfield were significantly lower than those statewide on 
those subtests. The gaps in grades 4 and 6 math were also significantly wider than those 
statewide and than those in grades 4 and 7 in ELA in Greenfield.   

•	 On the MCAS retest administered in the fall of 2004, 96 percent of the Greenfield class of 
2005 earned a Competency Determination (CD), as compared to 92 percent of the statewide 
class of 2004. 

•	 On the MCAS retest administered in the fall of 2004, 89 percent of the Greenfield class of 
2006 earned a Competency Determination, as compared to 86 percent of the statewide class 
of 2005. 
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Equity of Achievement/Proficiency: 
•	 The proficiency gap in ELA was 45.1 PI points, in Greenfield. In math, the proficiency gap 

was 77.0 points. 

•	 For Greenfield’s students with disabilities, the gaps in both ELA and math were significantly 
wider than those for all Greenfield students in 2004. Significantly less than one third of 
students with disabilities in Greenfield attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests. This 
proportion was significantly lower than that of regular education students in Greenfield. 

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

Improvement: 
•	 The percentage of all Greenfield students attaining proficiency on the MCAS test was not 

significantly different in 2004 than that in 2001. 

•	 The EPI of Greenfield students increased by 5.6 PI points between 2002 and 2004, for a 23.4 
percent gain in closing the gap. The MPI decreased by 0.4 PI points between 2002 and 2004, 
for a 1.1 percent loss in closing the gap. 

•	 The gap between the EPI and MPI widened by 6.0 points, for a 45.5 percent loss in closing 
that gap from 2001 to 2004. 

Equity of Improvement: 
•	 The percentage of all Greenfield students attaining proficiency on the MCAS test was not 

significantly different in 2004 than that in 2001. 

•	 The EPI of Greenfield students increased by 5.6 PI points between 2002 and 2004, for a 23.4 
percent gain in closing the gap. The MPI decreased by 0.4 PI points between 2002 and 2004, 
for a 1.1 percent loss in closing the gap. 

•	 The gap between the EPI and MPI widened by 6.0 points, for a 45.5 percent loss in closing 
that gap from 2001 to 2004. 

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

levels in Greenfield. 

Summary of Preliminary Findings by Domain: 

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

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

•	 The district carefully administered the MCAS tests during the period under review. 
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•	 Teachers received some training in data analysis, but it consisted of scattered opportunities 
and did not constitute a focused program of professional development. 

•	 The schools’ and teachers’ analyses of grade-level data were not consistent. They reviewed 
middle school English Language Arts (ELA) scores for one year, but not math scores, nor the 
scores in either subject at other levels. 

•	 Data analysis led to curriculum modification, but not through a coherent program of 
curriculum review in the context of alignment with the state frameworks. The elementary 
schools continued using varying curricula. 

•	 Remedial programs depended on grants, and when the funding ended, so did the programs. 

•	 The district did not systematically address its high dropout rate during the period under 
review. 

•	 The district set policies and practices for meeting federal and state participation and 
attendance standards. The district monitored and assessed data to ensure the participation of 
and opportunities available to most students and subgroups. 

•	 The district had a high dropout rate but did not have a formal program for reducing that rate. 
The district’s high suspension rates in grades 6-12 did prompt its grant application to fund an 
alternative discipline program. The district did not receive the grant and did not adopt the 
program. 

•	 The district did not analyze or address disproportionate subgroup suspension rates, especially 
at the middle and high schools. 

•	 The district’s personnel evaluation process did not link student achievement data to teacher 
performance. 

•	 The May 2004 proposed draft for a new teacher evaluation linked professional development 
to teacher performance in four domains: instruction, assessment, learning environment, and 
professionalism. It also began to link evaluation with student performance data, but it was not 
yet the district’s official evaluation instrument. 

•	 Current teacher and administrator evaluation standards did not fully comply with MGL 
Chapter 71, §38 and 603 CMR 35.00. 

•	 For most of the period under review, teachers were not consistently evaluated in alternating 
years nor were administrators evaluated yearly. The draft teacher’s contract proposed a four-
year evaluation cycle that did not comply with state law. 

•	 During the period under review, teacher and administrator evaluations were not consistently 
informative and instructive, did not consistently promote individual professional growth and 
overall effectiveness, and were not linked to student achievement data. 
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•	 The SIPs indicated that individual schools used a variety of methods to evaluate their 
progress. 

•	 The district relied on grants to fund many of its after-school academic programs and a large 
number of its in-school offerings during the period under review. 

•	 The 18 teacher evaluations and 10 administrator evaluations that the EQA team reviewed 
showed no evidence of accountability for programs connected to student achievement data. 

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

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

•	 The district did not have clearly articulated, horizontally and vertically aligned curricula in 
the tested core subject areas. 

•	 The elimination of high school department heads and curriculum coordinators in FY2004 
resulted in limited supervision and evaluation of curriculum. The New England Association 
of Schools and Colleges (NEASC) report found that there were “communication gaps and 
lack of direction for curriculum improvement” at the high school and a lack of district-wide 
curriculum coordination. 

•	 There was little monitoring of the curriculum to ensure that it was clearly understood by all 
and consistently implemented at each grade level. 

•	 The district focused most of its attention and resources on reading and ELA. 

•	 The high school required only two years of math for graduation but three or more years of 
English, science, and history. 

•	 The district’s practices and support for instructional programs did not result in student 
achievement that consistently met the stage average. 

•	 Instructional leadership at the secondary level was insufficient to monitor curriculum and 
instruction effectively and ensure improved student achievement. 

•	 The district did not provide sufficient training and time for teachers, especially at the 
secondary level, to analyze student achievement data and make decisions about instruction 
based on that analysis. 

•	 The district did not have a Sheltered English Immersion (SEI) program for its ELLs and did 
not provide train regular education teachers ineffective teaching practices for ELLs. 

•	 Budget cuts deeply affected the district’s ability to maintain high quality programs for all 
students. 
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•	 Teachers benefited from initial professional development in data management and analysis, 
but the training was not systematic nor was it sustained long enough to produce equitable 
results at all levels. 

•	 Small subgroup populations sometimes lacked specific MCAS test data, and teachers lacked 
the skills to disaggregate data and use it to address the needs of these students. 

•	 The elementary schools wrote ISSPs for students who needed them and passed the plans on 
to the middle school. However, the middle school did not use them or pass them on to the 
high school. 

•	 Major budget cuts forced teachers and administrators had to find creative ways to maintain 
the standard of instruction and learning. 

•	 The district had a number of professional development programs designed as the result of 
data analysis but not all faculty and staff were equally trained and the programs were of short 
duration, making it difficult to sustain change in practice. 

•	 Budget cuts at the state and local level impacted the development and presentation of 
programs, a net loss of $300,000 during the period under review. 

•	 The district cited difficulty in finding common professional development programs and 
curriculum strategies which satisfied the needs of all teachers at the elementary level. 

•	 The district employed both an interim Director of Curriculum and Instruction, and a part time 
MCAS test data coordinator at the high school 

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

eleven performance indicators in this domain. 

•	 The school committee did not adopt the District Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP) 
and the school accommodation plans until June 2004. 

•	 The district did not write Individual Student Success Plans (ISSPs) for all students who 
needed them, and services were inconsistent for students who did not make progress at their 
grade level and when they transitioned to other schools. 

•	 Despite the district’s focus on ELA during the period under review, its Grade 3 MCAS 
reading test scores were unchanged and below the state average for the entire period under 
review. 

•	 Analyses of student performance assessment were not a formal and clearly articulated policy 
or practice. School principals had been assigned responsibility for examination of the MCAS 
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test and other data and for local dissemination. The absence of firm policy and procedure led 
to disparate and unsystematic use of MCAS test and other data for the period under review. 

•	 Academic support services that were offered were based on available grant funds. When 
grant funds expired, the programs were terminated. Most short-term and long-term support 
programs were not formally evaluated with respect to effectiveness. 

•	 Student MCAS test scores in ELA improved during the period under review, but math scores 
remained static. Supplementary programs did not have adequate, positive impact on student 
learning and performance. 

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

the eighteen performance indicators in this domain. 

•	 The district did not analyze student data or have a District Improvement Plan (DIP) to focus 
district priorities during the entire period under review. 

•	 During the period under review, the district worked on a three-year DIP that had four main 
goals and was implemented in 2003-2004. The district’s vision and mission statements were 
the backbone of the future School Improvement Plans (SIPs). 

•	 The school committee began updating the district’s policy manual during the period under 
review. 

•	 During the period under review, the district did little to assess or modify the DIP or the SIPs. 

•	 There was little evidence that the district used available data consistently and effectively to 
improve student achievement during the period under review. 

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

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

•	 The district had a budget preparation and development process that began with the school 
committee policy. It included all levels of staff with parental and community involvement 
through their school councils, and ended with a public presentation and endorsement by the 
school committee. 

•	 The district’s financial management team did not connect their duties with assisting all 
students to achieve greater academic achievement.  

•	 The school community at all levels of staff attested to the difficulties of meeting mandates 
and assisting students in intellectual growth, while enduring budget reductions. 
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•	 The Greenfield district had appropriate accounting and financial reporting procedures, but as 
cited, they were not being used well to inform district-level and school-level decision-
makers. 

•	 Managerial controls over the use of all funds were appropriate given the size of the district. 

•	 The district had not revealed how assessment of student progress and initiations to improve 
student achievement was used in making financial decisions. Although it was clear that the 
superintendent did not think that the financial resources that were allocated were sufficient to 
accomplish the mandates of education reform. 

•	 The district actively pursued grants from the federal and state governments, as well as gifts 
from private sources. The district was less able to produce documented evidence that 
validated the use of these funds in promoting student achievement. 

•	 The district’s buildings were old. There were two maintenance positions for the facilities. 
This calculates to greater than 220,000 square feet per position, assisted by vendor services. 

•	 Janitorial services were supported by 13 full-time positions. The condition of the buildings 
was acceptable. 
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Part I: Overview of the EQA Review Process and the District 

On February 7 through 10, 2005, the EQA conducted an independent examination of the 

Greenfield Public Schools for the period 2001-2004. This examination applied the standards 

related to the EQA’s five major domains of inquiry, which include: A, Assessment and 

Evaluation; B, Curriculum and Instruction; C, Student Academic Support Services; D, 

Leadership and Governance; and E, Business and Financial Management. The EQA’s 

examination process for school districts involved two tiers of investigation and used 15 

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

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

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

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

Greenfield is a small city located in north central Franklin County in western Massachusetts. In 

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

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

18,168 people and a median family income of $46,412, while the median family income in 

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

government. There is a nine-person school committee in Greenfield. Greenfield has eight schools 

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

indicate that there were 2,120 students enrolled on October 1, 2004. The demographic/subgroup 

composition in Greenfield is: 86.8 percent White, 7.6 percent Hispanic, 3.2 percent African-

American, 2.0 percent Asian-American, Limited English Proficiency (LEP), 4.7 percent; Low-

Income, 49.8 percent; and Special Education (SPED), 15.6 percent. 

For the nine-year period, FY1996 to FY2004, Greenfield met the state-mandated Net School 

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

Greenfield increased 21.3 percent (from $7,110,130 to $8,625,218). Greenfield’s Required Local 

Contribution increased 29.2 percent (from $6,407,504 to $8,278,307).  Since FY1996, Greenfield 

received a total of $77,080,915 in Chapter 70 Aid and was required to raise locally $63,653,843. 

From FY2001 to FY2004, Chapter 70 Aid was $36,999,976 and the Required Local Contribution 
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was $30,725,550. For the period between FY1996 and FY2004, Greenfield’s foundation 

enrollment decreased 7.0 percent and its student headcount decreased 16.6 percent. Between 

FY2001 and FY2004, its foundation enrollment decreased 5.2 percent and its student headcount 

decreased 8.5 percent. 

This report finds Greenfield to be a ‘Moderate’ performing school district, marked by student 

achievement that is ‘High’ in ELA and ‘Low’ in math on the MCAS test. Since 2001, Greenfield 

has demonstrated little improvement on its ‘Moderate’ MCAS test scores. In Greenfield, 44 

percent of the students scored above standard on the 2004 administration of the MCAS test. 
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Part II: Tier I Analysis of Student Achievement and MCAS Test Data 
At Tier I, while particular attention was paid to the 2004 MCAS test, the EQA review of the 

Greenfield Public Schools’ MCAS test results (2001-2004) is framed by the following five 

essential questions: 

1. 	 Proficiency/Achievement: To what extent is the MCAS test performance of all of the 
district’s students meeting or exceeding state proficiency standards? 

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

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

4. 	Equity of Improvement: How has the MCAS test performance for the district’s student 
subgroups changed over time? 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

level based summary of student achievement in Greenfield; and comparative analyses of district-

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

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

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

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

district’s students meeting or exceeding state proficiency standards? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
•	 More than one-third of all students in Greenfield attained proficiency on the 2003 and 2004 

MCAS tests. These proportions were not significantly different than those of students 
statewide on those tests. 

•	 More than half of all students in Greenfield attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS English 
Language Arts (ELA) subtests, and approximately one third attained proficiency on the math 
and science and technology/engineering (STE) subtests. These proportions were not 
significantly different than those on those subtests statewide. The district-wide gaps in ELA, 
math, and STE were also not significantly different than those statewide. The proportion of 
students who attained proficiency on the math subtests in Greenfield was significantly lower 
than that on the ELA subtests in Greenfield. The district-wide gaps in both math and STE 
were significantly wider than that in ELA in Greenfield. 

•	 On the grades 4 and 6 math and grades 5 and 8 STE subtests, the percentages of students 
attaining proficiency in 2004 in Greenfield were significantly lower than those statewide on 
those subtests. The gaps in grades 4 and 6 math were also significantly wider than those 
statewide and than those in grades 4 and 7 in ELA in Greenfield.   
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Figures/Tables 1/A-B:  

Student MCAS Test Performance, Overall, 2003 and 2004 
A. 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level 
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MCAS 2004 Data 
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level 
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Analysis of Figures/Tables 1/A-B: 
•	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 40 percent of Greenfield students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories. 

•	 On the 2004 MCAS test, 44 percent of Greenfield students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 
‘Proficient’ categories. 

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 ELA subtests, 55 percent of Greenfield students scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories. 

•	 On the MCAS math subtests in 2004, 34 percent of Greenfield students scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories. This percentage was 21 percentage points lower than 
that of Greenfield students on the ELA subtests. 

•	 On the MCAS STE subtests, 39 percent of Greenfield students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 
‘Proficient’ categories in 2004. 
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Figures/Tables 3/A-F:  
Performance by Grade 

A. 
MCAS 2004 Grade 03 Reading 

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

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

Science, Technology and Engineering Test 
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D. 

MCAS 2004 Data - Grade 06 
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level 
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E. 


MCAS 2004 Data - Grade 07/08 
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level 
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MCAS 2004 Data - Grade 10 
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level 
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Analysis of Figures/Tables 3A-F: 
•	 On the MCAS Grade 4 math subtest, 27 percent of Greenfield students scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2004. This percentage was 16 percentage points 
lower than that of students in the state on that subtest and 17 percentage points lower than 
that of Greenfield students on the Grade 4 ELA subtest. 

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

•	 On the MCAS Grade 8 math subtest, 33 percent of the Greenfield students scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2004. This percentage was 36 percentage points 
lower than that of Greenfield students on the Grade 7 ELA subtest. 

Figures 4/A-B/Table 4:  
Proficiency Index (MCAS 2004) by Grade 

A. 

Proficiency Index by Grade (ELA) 

95.0 

85.0 

75.0 

65.0 

55.0 

45.0 

i
State 
Greenf eld 

PI
	

P
I 

Grade 03 Grade 04 Grade 07 Grade 10 

Grade 

B. 

Proficiency Index by Grade (Math) 

95.0 

85.0 

75.0 

65.0 

55.0 

45.0 

ield 
State 
Greenf

Grade 04 Grade 06 Grade 08 Grade 10 

Grade 

20 



 State ELA 
Greenfield 

ELA 
State 
Math 

Greenfield 
Math State STE 

Greenfield 
STE 

Grade 03 85.5 86.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Grade 04 81.1 76.6 74.0 64.2 0.0 0.0 
Grade 05 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 78.7 78.9 
Grade 06 0.0 0.0 68.4 52.2 0.0 0.0 
Grade 07 86.4 85.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Grade 08 0.0 0.0 65.2 61.3 62.8 56.4 
Grade 10 83.0 78.5 78.6 76.4 0.0 0.0 

All Grades 84.0 81.7 71.3 62.5 70.6 67.2 

Analysis of Figures/Tables 4: 
•	 For all grades in math, Greenfield’s gap was 37.5 Proficiency Index (PI) points, and in STE it 

was 32.8 points; the district-wide gap in ELA for all grades was 18.3 points. 

•	 In Grade 4 math, Greenfield’s gap was 35.8 PI points, and the statewide gap in Grade 4 math 
was 26.0 points; in Grade 6 math Greenfield’s gap was 47.8 points, and the statewide gap in 
Grade 6 math was 31.6 points. 

•	 In Grade 10 math, Greenfield’s gap was 23.6 PI points, and Greenfield’s district-wide gap in 
math was 37.5 PI points; in Grade 5 STE, Greenfield’s gap was 21.1 PI points, and 
Greenfield’s district-wide gap in STE was 32.8 PI points. 
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Figure/Table 5: 
Proficiency Index (MCAS 2004) by School 

ELA vs Math PI (by School)
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H NORTH PARISH 75.0 47.2 

Analysis of Figure/Table 5: 

•	 Greenfield’s gap in ELA was 18.3 PI points; at Green River School, it was 8.2 points, and at 
North Parish, it was 25 PI points.   In math, Greenfield’s gap was 37.5 PI points; at 
Greenfield High it was 23.6 points, and at North Parish it was 52.8 points.    

•	 Greenfield’s district-wide gap between ELA and math was 19.2 PI points; at Four Corners it 
was 8.8 points, at Greenfield High School 2.1 points, at Greenfield Middle School, 29.1 
points, and at North Parish 27.8 points. 
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2.	 Equity of Achievement: How does the MCAS test performance vary among the 

district’s student subgroups? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
•	 The proficiency gap in ELA was 45.1 PI points, in Greenfield. In math, the proficiency gap 

was 77.0 points. 

•	 For Greenfield’s students with disabilities, the gaps in both ELA and math were significantly 
wider than those for all Greenfield students in 2004. Significantly less than one third of 
students with disabilities in Greenfield attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests. This 
proportion was significantly lower than that of regular education students in Greenfield. 

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


Proficiency Index (MCAS 2004) Free/Reduced Lunch Status, Student Status, and Race
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A GREENFIELD 81.7 62.5 954 
B Disability 66.1 37.5 173 
C Regular 87.0 69.1 737 
D FRL (N) 84.8 68.5 568 
E FRL (Y) 77.5 54.0 386 

Analysis of Figure/Table 6: 

•	 In Greenfield, the gap in ELA was 18.3 PI points for all students; for students with 
disabilities the gap was 33.9 points.  The gap in math was 37.5 points for all students; for 
students with disabilities the gap was 62.5 points in Greenfield in 2004. 

•	 The span between the highest and lowest EPI for a subgroup was 20.9 points, in Greenfield 
in 2004. In math, this span was 31.6 points. The average of the differences between the 2004 
ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) of the highest-scoring subgroup and those of the other 
subgroups (excluding the lowest-scoring subgroup) was 5.9 points in Greenfield. In math, 
this average subgroup gap was 7.8 points. 

24




•	 The proficiency gap in ELA was 45.1 PI points in Greenfield. In math, the proficiency gap 
was 77.0 points. 

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

•	 In Greenfield in 2004, regular education students comprised significantly more than two 
thirds of all students, and FRL/N students were almost two thirds of all students. 

Figure /Table 8: 

Student Subgroup MCAS Test Performance, by Student Status, 2004 

MCAS 2004 Data 
Percent of Regular and Disabilites students at each proficiency 

level 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 8: 

•	 On the 2004 MCAS test, 16 percent of the students with disabilities in Greenfield scored in 
the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories. This percentage was 35 percentage points lower 
than that of Greenfield regular education students. 

Figure /Table 9: 

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

MCAS 2004 Data 
Percent of students by FreeLunch status at each proficiency level 

100 
80 
60 
40 
20 
0 

20 
40 
60 
80 

100 

B
el

ow
 S

ta
nd

ar
d 

A
bo

ve
 S

ta
nd

ar
d 

State FRL(Y) Greenfield State FRL(N) Greenfield 
FRL(Y) FRL(N) 

Advanced 4 3 20 11 
Proficient 24 29 42 40 

Needs Improv. 42 39 29 32 
Warning/Failing 30 29 9 17 

Analysis of Figure/Table 9: 
•	 On the 2004 MCAS test, 32 percent of the FRL/Y students in Greenfield scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories. This percentage was 19 percentage points lower than 
that of FRL/N students in Greenfield. 
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Figure /Table 10: 

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

MCAS 2004 Data 
Percent of reportable students at each Free Lunch 

Subcategory 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 10: 
•	 On the 2004 MCAS test, 29 percent of the FL students in Greenfield scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories. This percentage was 22 percentage points lower than 
that of FRL/N students in Greenfield. 
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3.	 Improvement: How has the MCAS test performance for all students in the district 

changed over time? 

Preliminary Findings: 
•	 The percentage of all Greenfield students attaining proficiency on the MCAS test was not 

significantly different in 2004 than that in 2001. 

•	 The EPI of Greenfield students increased by 5.6 PI points between 2002 and 2004, for a 23.4 
percent gain in closing the gap. The MPI decreased by 0.4 PI points between 2002 and 2004, 
for a 1.1 percent loss in closing the gap. 

•	 The gap between the EPI and MPI widened by 6.0 points, for a 45.5 percent loss in closing 
that gap from 2001 to 2004. 

Figure/Table 11: 

Student MCAS Test Performance, 2001-2004 

MCAS 2001 - 2004 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level 
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2001 2002 2003 2004 

Advanced 6 8 9 8 
Proficient 34 35 31 36 

Needs Improv. 38 37 37 35 
Warning/Failing 22 21 23 22 

Analysis of Figure/Table 11: 
•	 The percentage of Greenfield students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories 

on the MCAS test was 4 percentage points higher in 2004 than in 2001. This was a difference 
of 8 percent. 

•	 The percentage of Greenfield students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category on the 
MCAS tests was the same in 2004 as in 2001. 
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Figure/Table 12: 
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 3.1% 8.0% 8.2% 7.2% 8.5% 8.0% 9.9% 8.1% 
Proficient 44.4% 44.6% 44.8% 48.2% 23.9% 26.7% 21.1% 26.2% 

Needs Improvement 38.8% 37.8% 35.2% 34.9% 37.3% 36.2% 37.6% 34.9% 
Warning/Failing 13.7% 9.6% 11.8% 9.7% 30.3% 29.1% 31.4% 30.8% 

Analysis of Figure/Table 12: 
•	 In Greenfield between 2001 and 2004, EPI increased by 5.6 PI points. The MPI decreased by 

0.4 PI points between 2001 and 2004 in Greenfield. 

•	 The gap between ELA and math performance ratings widened by 6.0 points between 2001 
and 2004 in Greenfield. 
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4.	 Equity of Improvement: How has the MCAS test performance for the district’s student 

subgroups change over time? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
•	 The proficiency gap in ELA closed by 13.2 PI points between 2002 and 2004 in Greenfield; 

in math, it closed by 3.5 points. 

•	 In Greenfield, the EPI for all students increased by 2.1 PI points, for a 10.3 percent gain in 
closing the gap between 2002 and 2004. In math, the MPI decreased by 1.2 PI points, for a 
3.3 percent loss in closing the gap. 

•	 For both regular education and FRL/N students the gap in math widened between 2002 to 
2004. 

Figures 13 A-B/Table 13: 

Improvement in Student MCAS Test Performance by Subgroup 
NOTE: In the following graphs, the bars represent the individual district’s 

 performance; the dots represent the performance of all the schools in the state. 
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Analysis of Figures 13 A-B/Table 13: 
•	 In Greenfield, the gap in ELA for all students closed by 2.1 PI points between 2002 and 

2004. In math, the gap widened by 1.2 PI points for all students; for regular education 
students it widened by 0.7 PI points, and for FRL/N students it widened by 1.4 PI points. 

•	 The subgroup span in ELA closed by 9.0 PI points and the math subgroup span closed by 3.3 
points, between 2002 and 2004 in Greenfield. The average gap in ELA closed by 2.1 PI 
points, and the average gap in math closed by 1.4 points in Greenfield between 2002 and 
2004. 

•	 The proficiency gap in ELA closed by 13.2 PI points between 2002 and 2004 in Greenfield; 
in math, it closed by 3.5 points. 

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

required programs and assessments? 

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

levels in Greenfield. 

Table 14: 

Student MCAS Test Participation by Subject Area


 ELA 
Math STE 
2.6% 2.3% 1.5% NTO 

95.2% 96.3% 98.2% T 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% ALT 
0.3% 0.0% 0.0% NTM 
0.0% 0.0% 0.3% NTA 

Analysis of Table 14: 
•	 In Greenfield, the 95.2 percent student participation rate on the 2004 MCAS ELA subtests 

was 0.2 percentage points higher than the state’s 95 percent requirement. 

•	 In Greenfield, the 96.3 percent student participation rate on the 2004 MCAS math subtests 
was 1.3 percentage points higher than the state’s 95 percent requirement. 

•	 In Greenfield, the 98.2 percent student participation rate on the 2004 MCAS STE subtests 
was 3.2 percentage points higher than the state’s 95 percent requirement. 
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Appendix A: N- values 
1. N-Values by Grade 

YEAR GRADE ELA Math STE 
2001 Grade 03 169 0 0 

 Grade 04 172 173 0 
 Grade 05 0 0 0 
 Grade 06 0 210 0 
 Grade 07 174 0 0 
 Grade 08 190 188 0 
 Grade 10 137 139 0 
 All Grades 842 710 0 

2002 Grade 03 0 0 0 
 Grade 04 162 163 0 
 Grade 05 0 0 0 
 Grade 06 0 165 0 
 Grade 07 207 0 0 
 Grade 08 0 178 0 
 Grade 10 142 143 0 
 All Grades 511 649 0 

2003 Grade 03 175 0 0 
 Grade 04 154 154 0 
 Grade 05 0 0 0 
 Grade 06 0 180 0 
 Grade 07 187 0 0 
 Grade 08 0 202 0 
 Grade 10 150 151 0 
 All Grades 666 687 0 

2004 Grade 03 139 0 0 
 Grade 04 177 178 0 
 Grade 05 0 0 155 
 Grade 06 0 173 0 
 Grade 07 173 0 0 
 Grade 08 0 168 167 
 Grade 10 123 123 0 

All Grades 612 642 322 
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2. N-Values by Subgroup/Level 

ELA Math STE 
Greenfield ALL LEVELS 612 642 322 
Greenfield Advanced 34 52 37 

 Proficient 312 168 88 
 Needs Improv 215 224 120 
 Warning/Failing 51 198 77 

Regular Advanced 33 52 33 
 Proficient 268 154 84 
 Needs Improv 157 184 95 
 Warning/Failing 12 113 42 

Disability Advanced 0 0 4 
 Proficient 34 10 4 
 Needs Improv 47 33 24 
 Warning/Failing 26 73 28 

LEP Advanced 1 0 0 
 Proficient 10 4 0 
 Needs Improv 11 7 1 
 Warning/Failing 13 12 7 

Free Lunch (N) Advanced 4 8 5 
 Proficient 109 53 32 
 Needs Improv 110 90 48 
 Warning/Failing 23 108 37 

Free Lunch (Y) Advanced 30 44 31 
 Proficient 203 115 55 
 Needs Improv 104 134 71 
 Warning/Failing 27 89 39 
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3. N-Values by Race/Level 

ELA Math STE 
Greenfield ALL LEVELS 612 642 322 
Greenfield Advanced 34 52 37 

 Proficient 312 168 88 
 Needs Improv 215 224 120 
 Warning/Failing 51 198 77 

African- 
American Advanced 1 0 3 

 Proficient 13 0 2 
 Needs Improv 7 4 3 
 Warning/Failing 4 10 5 

Asian-
American Advanced 0 1 1 

 Proficient 6 5 0 
 Needs Improv 4 2 2 
 Warning/Failing 3 6 3 

Hispanic Advanced 0 1 1 
 Proficient 14 2 2 
 Needs Improv 21 12 12 
 Warning/Failing 7 27 8 

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

White Advanced 33 50 32 
 Proficient 276 161 83 
 Needs Improv 182 205 102 
 Warning/Failing 37 154 59 

4. N-values by year:

 2001 2002 2003 2004 
Advanced 81 93 108 86 
Proficient 469 401 365 396 

Needs Improvement 526 428 431 389 
Warning/Failing 307 238 274 244 

Total 1,383 1,160 1,178 1,115 
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5. N-values for NTA, NTM, and NTO by Student Status:

 ELA Math STE 
T. Disability 107 116 60 
T. Regular 470 503 254 

T.LEP 35 23 8 
NTM. Regular 2 0 0 

NTO. Disability 4 6 1 
NTO. Regular 5 3 0 

NTO.LEP 8 6 4 
NTA. Disability 0 0 1 

T = Tested 
NTA = Not Tested, Absent 

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

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

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

In calculation for MPI, the following groups were included for each year reported: 
2001:  Gr. 4, Gr. 8, Gr. 10 
2002:  Gr. 4, Gr. 8, Gr. 10 
2003:  Gr. 4, Gr. 8, Gr. 10 
2004:  Gr. 4, Gr. 6, Gr. 8, Gr. 10 

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

Domain A: Assessment and Evaluation

 Standards 
Domain A - Assessment & Evaluation 
S1 - Student Assessment 

Excellent 

Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total 

Satisfactory 0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

N/A 
N/A 

1 
0 

Poor 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 N/A 6 
Unsatisfactory 

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

Satisfactory 
Excellent 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

0 
0 

1 
0 

N/A 
N/A 

6 
0 

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

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

Satisfactory 
Excellent 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

Poor 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 4 
Unsatisfactory 

S4 - Evaluation Processes: Programs, Services, & 
0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 4 

Excellent 
Resource Acquisition 

0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
Satisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
Poor 1 1 1 0 0 1 N/A N/A 4 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 1 1 0 N/A N/A 2 

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

building administrators carefully administered statewide assessments and teachers regularly 

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

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

instructional practices, and supplementary and remedial programs. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 The district carefully administered the MCAS tests during the period under review. 

•	 Teachers received some training in data analysis, but it consisted of scattered opportunities 

and did not constitute a focused program of professional development. 
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•	 The schools’ and teachers’ analyses of grade-level data were not consistent. They reviewed 

middle school English Language Arts (ELA) scores for one year, but not math scores, nor the 

scores in either subject at other levels. 

•	 Data analysis led to curriculum modification, but not through a coherent program of 

curriculum review in the context of alignment with the state frameworks. The elementary 

schools continued using varying curricula. 

•	 Remedial programs depended on grants, and when the funding ended, so did the programs. 

•	 The district did not systematically address its high dropout rate during the period under 

review. 

Indicators: 

1. The district utilized assessment policies and practices	 that resulted in the formal, regular 

evaluation of student assessment results. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district did not have a formal policy or published 

procedures on regularly evaluating test scores. The only related document that the district 

provided was an introductory page called “District Program Tests,” published by the 

Massachusetts Association of School Committees (MASC). There were no district-specific 

procedures to support this document. District administrators said that central office 

administrators, principals, and teachers examined test data each year. Administrators and 

teachers said that whole-school faculty teams of eight to ten teachers assessed data at the small 

elementary schools. In the larger elementary schools, teachers formed math and ELA data-

analysis teams. 

Administrators and teachers said that the analysis of MCAS test results was a regular subject of 

faculty meetings at all schools, and that the emphasis was on ELA. Teachers said that until the 

2003-2004 school year, when the district hired a retired teacher part-time to analyze and report 
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on MCAS test data, they received little specific information about their students. Administrators 

and teachers said that recent reductions in curriculum leadership positions diminished the 

district’s progress toward MCAS test improvement goals. 

A November 2003 document by a subcommittee of the Greenfield Middle School Language Arts 

Department listed seven categories of instructional and curricular changes suggested by the 

school’s 2003 MCAS ELA subtest results. There was no description of a similar process for 

math test data. 

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: Interviewees said that high school students could take the PSAT, the ACT, the SAT, 

and five Advanced Placement (AP) tests. District documentation listed five tests that the middle 

school administered during the 2003-2004 school year: the Orleans-Hanna Algebra Prognosis 

Test between grades 8 and 9, the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test between grades 5 and 6, the 

Diagnostic Screening Test (for spelling), the Metacomprehension Strategy Index, and the Test of 

Reading Comprehension. Interviewees said that, later in the period under review, the elementary 

schools administered between six and nine tests each, including subtests, as required by the 

Reading Excellence and Early Literacy grants. Newton Elementary School piloted and 

administered the GRADE+ test and the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills 

(DIBELS) test to support differentiated instruction. The district and its schools examined data 

trends, but there was no evidence of subgroup analysis during the period under review. 

District students in the aggregate made adequate yearly progress (AYP) in ELA every year 

during the period under review, as did all subgroups. Aggregate math scores also made AYP 

every year during the period under review, but not all subgroups made AYP in 2003 and 2004. 
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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: Principals and central office administrators said that the district followed the 

Principles of Test Administration during the period under review. District representatives 

attended Department of Education (DOE) workshops on MCAS test administration. Principals 

were directly responsible for the organization and security of the MCAS test. An elementary 

principal recalled attending to each and every detail each day of the test administration. 

Principals followed the standards closely; during the period under review, the district had only 

one misplaced test administration booklet, which was subsequently recovered. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: The MCAS test was the district’s only district-wide test during the period under 

review. Administrators said that the district adopted MCAS test AYP goals and Proficiency 

Index scores as local benchmarks for improvement. Interviewees said that the elementary and 

middle schools used tests other than MCAS test to measure individual achievement. 

Interviewees said that high school students could take the PSAT, the ACT, the SAT, and five AP 

tests. District documentation listed five tests that the middle school administered during the 

2003-2004 school year: the Orleans-Hanna Algebra Prognosis Test between grades 8 and 9, the 

Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test between grades 5 and 6, the Diagnostic Screening Test (for 

spelling), the Metacomprehension Strategy Index, and the Test of Reading Comprehension. 

Interviewees said that, later in the period under review, the elementary schools administered 
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between six and nine tests each, including subtests, as required by the Reading Excellence and 

Early Literacy grants. Newton Elementary School piloted and administered the GRADE+ test 

and the DIBELS test to support differentiated instruction. 

Interviewees said that student information from TestWiz was available through the central office 

and the principals, but that its use was limited to teachers who both had an immediate interest in 

the data and were trained to use TestWiz. Teachers said that the district did not offer TestWiz 

training systematically during the period under review. Teachers also said that the district had 

incomplete curriculum maps, low levels of both vertical and horizontal curricular articulation, 

insufficient communication on specific interventions for MCAS test improvement, and 

inadequate training in data analysis. 

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: MCAS test analysis during the period under review led to the decision to redirect the 

Title I resources at Greenfield Middle School from ELA to math remediation during the 2004

2005 school year. Teachers and administrators said that staff reductions during the period under 

review severely hampered efforts to improve curriculum and instruction at all levels. The city 

council and the school committee did not budget recommendations to restore district-wide 

curriculum coordinators during this period. The school committee retained one district-wide 

curriculum coordinator position. Interviewees said that one teacher who was reassigned in 

response to performance evaluations related to student achievement sued the district for redress. 

Interviewees said that the case was in litigation at the time of the review, and that the teacher was 

employed in another certificated teaching position. 

DOE data indicated that Greenfield’s dropout rate increased from 5.8 percent in 1999 to 6.7 

percent in 2002. In 2003, the unadjusted dropout rate was 8.5 percent, while the adjusted rate 

was 7.4 percent. For the 2003-2004 school year, the dropout rate was 7.5 percent for Grade 9, 
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10.8 percent for Grade 10, 6.5 percent for Grade 11, and 3.6 percent for Grade 12. In the same 

year, the dropout rate was 6.0 percent for females and 8.9 percent for males. DOE data projected 

that the dropout rate would increase to 26 percent of the class of 2006. The district did not have a 

program for reducing its high dropout rates during the period under review. 

Interviewees said that the district held MCAS test preparation classes for 20 weeks in the fall 

semester, in preparation for the MCAS. The classes were reserved for students who failed the 

Grade 10 MCAS test the spring before. Interviewees said that when additional MCAS test grant 

funds were available, the district offered other programs. The district discontinued these when 

the grants ended. Overall, the district’s use of MCAS test data to examine and change priorities 

was limited, and the district failed to sustain programs that addressed student achievement when 

their grants ended. 

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

regular intervals. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: During the period under review, no published policy or procedures guided the 

dissemination of test data and data analysis reports to appropriate staff. Interviewees said that 

when the district received MCAS test scores from the DOE, administrators gave it to the 

principals who, along with staff, disaggregated and examined it at the school level. Faculty and 

school-based MCAS test improvement committees further discussed the results. There was 

anecdotal evidence that parents on each school improvement council were involved when 

teachers and principals presented MCAS test reports to the school committee. 

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

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

Curriculum Frameworks. 

Rating: Poor 
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Evidence: Teachers and administrators said that, historically, all of the district’s schools were 

semi-autonomous, with minimal coordination of curriculum and instruction. The district’s 

MCAS test scores were generally flat during the period under review, with a little improvement 

in Grade 3 reading and none in math. Teachers said that the district’s assessment standards, 

practices, and expectations for students were not consistently linked to the learning standards in 

the state curriculum frameworks. 

Teachers and administrators cited the student-teacher “looping programs” piloted at Newton 

Elementary School, as well as the creation of teams for grades 6 and 7 and grades 7 and 8 in 

response to low test scores. Specific changes to the content and sequencing of the curriculum 

were not necessarily linked to the state learning standards. Teachers also said that during the 

period under review, the district’s curriculum for special education students was not aligned with 

the state curriculum frameworks. 

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

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

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

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

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 The district set policies and practices for meeting federal and state participation and 

attendance standards. The district monitored and assessed data to ensure the participation of 

and opportunities available to most students and subgroups. 

•	 The district had a high dropout rate but did not have a formal program for reducing that rate. 

The district’s high suspension rates in grades 6-12 did prompt its grant application to fund an 

alternative discipline program. The district did not receive the grant and did not adopt the 

program. 

•	 The district did not analyze or address disproportionate subgroup suspension rates, especially 

at the middle and high schools. 
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Indicators: 

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

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

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

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Elementary school principals and the principals, assistant principals, and guidance 

counselors at the middle and high schools said that they were responsible for ensuring the 

highest possible levels of student participation on the MCAS test. Administrators cited 

cooperation between central office administrators and school staff in identifying students most 

likely to be absent from the MCAS test days and preemptively contacting their parents. Each 

year the district mailed or sent home several newsletters that discussed the MCAS tests. During 

the period under review the district achieved an overall rate of participation of 97 percent of the 

total eligible student population. During the same period, regular education students participated 

at an average rate of 99 percent. Special education students participated at an average rate of 95 

percent. Therefore, the district satisfied the requirement of a 95 percent participation rate. 

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

district and school-based assessment programs or benchmarks. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Staff said that each school had a small population. Therefore, students were well 

known to a high percentage of teachers, administrators, and other school personnel. While the 

district had no formal procedures for requiring all students to participate in district- and school-

based tests, the practice was to ensure that each student was monitored for participation. 

Administrators described tracking and monitoring all students who did not participate. Early 

during the period under review, the district received, through a local faith-based relocation 

agency, a few students who spoke an eastern European language. These students were listed as 

having Limited English Proficiency (LEP) and as not tested for other reasons (NTO) in various 

grades from 2001 through 2003. By 2004, all of the former LEP students were tested. 
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3.	 The district maintained clear and accurate records on student waivers for LEP and ALT status for 

MCAS assessment. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, students identified as having a First Language Not 

English (FLNE) or LEP were 8 percent of the district’s enrollment in 2001, 10 percent in 2002, 

11 percent in 2003, and 13 percent in 2004. District enrollment of special education students 

reached 15 percent in 2003 and 17 percent in 2004, compared to a statewide enrollment of 16 

percent in 2004. The principals and the district’s Essential Skills Coordinator maintained and 

monitored the records on LEP students. The district’s Director of Student Services and the 

Coordinator of Special Services maintained records for students who took the alternative (ALT) 

MCAS test. Teachers and administrators said that they took state-sponsored training in 

maintaining and managing student records. They said that the district fully complied with the 

state requirements. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s overall attendance rate was 93.1 percent in 2002, 93.4 percent in 2003, 

and 93.9 percent in 2004. Each of those rates was slightly below the statewide rate for the year 

but met the requirement of 93 percent or higher. Although the district met the requirement in the 

aggregate, African-American students posted an attendance rate of 92.9 percent in 2004, while 

Hispanic students had 91.2 percent attendance rate. White students had a 94.1 percent attendance 

rate that year. The subgroups’ rates of chronic absence accounted for much of the difference, 

with 21.3 percent of African-American students chronically absent, as well as 29.8 percent of 

Hispanic students, but only 16.6 percent of White students. At Greenfield High School, Grade 9 
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students had a chronic absence rate of 90.5 percent, Grade 10 students a rate of 90.9 percent, 

Grade 11 students 91.5 percent, and Grade 12 students 91.6 percent.  

The student and parent handbook for the period under review clearly listed policies and practices 

on attendance and high school rules on “seat time” for credit. This policy allowed the district to 

withhold high school credit toward graduation if a student was absent from a class ten times in a 

semester, twenty times in a year, or from 15 percent of classes in differentially scheduled 

courses. District administrators said that revised policies requiring 95 percent attendance by 2005 

prompted higher attendance district-wide. 

The district began using PowerSchool software during the period under review after 

unsatisfactory experience with another program. PowerSchool tracked daily and class-period 

attendance at the middle and high schools. PowerSchool generated parent letters that listed 

students’ absences and requested confirmation. At the elementary schools, school secretaries 

called parents to confirm absences. 

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

with chronic absenteeism. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The student-parent handbooks listed attendance rules and consequences for middle 

school and high school students. School and district administrators said that the district 

rigorously maintained attendance requirements and imposed appropriate consequences for 

chronic absences and truancy. The district had a practice but not a formal policy of requiring 

such students to meet with a school administrator, a parent, and a counselor to map out 

expectations for the immediate future. If it later became necessary, a county court officer would 

meet with the school assistance team, a parent, and the student to clarify further consequences. If 

subsequent interventions were necessary, the school submitted a Child In Need of Services 

(CHINS) petition to the Juvenile Court. The CHINS petition was combined with oversight by a 

probation officer and the school resource officer, one of whom was assigned to provide shared 

service to the middle and high schools. Elementary school students who had attendance problems 
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received what district administrators described as support by “school behaviorists.” Each 

elementary school had a full-time behaviorist acting as an adjustment counselor. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: The district maintained attendance, disciplinary, and dropout records in a combination 

of paper files and the database it used before PowerSchool. Administrators could not confirm 

that all records were or would be accurately transferred from that program to PowerSchool. They 

said that the transfer was ongoing. 

Out-of-school suspension rates increased at both the middle and high schools between 2001 and 

2003. The three-year rate was 25.6 percent for Greenfield Middle School and 22.9 percent for 

Greenfield High School. The in-school suspension rate for the middle school during this period 

was 16.5 percent. Greenfield High School did not have an in-school suspension program during 

that period. Greenfield administrators and teachers said that the high school’s lack of an in-

school suspension program contributed to higher rates of out-of-school suspensions and to 

difficulty managing disciplinary issues. 

DOE data for FY2003 showed an out-of-school suspension rate of 9.8 percent for female 

students in Greenfield, compared to 19.4 percent for male students. Asian-American students had 

an out-of-school suspension rate of 2.0 percent, while African-American students had a rate of 

24.6 percent, Hispanic students 21.0 percent, and White students 14.3. Interviewees said they did 

not analyze this subgroup data. However, administrators said that students were well known to 

middle and high school personnel, who recognized problematic patterns. There was no record of 

group interventions or prevention programs to support this statement. The director of the 

substantially separate secondary-level special education program, The Poet’s Seat, said that the 

program’s cognitive behavioral curriculum prevented even higher suspension rates. 

48




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: Early in the period under review, the director of early childhood programs maintained 

ELL records. When the district eliminated this position, the principals took over that task and 

coordinated ELL tutorials in their schools. 

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 personnel evaluation process did not link student achievement data to teacher 

performance. 

•	 The May 2004 proposed draft for a new teacher evaluation linked professional development 

to teacher performance in four domains: instruction, assessment, learning environment, and 

professionalism. It also began to link evaluation with student performance data, but it was not 

yet the district’s official evaluation instrument. 

•	 Current teacher and administrator evaluation standards did not fully comply with MGL 

Chapter 71, §38 and 603 CMR 35.00. 

•	 For most of the period under review, teachers were not consistently evaluated in alternating 

years nor were administrators evaluated yearly. The draft teacher’s contract proposed a four-

year evaluation cycle that did not comply with state law. 
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•	 During the period under review, teacher and administrator evaluations were not consistently 

informative and instructive, did not consistently promote individual professional growth and 

overall effectiveness, and were not linked to student achievement data. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: The district’s procedures for personnel evaluation were ratified in August 1997 and 

used throughout the period under review. Non-professional status teachers were to be observed 

each year until they received professional status. Professional-status teachers were on a four-year 

evaluation cycle with two optional plans. Both plans had the goal of continued improvement in 

the quality of teaching and learning, but they were not directly linked to student achievement 

data. When the EQA asked interviewees about direct links to student achievement data, they 

cited teaching to the state curriculum standards, Greenfield’s curriculum, using writing prompts, 

and district-wide training in Observing and Analyzing Teaching (OAT 1 and 2) and Research for 

Better Teaching’s Skillful Teacher program about 6 or 7 years ago. Interviewees said that new 

teachers had access to Skillful Teacher training. The written teacher evaluations consistently 

used Claims, Evidence, Interpretation, Judgment (CEIJ) language. However, summative 

evaluations were not consistently completed in alternating years, as required by state law. 

In Greenfield, professional-status teachers could choose to stay on the state-mandated schedule 

of an observation and written evaluation every two years. However, if his or her previous 

evaluation was satisfactory a teacher could also choose to submit an Alternative Evaluation 

proposal designed to encourage and enable him or her to reflect on teaching in new ways. It 

included goals, procedures or actions, the evidence needed to show accomplishment of goals, 

and the roles and responsibilities of other teachers who might participate. There were three 

categories of alternative proposal: collaboration, observation, and individual choice. 

Collaboration was as a growth experience with one or more other people for shared reactions 
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during the year. Activities included a study group, working with a consultant toward a common 

goal, piloting a program, jointly planning units or presentations, a grade-level or department 

project, and extended mentoring. Together the principal and teacher(s) determined whether the 

goals in the proposal stated the desired skill or knowledge, determined whether the plan was 

clear and followed the cycle-year guidelines, and determined whether the goal or focus 

contributed to the teachers’ professional skill. The observation category of alternative proposal 

involved an observation and feedback. The purpose was not to evaluate but rather to 

communicate useful information about one’s teaching. The individual choice category included 

course work, in-service, workshops, teacher exchange programs, independent self-study, study 

groups, experimentation in the classroom, field-based research, weekly journals and analysis, 

and submitting articles for publication. 

District documentation and interviewees indicated that the district did not evaluate administrators 

“for many years.” The current instrument was designed as a first step in developing a 

sophisticated Leadership Evaluation Instrument. The process started in October or November 

with the administrator setting goals based on the district’s goals, test data, and the School 

Improvement Plans (SIPs). One calendar year later, the superintendent and the evaluated 

administrator met to discuss the administrator’s progress toward meeting his or her goals. 

Interviewees said that the current superintendent instituted this process in 2002-2003. Two 

principals’ contained one completed evaluation each, but they were not directly linked to student 

achievement data. 

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

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

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: For most of the period under review, the district’s administrator evaluation 

procedures did not meet the requirements of MGL Chapter 71, §38 and 603 CMR 35.00. 

Interviewees said they were not evaluated for many years during and prior to the period under 

review. Two principals’ files contained one completed evaluation each, both dated 2003-2004. 
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Furthermore, the district’s administrator evaluation instrument contained only five standards, 

which were not aligned with the seven Principles of Effective Leadership cited by state law. 

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 EQA team reviewed ten administrators’ personnel files. The previous 

superintendent did not evaluate the performance of administrators. The current superintendent 

wrote evaluations for only two principals in 2003-2004. Of the ten evaluations from 2003-2004 

found in the files, seven were not dated, eight were not signed, seven were not informative, seven 

were not instructive, and seven did not promote growth and overall effectiveness. None of them 

contained all of the seven Principals of Effective Leadership required by law. All administrators 

were currently certified for their positions. 

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

evaluations. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For most of the period under review, administrators were not held accountable for test 

scores. Interviewees said that two administrators had written evaluations for the final year of the 

period under review and that others had no evaluations for that period. The administrator 

evaluations that the EQA team reviewed referred to student achievement as the SIP and District 

Improvement Plan (DIP) goals addressed it but were not directly linked to a specific degree of 

improvement. 

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

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

Rating: Unsatisfactory 
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Evidence: During the period under review, the district’s teacher evaluation procedures did not 

meet the requirements of MGL Chapter 71, §38 and 603 CMR 35.00. The procedure did not 

require a summative evaluation based on classroom observation in alternating years. The 

evaluation instrument had only five performance expectations, as opposed to the seven stated in 

the law. The five district standards were classroom teaching, contributing member of the staff, 

communicator with parents and community, performer of routine and administrative duties, and 

constant learner, responsible for his or her own professional growth and development. These 

standards were only minimally aligned with the seven Principles of Effective Teaching: currency 

in the curriculum, effective planning and assessment of curriculum and instruction, effective 

management of classroom environment, effective instruction, promotion of high standards and 

expectations for student achievement, promotion of equity and appreciation of diversity, and 

fulfillment of professional responsibility. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: The district’s teacher evaluations were minimally informative, minimally instructive, 

and rarely used to promote professional growth and overall effectiveness. Administrators said 

that very few teachers chose to participate in the project-based evaluations, which did not meet 

the state requirement of a summative evaluation every other year. The EQA team looked at a 

randomly selected sample of teacher evaluations and found only one that contained summative 

evaluations completed in alternating years. The other evaluations’ lack of timeliness was not 

necessarily due to the fact that teachers had chosen the self-directed option, but that 

administrators did not complete summative evaluations in alternating years. Although most of 

the evaluations in the files were informative, only one contained instructive comments. One 

other contained comments that promoted professional growth and overall effectiveness. 

All teachers in the sample held current state certification, though some teachers spent part of the 

day teaching outside their areas of certification. For example, interviewees said that a middle 
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school math teacher taught one period of health education in a four-period day. Although district 

documentation from 2004 indicated that only four teachers were not certified, it stated that 16 

teachers were teaching outside of their field of certification, for one or more periods per day.  In 

an interview session, administrators and teacher leaders estimated that the number of teachers 

who were either in a new school or subject area, and/or not yet certified or working outside of 

their certification or area of expertise was more than 10 percent of the teaching staff. They also 

stated that this primarily impacted math achievement in the school district.   

District documentation indicated that more than 2.5 percent of the district’s teachers were not 

currently certified. Interviewees also said that a number of teachers in grades 7 and 8 were not 

currently certified in math, as No Child Left Behind (NCLB) required by 2005. 

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 district did hold teachers accountable for test scores in their schools and 

classrooms during the period under review. Interviewees said that teachers were “not really held 

accountable for test scores,” and the teacher evaluations that the EQA team reviewed reflected 

this. 

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

consequences for compensation, advancement, or employment. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district was beginning to link evaluations to raises and continued employment. 

Interviewees said that the district carefully documented the performance of new teachers and did 

not keep them on if their performance was unacceptable. However, they said that they did not 

know of any professional-status teachers being dismissed, although they thought there were 

some cases currently in litigation. Therefore, there was only anecdotal evidence that the district 

expected administrators and teachers to meet higher standards of accountability than in the past. 
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Standard 4. EVALUATION PROCESS/PROGRAMS, SERVICES, AND RESOURCE 

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

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

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

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

all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 The SIPs indicated that individual schools used a variety of methods to evaluate their 

progress. 

•	 The district relied on grants to fund many of its after-school academic programs and a large 

number of its in-school offerings during the period under review. 

•	 The 18 teacher evaluations and 10 administrator evaluations that the EQA team reviewed 

showed no evidence of accountability for programs connected to student achievement data. 

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: Interviewees said that the district trained school administrators and high school 

coordinators to use TestWiz, and that they used it during the period under review. The district 

used an informal train-the-trainer model that provided minimal training and that, according to 

interviews, few staff used. Interviewees said that there were no district-wide procedures for 

program evaluation. A system coordinator, housed at the high school, analyzed data, especially 

for that school, until the district eliminated the position during the 2002-2003 school year 

because of a budget reduction. Interviewees said that at the elementary and middle schools did 

some pre- and post-testing in their grant-funded after-school MCAS test remediation programs. 
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The district explored the Performance Improvement Mapping System (PIMS) during the 2003

2004 school year and planned to send an administrator for training. The district expected the 

trained administrator to later train staff who volunteered for it. The high school used the Kaplan 

and Sylvan programs, both grant-funded, in after-school sessions for students who did not pass 

the Grade 10 MCAS test. Administrators acknowledged that the district did not have a 

systematic data-driven process for program evaluation during the period under review. The 

Kaplan program submitted a report of student results. 

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 listed a total of 26 student academic support programs for the 2003-2004 

school year, but there was no evidence of a sustained effort to evaluate the effectiveness of these 

programs. Teachers said that they administered both pre- and post-tests and shared the results. 

The district’s support programs generally depended on grant funding, and when grant funding 

ended, the district generally did not allocate resources to maintain the services. Interviewees said 

that there were no district-wide, data-driven procedures for program evaluation during the period 

under review. Each school administered tests, and interviewees said that the district planned to 

develop an assessment program. Interviewees said that incoming middle school students had 

different math backgrounds, and teachers had to change the middle school math curriculum to 

get all students on “a level playing field.” Teachers said that students’ ELA skills were more 

consistent. 

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 did not evaluate the contributions of its instructional, supplemental, or 

support programs to student achievement. Interviewees said that improvement in ELA was a top 
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goal for the district and each of its schools. The DIP and SIPs reiterated this. During the 1990s, 

the district used the John Collins program Writing Across the Curriculum; the elementary 

schools reintroduced it in 2003-2004. The elementary schools introduced a number of reading 

initiatives during the period under review. The district set benchmarks that were achieved at all 

grades except Grade 8. However, neither the document review, nor interviews, indicated that the 

district had a systematic data-driven process for program evaluation during the period under 

review. 

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: In 2001, the former superintendent hired an outside agency to conduct a district-wide 

performance audit that included suggestions for district improvement. The district shared the 

audit with the school committee, but the current superintendent said that little was done to 

implement any of the findings. The district received many grants that provided programs of 

benefit to the students and staff. However, the district never appropriated local funds to continue 

these programs after the grants ran out. 

A New England Association of Schools and Colleges (NEASC) report indicated many problems 

with hardware, internet connections, and technological infrastructure at the high school. At the 

time of the review, the high school was updating its technology at a cost of $400,000. 

Interviewees said that the middle school renovation ran $6 million dollars over the original 

request. The NEASC report also indicated concern over insufficient and outdated texts and 

materials. However, interviewees said that they did not know whether textbook expenditures at 

the high school were based on any data analysis. Rather, they replaced lost textbooks when the 

school budget could afford it. 
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5.	 The results of the district’s evaluation of acquired resources, including capital improvements and 

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

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

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: Interviewees at all levels said that maintaining small class sizes was a major district 

priority. Interviewees said that budgetary allocations for curriculum materials were not aligned 

with the particular needs of a program or school. There was little evidence that the district 

evaluated acquired resources. For example, the EQA team toured of the newly renovated middle 

school and noted that the computer-aided drafting (CAD) laboratory was not being used. 

Interviewees said that the program ran for one year before the district cut it due to the cost of the 

license and the materials needed to sustain it ($5000), even though the program was very 

important to students and successful. Interviewees said that maintenance and renovations were 

reactive rather than proactive. They also said that there was no formal on-going plan to address 

the future instructional needs of the district. The NEASC report addressed many concerns at the 

high school, including failure to replace worn materials and equipment, inconsistent air quality, 

and blocked ventilation. 

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

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

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district changed its special education model during the period under review. 

Interviewees said that both each school used an inclusion model as well as a pull-out model to 

various extents. There was no effort to coordinate the models. Although modifications were 

recommended during the 2003-2004 school year and the district placed more emphasis on the 

inclusion model, interviewees said that program evaluations were informal and unsupported by 

documentation. There was no documented evidence that the district evaluated programs and 

made appropriate changes. Staff could tell administrators about the success or failure of a 

program without documentation, and changes were based on anecdotal evidence. There was very 

little common planning time at the middle and high schools. Severe budget cuts for the 2003
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2004 school year led to the restructuring of the elementary school schedule. The district cut 45 

minutes from the student schedule to become common planning time for teachers at the 

beginning of the day. Despite this change, the district was able to maintain the 900 minutes 

mandated by the DOE. 
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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 1 
Poor 0 
Unsatisfactory 0 

2 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
0 
1 

3 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

4 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

5 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

6 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
0 
1 

0 
1 
0 
0 

7 8 9 Total 

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

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 1 
1 1 1 8 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 N/A 0 
1 1 N/A 5 
0 0 N/A 2 
0 0 N/A 1 

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

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 district did not have clearly articulated, horizontally and vertically aligned curricula in 

the tested core subject areas. 

•	 The elimination of high school department heads and curriculum coordinators in FY2004 

resulted in limited supervision and evaluation of curriculum. The New England Association 

of Schools and Colleges (NEASC) report found that there were “communication gaps and 
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lack of direction for curriculum improvement” at the high school and a lack of district-wide 

curriculum coordination. 

•	 There was little monitoring of the curriculum to ensure that it was clearly understood by all 

and consistently implemented at each grade level. 

•	 The district focused most of its attention and resources on reading and ELA. 

•	 The high school required only two years of math for graduation but three or more years of 

English, science, and history. 

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: The district had pieces of written curricula for all grade levels during the period under 

review. The curriculum guides were linked to the state curriculum frameworks but did not 

clearly state what should be taught, when it should be taught, and how it would be tested at each 

grade level and in each core content area. In June 2004, a consultant performed a Linguistic 

Audit and noted that the Greenfield curriculum documents needed to state more specifically how 

instruction and testing would achieve the desired outcomes and grade-level benchmarks. 

The district developed a Reading Tool Kit for teachers in grades K-5 in 2001 and revised it 

slightly during the 2003-2004 school year. In 2000, the district developed a Writing Tool Kit for 

teachers in grades K-2. Administrators and teachers said that these two documents served as the 

elementary school benchmarks for reading and ELA. The document review and administrator 

interviews indicated that the district used a balanced literacy model for reading since the early 

1990s and introduced Reading Recovery in the mid-1990s. Administrators said that the district 

decided to adopt First Steps in 2001 because it gave teachers a framework to link reading, 

writing, spelling, and oral language. 
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A district document called “Reading Action Plan, Continuing with First Steps, District Level, 

2003-2004” linked the reading program, tests, and teacher training. Administrators said that the 

tool kits, leveled books, and reading and writing tests were aligned with the state curriculum 

frameworks and comprised the curriculum for each grade level. However, the curriculum guides 

and tool kits did not clearly state when topics and skills should be taught, nor did they 

recommend readings and activities for each grade level. Therefore, the reading program and the 

ELA curriculum varied from school to school. Elementary school principals said that one 

elementary school used the Core Knowledge Curriculum, a prescriptive program that also 

included recommended readings for each grade level for the entire period under review. In 2004, 

this elementary school was the highest scoring school in ELA and math. However, 

administrators agreed that the curriculum guides at that school were incomplete and said that the 

district needed to work on consistency. 

The secondary ELA curriculum focused on the use of trade books and grade-level curriculum 

guides that teachers and administrators said were aligned with the state curriculum frameworks. 

However, a middle school teacher noted that the ELA curriculum was teacher-dependent. Since 

“there was no money for books,” teachers collaboratively developed anthologies from the trade 

books that the department owned. Documentation of high school ELA units included essential 

questions and links to the frameworks, and some listed assessment methods. Administrators and 

teachers said that there “was very little written curriculum at the secondary level” before the fall 

of 2002, when the district hired a consultant to help middle and high school teachers develop 

standards-based lessons, units, and tests in all content areas. Interviewees said that a competitive 

technology grant paid for a subscription to TaskStream, a web-based tool that high school 

teachers used to write standards-based lessons linked to the state frameworks. 

A binder labeled “Greenfield Public Schools Mathematics Audit, 2001,” documented the work of 

a K-12 Math Task Force. The task force also completed a scope, sequence, and pacing guide that 

was linked to the state frameworks at each grade level. The guide did not include tests, and there 

were no grade-level tests in grades K-5 during the period under review. The task force did not 

meet from the summer of 2001 to the spring of 2004. Four of the five elementary schools used 
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the Addison-Wesley math program in conjunction with Investigations Math during the period 

under review. As part of the Core Knowledge curriculum, the other school adopted the Saxon 

math program. 

The middle school used the Connected Math Program (CMP) during the period under review. 

Middle school teachers said that each teacher also had a classroom set of Addison-Wesley math 

textbooks to supplement the CMP units. The high school offered pre-algebra through calculus. In 

2002, a consultant helped middle and high school math teachers write a curriculum and design 

standards-based lessons and units. 

Administrators said that there were no textbook adoptions during the period under review. The 

document review and interviews with teachers and administrators indicated that outdated and 

insufficient textbooks and other material shortages were a problem during the final two years of 

the period under review. The March 2004 NEASC report noted this. The district’s primary focus 

was literacy during the period under review, and there was little monitoring of the math 

curriculum across the district. 

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 

Evidence: According to the district’s organizational chart and administrator interviews, 

curriculum leaders oversaw the use, alignment, quality, currency, and consistency of the 

district’s curricula for the first three years of the period under review. In addition to the 

principals, the district had five high school department heads, four middle school curriculum 

coordinators, an Administrator for Accounting and Information, and a grades K-12 Director of 

Teaching, Learning, and Accountability. The district eliminated the position of Administrator for 

Accounting and Information in FY2003 due to reorganization and budget cuts. More budget cuts 

in FY2004 led to the elimination of all department heads and curriculum coordinators. By the 

2003-2004 school year, the principals were the primary curriculum leaders. Furthermore, one 

principal was assigned to two of the smallest elementary schools, which also happened to be the 
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highest performing school and the lowest performing. The March 2004 NEASC report stated that 

the budget cuts negatively affected the high school and the district as a whole. The NEASC 

placed the high school on warning status and “expressed concern [about] the school’s adherence 

to the standards on curriculum, instruction, and community resources for learning.” The report 

cited “a lack of communication in and among content areas as well as sending schools that has 

resulted in gaps in curriculum integration, coherence, and continuity; and the elimination of 

department heads, resulting in communication gaps and lack of direction for curriculum 

improvement.” Administrators and teachers said that the elimination of the curriculum leaders 

and department heads made it more difficult to ensure alignment, consistency, and currency in all 

subject areas. 

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: The district’s policy manual addressed curriculum adoption, curriculum development, 

the evaluation of instructional programs, and the creation of a Curriculum Evaluation Process 

Steering Committee. The responsibility for implementing these policies, which the school 

committee adopted in 1996, rested with the superintendent. Administrators said that, although 

there was no written policy or formal process for involving teachers in annual curriculum 

reviews, there was an expectation of annual participation. Administrators acknowledged that 

there was no grades K-12 Curriculum Committee during the period under review and that the 

district’s primary focus during that period was on reading and ELA. Teachers and administrators 

said that the grades K-12 Literacy Team met regularly, analyzed test data each year, reviewed 

the ELA curriculum, and recommended changes based on their findings. They said that analysis 

of math data was informal after the Math Task Force went “dormant” in 2001. In 2000 the 

district piloted the grades K-5 Investigations math program and formally adopted it in 2001 at 

four of the five elementary schools. The document review and administrator interviews indicated 

that the Math Task Force played a key role in the selection process. The district decided to phase 

the program in over four years, ending in 2005-2006. The district used grant funds to hire a math 

consultant to train teachers in the program. However, an elementary school principal said that 
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“not all teachers bought into teaching the … program.” There was a lack of oversight and 

accountability, and the Math Task Force stopped meeting shortly after recommending the 

program. Administrators said that the district focused on ELA rather than math during the period 

under review because, before 2001, the district was making AYP in math but not in ELA. 

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

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

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

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

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

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district did not have a formal, established process to ensure the scope, sequence, 

and alignment of learning goals from one grade to the next during the period under review. Test 

data did not indicate alignment of the learning goals. Teachers and administrators said that the 

district used curriculum mapping to develop grade-level scope and sequence charts in math and 

the First Steps literacy model to help elementary school teachers with pacing and with assessing 

student progress in ELA. Administrators said that the district’s assessment tools were not 

specifically broken down by grade level and that the curriculum guides did not clearly state when 

skills and topics should be taught, though they said that the district was working to correct these 

flaws. 

Middle school teachers said that curriculum mapping was used “in pockets” and that more 

needed to be done in this area. The middle school’s 2003-2004 SIP listed curriculum mapping as 

a priority, and funds from the district’s secondary reading grant were used to offer two graduate-

level courses to teachers: one on reading in the content area and the other on curriculum 

mapping. Although 15 teachers enrolled in the curriculum mapping course, teachers said that the 

entire faculty was not yet on board with the process. Secondary school teachers pointed to the 

high rate of turnover of math teachers at the middle school, and noted that teachers in the math 

department did not perform MCAS test item analyses during the period under review, as they 
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counterparts in the English department did. The high school required only two years of math for 

graduation but three or more years of English, science, and history. 

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: The district had grade-level benchmarks and scope and sequence maps, but the 

document review and interviews with teachers and administrators indicated that the benchmarks 

and maps were not specific enough to ensure that all teachers followed the same curriculum and 

used common tests. A teacher said that vertical and horizontal alignment of the curriculum could 

be improved throughout the district and even within a school. One of the five elementary schools 

used an entirely different math curriculum, based on the Saxon math program, from the others. 

Grade 6 teachers said that the students from the Saxon math elementary school were better 

prepared than the students from the other schools. Elementary school principals said that the 

Saxon math curriculum spiraled and had a strong math facts component. Middle school teachers 

commented that Grade 6 math teachers had to spend extra time on math facts because the middle 

school used the CMP, which required mastery of the math facts. 

Secondary school administrators and the high school’s MCAS test Coordinator noted that Grade 

9 was organized into teams to address transition issues and to reduce the number of dropouts and 

retentions. Although the Grade 9 Team existed throughout period under review, the retention rate 

in Grade 9 was higher than the state average, as was the dropout rate. The NEASC Visiting 

Team placed the high school on warning status and noted “a lack of communication in and 

among content areas as well as sending schools that has resulted in gaps in curriculum 

integration, coherence, and continuity.” 

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

populations. 

Rating: Poor 
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Evidence: During the period under review, curriculum changes resulted in some improvement in 

ELA scores, especially in Grade 7, but there was little improvement in math for all students. The 

Cycle III report assigned Greenfield “no status” in ELA and cited it for needing improvement 

among some subgroups in math. None of the subgroups nor students in the aggregate met their 

performance targets in ELA or math. In 2004, Hispanic students represented the only ELL group 

with large enough numbers to be reported on the MCAS test. For Cycle III, Hispanic students did 

not meet their performance target in ELA nor their performance and improvement targets in 

math. In 2004, 94 percent of Grade 6 special education students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ 

category on the MCAS math subtest. 

Administrators said that changes to the reading, ELA, and math curricula did not result in 

improved, equitable achievement for all populations during the period under review. 

Furthermore curriculum changes often varied between schools and even between grades in a 

school. One elementary school had an entirely different academic program from the others for 

the entire period under review. In 2003-2004, one elementary school decided to resurrect the 

John Collins Writing program that the district adopted in the 1990s and provide training for its 

teachers. Another elementary school piloted Soar to Success as an after-school remedial reading 

program. Administrators said that school-based decision-making was the past practice and 

agreed that it was not cohesive. 

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: During the period under review, there were not equitable rates of improvement for all 

student populations. Administrators said that maintaining reasonable class sizes in the core 

academic subjects was a priority for the superintendent and the executive team, and that 

classroom positions in core subject areas were the last to be cut. The superintendent said that the 

district eliminated only two core subject area positions in FY2004, when the budget was reduced 

by 7 percent. 
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Middle school teachers and administrators said that the middle school was hit the hardest by the 

budget cuts. A number of specialty subject positions were cut, such as the foreign language 

program and a Title I position, and the number of instructional periods per day was reduced from 

seven to six. The middle school principal said that the loss of specialty subjects resulted in the 

loss of grade-level team meetings with guidance and opportunities to develop interdisciplinary 

units. Middle school teachers said that the teaching cuts “indirectly forced teachers in all 

disciplines to take ownership of reading and writing.” They also cited student behavior as an on

going problem, but staffing documents for the period under review indicated that the district did 

not cut non-instructional, support staff positions such as guidance counselors, school adjustment 

counselors, school psychologists, and mediators. Although these positions were maintained 

while instructional positions were reduced, the number of suspensions and disciplinary 

infractions at the middle school remained high. 

Despite the district’s efforts to adequately deliver the curriculum to all students, it did not meet 

the 2003-2004 DIP’s performance improvement goals for ELA and math, and the schools did not 

meet all of their MCAS test performance improvement goals. The DIP and the SIPs set only 

aggregate performance targets, not subgroup targets. Between 2001 and 2004, the district’s 

Grade 3 MCAS reading subtest scores were unchanged and below the state average. Grade 4 

ELA scores showed some improvement, but the math scores were flat and below the state 

average. Grade 6 math scores fell and were below the state average. Grade 7 ELA scores 

improved considerably and equaled the state average in 2004. Grade 8 math scores rose, but a 

considerably higher percentage of district students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category than 

of students statewide. Grade 10 ELA and math scores were flat. Hispanic students did not make 

AYP in math for Cycle III. Special education students’ ELA scores improved during the period 

under review, but their math scores did not. In 2004, 94 percent of the district’s Grade 6 special 

education students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category on the MCAS math subtest. 

Interviewees said staffing levels in academic areas were inadequate to deliver the district’s 

curriculum to all students. However, class size averaged less than 20 students at many levels. 
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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: Administrators and teachers said that the district had established practices for and 

adequately provided for and supported the curriculum in all assessed subject areas and grade 

levels for the first two years of the period under review. However, they said that budget cuts in 

FY2003 and FY2004 budgets led to a number of cuts in administrative and teaching staff, 

primarily in specialty subject areas, as well as reduced line-item budgeting for instructional 

materials and supplies and professional development. Administrators and teachers said that these 

budget cuts negatively affected class size, curriculum development, curriculum coordination and 

review, and vertical and horizontal articulation across grade levels. Principals said that since 

2003 they found “creative ways to deal with budget constraints.” 

Standard 6. INSTRUCTION: EXPECTATIONS AND POLICIES: For the period of time 

under examination, the district used the analysis of student achievement data to develop policies 

and documents that expressed high expectations for student achievement and clear expectations 

for staff in the use of effective instructional methods strategies and practices to teach all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 The district’s practices and support for instructional programs did not result in student 

achievement that consistently met the stage average. 

•	 Instructional leadership at the secondary level was insufficient to monitor curriculum and 

instruction effectively and ensure improved student achievement. 

•	 The district did not provide sufficient training and time for teachers, especially at the 

secondary level, to analyze student achievement data and make decisions about instruction 

based on that analysis. 
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•	 The district did not have a Sheltered English Immersion (SEI) program for its ELLs and did 

not provide train regular education teachers ineffective teaching practices for ELLs. 

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: Administrators said that the teachers’ contract, the DIP, the district’s mission 

statement, and the district’s vision stated the district’s expectations for teachers. The 2003-2004 

DIP included the mission statement, vision, and improvement goals; these were posted on the 

district’s website. Although the SIP format varied somewhat from school to school, each plan 

was linked to the four district improvement goals and included strategies, key actions, progress 

indicators, timelines, and person responsible. 

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: Administrators and teachers noted that, while the district did not have a formal policy 

on testing and data analysis, it expected teachers to use current test data to plan instruction. 

However, MCAS test data and other data did not indicate that the district’s practices and support 

for its instructional programs resulted in student achievement that consistently met the state 

average. In 2004, a higher percentage of district students than students statewide attained 

proficiency on the MCAS test only in Grade 5 STE. The percentage of district students attaining 

proficiency on the Grade 7 MCAS ELA subtest was the same as that statewide. A higher 

percentage of district students than students statewide scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category 

on every MCAS subtest except for Grade 3 reading and Grade 5 STE. 
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The district had a list of the tests it administered in 2003-2004. Teachers and administrator said 

that teachers used these tests to monitor students’ progress and to inform their instruction. Most 

of these tests were in reading and ELA. The elementary school tests included the Yopp Test of 

Rhyme Detection, Yopp Singer Phoneme Segmentation, Ekwall-Shanker Blending, Initial 

Consonants, and Diagraphs tests, Concepts of Print (Marie Clay), the DRA Record of Oral 

Reading, Applications of Phonic Skills in Context, Phonograms, Vowel Pronunciation, 

Motivation to Read Profile, district writing prompts, and the Kottmeyer Spelling 3- and 4

Syllable Word Tests. Administrators said that teachers could choose which tests to use and that 

the frequency of use varied from school to school. 

The middle school used teacher-developed tests and assignments as well as the following 

district-wide tests: the Test of Reading Comprehension, Metacomprehension Strategy Index, 

Spelling Diagnostic Screening Test, Gates-McGinnite Reading Test 7/9, and the Orleans-Hanna 

Algebra Prognosis Test. Administrators said these tests were not administered to all students. For 

example, the Orleans-Hanna math placement test was only administered to students who teachers 

recommended for placement in algebra. 

At the high school, standardized tests included the PSAT, SAT, ACT, and AP tests. Again, not 

all students took these tests. Administrators said that teachers reviewed the results of the College 

Board exams each year and used the results of mid-year and final exams to plan instruction. 

The DIP, the SIPs, and the professional development plans indicated that the district provided 

teachers with support and training in administering and interpreting its reading and writing tests. 

Administrators cited the decision to adopt the First Steps program to give teachers a framework 

to link reading, writing, spelling, and oral language. The district hired First Steps consultants to 

work with teachers and allocated professional development time for on-going training. However, 

teachers said that the district did not offer workshops on using data to improve instruction or 

specific training on MCAS test item analysis. Teachers said they would like to have workshops 

on TestWiz and data analysis. 

71




The March 2004 NEASC report noted that the district offered insufficient professional 

development on best practices to ensure that all teachers had the skills to improve instruction. 

Therefore, the district did not provide teachers with sufficient training and support in using test 

data to plan instruction. MCAS test results and data indicated that its efforts did not resulted in 

student achievement that consistently met or surpassed the state average. 

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

subject area and at each level. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Instructional time in each tested content area met or exceeded state requirements. The 

elementary schools were in session a minimum of 900 hours per year, and the secondary schools 

were in session for a minimum of 990 hours. The 2003-2004 DIP had a goal of teaching ELA 

and math a minimum of 60 minutes per day in each elementary school. The instructional 

schedules for the elementary schools indicated that most teachers allocated more than 60 minutes 

a day for reading, writing, and ELA and about 60 minutes a day for math. ELA blocks were 

generally scheduled in the morning and the math blocks around lunch time or at the end of the 

day. 

Administrators said that the elementary and middle school schedules changed in 2003-2004 due 

to the reductions in staffing and the contractual requirement for teachers to have a daily 

preparation period. The high school offered fewer elective courses. Administrators said that the 

elementary school day began 45 minutes later for students in order to give teachers a 45-minute 

preparation period beforehand. 

Although schools were in session for 900 and 990 respectively, not all counted time was 

instructional for students. For example, the length of the middle school day remained the same, 

but the school replaced one of the previous six instructional with a Directed Learning Time 

(DLT) block. The middle school principal cited difficulties posed by the stipulation in the 

teachers’ contract that middle school teachers could not teach more than 230 minutes a day. 
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Consequently, there was no formal curriculum for the DLT block; teachers could help students 

during the DLT, but they were not allowed to teach a particular subject. 

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

that resulted in improved student achievement. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district’s instructional leadership and support during the period under review did 

not result in improved student achievement at all grade levels, in all tested subject areas, and for 

all subgroups during the period under review. The document review, administrator interviews, 

and teacher focus groups indicated that the district provided support for strategies, techniques 

and methods to improve student performance and academic achievement. For the first three years 

of the period under review, the district had department heads at the high school, curriculum 

coordinators at the middle school, and a grades K-12 Director of Teaching, Learning, and 

Accountability. However, the need to reduce the FY2004 budget by seven percent resulted in the 

elimination of all of these positions. Teachers and administrators said that these reductions made 

it difficult for the district to provide its previous level of instructional leadership and support. 

The secondary school principals said that they held monthly department meetings, but that it was 

difficult for the principal and vice principal at each school to provide the same level of 

supervision and curriculum leadership that the department heads and coordinators once did. 

During the period under review, the district offered teachers a wide range of workshops and 

courses, including training in the Investigations math program and the CMP, reading and reading 

in the content area, differentiated instruction, curriculum mapping, inclusion, and the responsive 

classroom program. Teachers and administrators said that the district paid teachers stipends to 

write curriculum guides, lessons, and units, update the grades K-5 Reading Took Kit, and 

develop grade-level writing prompts. The high school principal said that for the final two years 

of the period under review, a consultant helped teachers write curriculum units aligned to the 

state frameworks. The principal also said that in 2003-2004 math and science teachers had 

received extensive training in integrating technology into the curriculum. However, there was no 
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evidence that the district evaluated the effects of these professional development programs on 

student achievement. 

The document review and administrator interviews indicated that, during the period under 

review, the district did not train regular education teachers in instructional methods for ELLs. 

The district did not adopt an SEI program in 2003-2004 as required by law. Interviewees said 

that, during the period under review, the elementary schools enrolled some eastern European 

students who spoke a dialect of Russian and no English. 

The district’s overall MCAS test scores were flat during the period under review. One teacher 

described the district’s curriculum process as “adopt a program and train staff, then support 

dwindles and dies, then find ad hoc solutions.” 

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: Although the district analyzed data to determine the amount of instructional time to 

allocate in tested core content areas to improve student performance, the district’s overall MCAS 

test proficiency rates did not improve during the period under review. Administrators said that 

until 2004 the district focused on aggregate data and that the district did not disaggregate data by 

subgroup. The DIP and the SIPs had ELA and math performance improvement goals based on 

the analysis of student achievement data. Administrators said that the high school had a part-time 

MCAS test Coordinator during the final two years of the period under review. The coordinator 

was a retired teacher, and whose Academic Support Services grant paid his salary. 

Administrators and the MCAS test Coordinator said that the district only began to look at 

students’ past performance on the MCAS tests in 2004. Administrators said that principals and a 

few teachers were trained to use TestWiz but acknowledged that the district did not offer 

teachers workshops on how to analyze and use data to improve instruction during the period 

under review. 
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One of the district’s 2003-2004 improvement goals was to have 60 minutes of ELA and math 

instruction a day at the elementary schools. Administrators said that this goal was a response to 

the district’s analysis of MCAS test data. Middle school administrators and ELA teachers 

proposed the addition of a second language arts block to the school day but that budget 

constraints and contractual limitations prevented this. However, ELA teachers said that the 

faculty agreed to incorporate writing assignments into their courses to overcome this impasse. 

The middle school Title I teacher and the middle school principal separately confirmed that there 

was no reading block for middle school students during the period under review. Students 

identified as reading below grade level received Title I services. According to the Title I teacher, 

the services used a combination of the pull-out and inclusion methods. Administrators confirmed 

that Title I funds supported reading, reading recovery, and literacy teachers, as well as literacy 

coordinators, during the period under review. Although the district’s math scores were below the 

state average at all grade levels and the 2003-2004 DIP included a goal of hiring math coaches, 

Title I funds were not used to fund any math teachers, tutors, or coaches. 

The ninth grade was teamed for the entire period under review. Common planning time was built 

into the teachers’ schedules, and there was a ninth grade coordinator to oversee the program, 

connect with the middle school, and chair team meetings. The coordinator had a reduced 

teaching load. Nevertheless, Grade 9 continued to have a high retention rate. In spite of the 

district’s allocation of instructional time and analysis of student achievement data, proficiency 

rates for all students during the period under review did not improve. 

6.	 The district recognized the importance of instructional stability by not only maintaining accurate 

information on staff attendance but also by evaluating the effects of staff attendance on student 

achievement. 

Rating: Poor 

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

attendance. However, it did not formally evaluate the effects of staff attendance on student 

achievement. Administrators said that they informally monitored staff attendance, especially at 
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the smaller elementary schools. A high school math teacher said that teachers did a retrospective 

study on staff attendance patterns and turnover after they reviewed the Grade 8 MCAS test data 

for their students. The teacher said that the math department learned that the students were taught 

by a number of different math teachers at the middle school. The teachers who did the study felt 

that these disruptions resulted in gaps that meant that Grade 9 math teachers had to re-teach a 

number of topics. This was anecdotal evidence and not a formal study of the situation. 

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 document review and administrator interviews indicated that the district and each 

of its schools had consequences, polices, and, practices to address staff absences and chronic 

absenteeism. Administrators said that the central office maintained permanent attendance records 

for all staff, there was a call-in procedure for teachers, and school secretaries reported staff 

attendance to central office. The teachers’ contract clearly stated the district’s policy on teacher 

attendance. Teachers were required to present a doctor’s note if absent more than five days. They 

could not take personal days to extend a long weekend or a school vacation. Requests for 

personal days had to be in writing and approved by the principal and superintendent. 

Despite these policies and practices, elementary school teachers were absent an average of 8.5 

days per year, excluding days absent for professional development; the average was 11.8 days 

including professional development. Middle school teachers were absent an average of 14.1 days 

per year (15.9 with professional development). High school teachers were absent an average of 

8.8 days per year (11.4 day including professional development). During an interview with 

administrators and teachers, one teacher noted that the teachers’ labor contract eliminated the 

sick leave buy-back provision for new hires and offered the opinion that some of the recently 

hired teachers might use up their sick days without it. Other teachers and administrators did not 

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

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Although educational technology was available to teachers, it was not an integral part 

of the instructional program for most of the period under review. Administrators said that there 

was “limited use of technology” in the first two years of the period under review. They said that 

educational technology was used “in pockets” at first and that it was only in the last two years 

that most schools received new and up-to-date technology. Administrators said that grants paid 

for much of the available technology and that, at the elementary schools, Parent Teacher 

Organizations funded some technology. Teachers and administrators said that the district trained 

teachers on newly purchased equipment and technology. In 2003-2004, the district applied for 

and received a competitive two-year technology grant. Administrators said that all schools now 

had at least one LCD projector and that some schools had wireless labs. 

The high school principal noted that when teachers first began creating their standards-based 

lessons and units using the web-based program TaskStream, they had to go to Greenfield 

Community College to use their computers and Internet connection. The March 2004 NEASC 

report faulted Greenfield High School for having “few opportunities for teachers to use 

technology to support instruction due to problems with hardware and the internet connection” as 

well as “infrastructure inadequacies that impede[d] the use of technology for student 

instruction.” The high school principal said that the two-year technology grant paid to upgrade 

equipment, improve the infrastructure, buy tools and equipment, and offer professional 

development. 

Although there were some technology purchases in 2003-2004, primarily through grants, there 

was no evidence that it was an integral part of the district’s instructional program at any level. 

Furthermore, due to the elimination of specialty subject teachers at the middle school in the 

FY2004 budget, the CAD lab built as part of the middle school’s renovation project was not used 

during the 2003-2004 school year. 
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9.	 Student achievement data indicated that the district provided effective instruction, programs, and 

services to all English language learners. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Enrollment data and administrator interviews indicated that the district’s ELL 

population increased during the period under review. The district had some Spanish-speaking 

ELLs, and administrators noted that one of the elementary schools enrolled some ELLs from 

Moldova. An elementary school principal said that a local church sponsored the Moldavian 

families, most of whom enrolled their children in the middle of the school year. Greenfield’s 

accountability status for Cycle III was “no status” in ELA and “Identified for Improvement-

Subgroups Only” in math. Neither students in the aggregate nor any the subgroups met their 

performance targets in ELA or math. Student achievement data did not indicate that the district 

provided effective instruction, programs, and services to its ELLs. Administrators said that each 

school had ELL teachers. During the period under review, the ELL program and its staff were 

under the supervision of the Administrator of Early Learning and ESL. The June 2004 Linguistic 

Audit included a number of curriculum, instruction, and assessment recommendations for 

improving the program. The consultant wrote, “Currently, it appears that the ELL teachers are so 

busy attending to the linguistic and academic needs of individual students that they are unable to 

plan with mainstream teachers to design the content-based ELL curriculum intended by the 

Massachusetts ELL Framework.” 

Administrators reported that there were inconsistencies in testing ELL students during the period 

under review. Interviews and the Linguistic Audit report indicated that ELL teachers did not 

complete the state mandated MELA-O training until the summer of 2004 and that the district did 

not start an SEI program in fall of 2003 as required by law. The district was only beginning to 

offer regular education teachers workshops on effective SEI teaching practices. Therefore, the 

district did not provide effective instruction and programs to its ELLs during the period under 

review. 
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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): 

•	 Budget cuts deeply affected the district’s ability to maintain high quality programs for all 

students. 

•	 Teachers benefited from initial professional development in data management and analysis, 

but the training was not systematic nor was it sustained long enough to produce equitable 

results at all levels. 

•	 Small subgroup populations sometimes lacked specific MCAS test data, and teachers lacked 

the skills to disaggregate data and use it to address the needs of these students. 

•	 The elementary schools wrote ISSPs for students who needed them and passed the plans on 

to the middle school. However, the middle school did not use them or pass them on to the 

high school. 

•	 Major budget cuts forced teachers and administrators had to find creative ways to maintain 

the standard of instruction and learning. 

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 
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Evidence: District documentation indicated that all students who completed their senior year at 

Greenfield High School during the period under review met the state’s Competency 

Determination (CD) and graduated. 

2.	 The district had documented policies, practices, or procedures that addressed and supported 

students in transition from one level to another, one program to another, one school to another 

(intra district), and students entering the district after the start of school (inter district), tracked 

dropouts and maintained these data over time (3 years). 

Rating: Poor 

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

procedures on student transitions. Although the high school held Step Up days, Fly Up days, 

Open House, Parents’ Nights, and Freshman/Senior Mentoring, the fact that the middle school 

did not transfer ISSPs to the high school created a gap in the academic transition between the 

schools. Interviewees said that personal contact with the principal or vice principal, a tour of the 

high school, and introduction to teachers by the guidance counselor also eased the transition. 

Students moving from Grade 5 to Grade 6 had a smoother transition. Interviewees said that the 

schools shared academic information and plans and that teacher-to-teacher and transition forms 

for special education students were sent to the elementary schools for recommendations. 

However, interviewees also said that the middle school did not use the ISSPs it received from the 

elementary schools. 

Interviewees said that ISSPs were completed for grades K-5 and 9-12 and that high school 

guidance counselors shared this information with teachers on request. However, further 

questioning reviewed that ISSPs were used for students in grades 11 and 12, not grades 9 and 10; 

they were used mainly tool to help students pass the MCAS test for graduation. 

The EQA team asked a middle school administrator to share a sample ISSP for a middle school 

student. The response was “I don’t have one. I could find one.” The middle school analyzed data 

in the aggregate only, not for individual students. Instead, low-achieving students at the middle 
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school level were referred to the PST to review the student’s academic record and behavior and 

write an action plan with identified interventions. 

The district did not formally track dropout data during the period under review. The DOE 

documentation indicated that Greenfield did not meet the threshold criteria for dropouts. 

Interviewees said that a small percentage of the high school dropout rate was connected to the 

MCAS test. There were piecemeal tutorial programs to support students in their efforts to pass 

the MCAS test. However, many students dropped out. Interviewees said that most students who 

dropped out were students who had previously dropped out and returned to school but, for social, 

emotional, educational, or family reasons, dropped out again. 

3.	 Disaggregate 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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, the high school tracked discipline, retention, 

suspension, exclusion, and dropout rates, but not by subgroup. However, interviewees said that 

infractions were tracked by subgroup. The high school did not have an in-school suspension 

program due to lack of staffing. Interviewees said that this increased out-of-school suspensions. 

During the period under review, the middle school compared subgroup rates and found no 

significant differences or disproportionate rates. The ninth grade coordinator handled discipline 

for that grade. The middle school also offered supplemental programs for students such as anger 

management and grief counseling. The middle school had a high number staff to deal with 

student behaviors, compared to academic staffing. Despite this, the middle school had a high out-

of-school suspension rate. Interviewees said that, in response, the middle school adopted a policy 

of using in-school suspensions more. To address absenteeism during the same period, the middle 

school implemented a “School’s Where Its At” program in conjunction with the Franklin County 

District Attorney’s office. 
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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: Poor 

Evidence: For most of the period under review, the district employed a part-time MCAS test 

data coach responsible for analyzing, disaggregating, and disseminating MCAS test data the high 

school as well as training and coaching the high school staff. As a result of intensive effort on 

data analysis at the upper grades, the data coach, according to interviewees, was prepared to 

facilitate the middle school data analysis, which was only beginning. There was evidence that the 

Director of Teaching and Learning shared disaggregated data with elementary school teachers. 

Data analysis was not yet systematic and consistent at any level except the high school. At the 

high school, intensive item analysis led to the implementation of writing across the curriculum as 

well as integrating a variety of test-taking approaches in most classrooms. However, there was 

little evidence that the district evaluated the effectiveness of these specific adjustments. 

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

in all assessed grade levels and programs. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Enrollment data indicated limited participation in higher-level, advanced, and AP 

courses. Interviewees said that budget and staffing cuts affected the high school’s ability to offer 

such programs. The high school program of study listed AP offerings. Any student could enroll 

in an AP course with teacher referral. AP English enrollment required referral from the student’s 

current English teacher and the completion of a summer program of study. However, students 

were not mandated to take the AP examination. Interviewees cited liability issues since the 

district did not pay students’ examination fees. Students who passed the course received 

weighted AP credit, whether or not they took the AP exam. Although the high school had an AP 

coordinator, it did not track enrollment by subgroup. Documentation indicated that in 2001-2002, 

31 seniors filled 41 available AP slots. The AP classes offered to seniors AP Calculus and AP 

U.S. History II. The same year, 25 juniors filled 37 available slots in the English and U.S. 
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History I courses. District documentation showed that the high school offered seniors AP 

Calculus, AP History 2A, AP U.S. History 2B, and Advanced English 12. Eleven students were 

enrolled in one AP/Advanced course, 12 students were enrolled in two courses, four students 

were enrolled in three courses, and six students were enrolled in four courses. A total of 33 

seniors took these courses. The same year, the district offered juniors AP English 11 and AP U.S. 

History 1A. Twenty-four students filled 34 available slots, with 13 students taking one course 

and 11 taking both courses. In 2003-2004, the school offered seniors 52 spots in AP US History 

II, AP English 12, and AP Calculus. Eleven students enrolled in one of these courses, ten 

students enrolled in two, and seven students enrolled in all three. Juniors could take AP U.S. 

History I, AP U.S. History 1B, and AP English 11. Thirty students were enrolled in one course 

and 15 were enrolled in two courses. No juniors enrolled in all three offerings that year. 

6.	 The district had documented policies and practices to respond to student behavior and support 

student needs in an equitable manner. The collective district policies, procedures, and practices 

addressed issues in the areas of discipline, retention, suspension, exclusion, and dropout 

recovery. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: Elementary, middle, and high school student handbooks described policies and 

practices on discipline, retention, suspension, exclusion, and drop-out recovery during the period 

under review. A high school administrator said that most high school students who were retained 

had credit issues. A student could be promoted to the junior class with insufficient credits. 

Interventions to support and promote the student included Student Intervention Team meetings, 

review of curriculum folders, and community programs, such as DIAL/SELF, Teen Line, or 

YouthServe-AmeriCorps programs. Guidance counselors also used graduation check forms to 

review courses and credits taken and needed for graduation. They sent letters home to parents 

about credit deficiencies; the letters outlined the steps for achieving eligibility for graduation. A 

high school administrator said that, when the Student Intervention Teams determined the need 

for tutors, it was difficult to find volunteers, especially in math, due to the rotating block 

schedule. 
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The high school did not track discipline issues by subgroup but by offense. A middle school 

administrator said that the school analyzed discipline and suspension data during two of the years 

under review and found no significant trends or subgroup disparities. Other discipline measures 

at the middle school included student and parent meetings, tutoring and other accommodations 

for a number of “school-phobic” students, and domain profiling. For part of the period under 

review, the district used the Turn-Around Program (TAP) for students at risk of dropping out. 

However, this program was no longer available by the end of the period under review. 

7.	 The district had policies and programs in place to address the needs of transient or mobile 

students. These policies and programs promoted transient student involvement in quality, 

challenging programs and extra curricular activities. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district employed a coordinator of transient and 

mobile students. Policies were informal and used as needed. Continuity was the main focus of 

interventions, which included help with transportation and the DIAL/SELF program for students 

16 and older in need of housing. The housing liaison at the local low-income apartment complex 

served district students. 

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: During the period under review, the district tried to assign faculty to the students and 

courses that best used their skills and talents to promote high levels of student achievement. The 

high school held department meetings to determine each teacher’s level of expertise; the MCAS 

test drove assignments to promote student achievement in specific areas. All middle school 

teachers were certified in the subjects they taught. Grade teams determined their assignments. In 

grades 7 and 8, inclusion was considered as well as areas of specialty, and teachers were 

assigned by skill and talents based on student and grade-team needs. Assignments also 

considered the scope and sequence of courses and the teacher’s area of expertise. Interviewees 
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said that a high school math worked with students to bring their basic skills up to a level where 

they could then learn the subject at hand. The district discovered that this particular group of 

students had an unsuitable long-term substitute teacher in middle school. Interviewees said that 

some decisions were student-centered and others were not. For example, to avoid issues 

connected with teaching subjects outside area of certification, one high school teacher created a 

course called “The Female in the 21st Century,” while another offered two sociology/psychology 

courses. Therefore teacher certification issues, rather than data reflecting student interest or 

achievement, drove these decisions to change the curriculum. One elementary school principal 

reported that, during the period under review, her school’s one Grade 3 teacher turned over two 

years in a row. Budget cuts during the period under review affected continuity at the classroom 

and school levels. 

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 had a number of professional development programs designed as the result of 

data analysis but not all faculty and staff were equally trained and the programs were of short 

duration, making it difficult to sustain change in practice. 

•	 Budget cuts at the state and local level impacted the development and presentation of 

programs, a net loss of $300,000 during the period under review. 

•	 The district cited difficulty in finding common professional development programs and 

curriculum strategies which satisfied the needs of all teachers at the elementary level. 

•	 The district employed both an interim Director of Curriculum and Instruction, and a part time 

MCAS test data coordinator at the high school 
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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:  Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district participated in aspects of professional 

development. According to interviewees, little money was budgeted by the district for 

professional development; rather, grant-funded programs were provided. Furthermore, much of 

the professional development involved "train the trainer" activities, where certain staff attended 

workshops or conferences, then returned to the district and trained peers. Examples of this 

practice included, the TestWiz training and MCAS test data analysis training. 

Documents presented to examiners reflected monies budgeted for reimbursement of college 

courses taken for professional development. A professional development committee, made up of 

volunteer members, met at the end of each year of the period under review to develop the 

calendar that was reviewed, rather than approved, by the school committee. During the period 

under review, teachers were reimbursed for two courses a year at the University of 

Massachusetts rate. Teachers also received two release days per month for professional 

development activities. The district had a professional development committee made up of 

teachers and administrators, and also had a five-year professional development plan. 

At all levels, writing across the curriculum was implemented in 2003-04, a return to the John 

Collins writing system for the district. Furthermore, professional development, for the district 

during the period under review, was reported to examiners as "MCAS test driven." Yet, the 

MCAS test scores were relatively flat overall for the period under review. 

At the elementary and middle school level, a professional development per person allocation was 

provided by the district, and site-based committees were formed for professional development 

decision making. These levels focused professional development on training on Investigations 

and Connected Mathematics which were both reported to have been presented by outside 

consultants. 
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The professional development calendar for the school year 2003-04 listed 19 professional 

development topics offered to employees district-wide, as well as eight days for parent-teacher 

conferences. 

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: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under review, the district's professional development plan failed to 

meet state requirements for resources. Also during the period under review were budget cuts that 

impacted the structure of school staffs and the district’s ability to hire consultants. Rather than 

develop assessment tools for professional development programs, the practice had been to try 

another approach. There was little evidence that professional development programs were 

evaluated for effectiveness in advancing performance however, any noted improvement was 

attributed to professional development by default. 

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: The district's professional development plan was informed by two prominent 

components: MCAS test results and teacher satisfaction. The district informed itself of MCAS 

test results throughout the period under review, and implemented data analysis training by the 

MCAS test coordinator. Subsequently, training of peers was done by those who had been trained. 

According to interviewees, assessment of data by subgroups, other than special education, was 

difficult in the district due to the small number of subgroup members. 
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It was reported to the EQA team that two consultants, brought in to train staff in Math 

Investigations, were unfavorably received and the consultants were discontinued. There was little 

evidence presented that staff formally developed, implemented and assessed professional 

development. It was reported to examiners that a grant, awarded to the district in 2000-2001 

assisted with the hiring of a math consultant. Teachers reported their unhappiness with the 

training, and the district suspended planned math training to look for another program. It was 

also reported to examiners that intensive ELA training had shown improvement in student 

achievement, and acknowledged that the district also needed to work on achievement in math. 

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: For the period under review, as evidenced by a review of the data, documentation and 

interviews, the district's professional development plan was not focused on training in 

participatory decision-making, community and parental involvement or other skills necessary to 

implement education reform. Review of the budget for the period under review provided 

evidence that the district's overall budget had been cut, as had the professional development 

budget. It was said in interviews that the district's professional development programs were 

largely MCAS test driven; grant-funded; not long-term; frequently offered through a train-the-

trainer format. 

The professional development calendars reflected the following topics offered for teachers such 

as de-escalation and physical restraint training (1 session), First Steps (2 sessions for new hires, 

two sessions by grade level), in-service (Four Corners elementary; one day), Greenfield High 

School Accreditation (six sessions), GHS Autism training (one session), GHS school-based (one 

session), IEP training (three sessions, one elementary, one middle, one high school session each), 

Math Investigations (one session each for grades 2-5), Paraprofessional Seminar Series (nine 

sessions), Parent Conferences (8 sessions for elementary, six sessions middle school, no sessions 

for high school), Reading in the Content Areas (12 sessions), Responsive Classroom(11 sessions, 
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elementary only), Science Unit Development (one session, elementary only), Science 

Assessment (two sessions, elementary only), Special Education, various topics (11 sessions, 

middle school only), Standards-based Curriculum and Assessment (four sessions, middle school 

only), Special Topic ("They Are All Our Children", one session, all schools), Title I meeting 

(five sessions, middle school only) and Tutor Support Days (three). 

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: Poor 

Evidence: For the period under review, the ability to analyze disaggregated data was not 

consistent at all school levels. According to interviewees, MCAS test data was used to make 

professional development decisions. At the secondary level, and professional development 

activities were implemented at faculty meetings. It was discovered, through this analysis, that 

there was a pattern of weakness in open response questions, and that discovery led to the 

integration of several strategies throughout the high school curriculum. Subsequently, a number 

of standards-based math workshops were offered. 

In the later part of the period under review, item analysis of elementary MCAS test math 

questions was introduced to elementary teachers. Train-the-trainer programs in TestWiz 

supported the idea that teachers could analyze data, and could do so better in small groups. 

However little evidence was presented to the EQA that training was widespread or consistent 

across all levels. Also reported as implemented during the period under review was additional 

modeling of essay questions, and a teacher-driven approach to this instructional technique via 

their data analysis by looking at student work. According to interviewees, Grade 1 teachers 

developed their analysis skills by scoring fourth grade writing prompts and by developing a 

common math vocabulary. 
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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: Review of individual professional development plans and PDP verifications reflected 

that teachers did advance their knowledge and skills regularly by participating in courses directly 

related to their professional assignments. 

7. 	 Teachers were involved in the development, implementation, and assessment of the district’s 

professional development program. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Teachers were involved in the development of professional development activities by 

volunteering to serve on the professional development committees or by training peers after 

participation in a workshop or training session. It was reported that professional development 

issues were discussed at faculty meetings for the period reviewed. However, Greenfield High 

School was cited in the October, 2004 NEASC report for "a lack of teacher input into the 

decision-making process for professional development topics." At the elementary level, it was 

reported to the EQA examiners that one professional development program which was 

unsatisfactory to teachers was suspended because the teachers were "discouraged at the slow 

results." 
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Domain C: Academic Support Services

  1 2 3 4 5 6 
D

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 0 1 0 0 1 3 
0 1 0 1 1 0 3 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 1 0 1 
1 1 1 0 1 4 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Standards   Indicators Total 
omain C - Academic Support Services 

S9 - Student Academic Support: Programs 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S10 - Student Academic Support: Program 
Management & Evaluation 

Excellent N/A 
Satisfactory N/A 
Poor N/A 
Unsatisfactory N/A 

Standard 9. STUDENT ACADEMIC SUPPORT PROGRAMS: For the period under 

examination, the district provided appropriate academic support services in ELA, math, and 

other core content areas for students who were not meeting state performance expectations. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 The school committee did not adopt the District Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP) 

and the school accommodation plans until June 2004. 

•	 The district did not write Individual Student Success Plans (ISSPs) for all students who 

needed them, and services were inconsistent for students who did not make progress at their 

grade level and when they transitioned to other schools. 

•	 Despite the district’s focus on ELA during the period under review, its Grade 3 MCAS 

reading test scores were unchanged and below the state average for the entire period under 

review. 
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Indicators: 

1.	 The district monitored student progress through the assessment of individual student 

performance data and provided students who were not proficient with additional programs and 

support to assist their progress. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district tracked the progress of individual 

students and supported students who were not proficient with additional programs. 

Administrators and teachers said that some principals, a few teachers, and the high school’s 

MCAS test coordinator were trained to use TestWiz. Administrators said that the district 

submitted its MCAS test Success Plan to the DOE for approval in 2001 and began using ISSPs 

during the 2001-2002 school year. The document review and administrator interviews indicated 

that principals monitored student progress, as did the Pupil Support Teams (PSTs) at each 

elementary school, the Student Intervention Teams (SITs) at the middle and high schools, and 

the high school MCAS test coordinator. 

The district gave the EQA team samples of ISSPs from the elementary and high schools. The 

MCAS test coordinator and the Grade 9 coordinator said that they did not receive ISSPs for 

incoming students from the middle school. A middle school administrator said that he was not 

familiar with ISSPs but that he would find one and give it to the EQA team during the onsite 

visit. The EQA team did not receive a sample ISSP from the middle school. 

School-day support services for elementary school students included Title I teachers, Reading 

Recovery teachers, and special education teachers; for secondary school students, they included 

special education teachers an, at the middle school, Title I teachers. Administrators said that 

there were after-school MCAS test support programs for students in grades 6-10 and tutors 

available during and after school to students who failed the Grade 10 MCAS test. An Academic 

Support Services grant paid these tutors. However, interviewees said that help for grade 10 

students was limited to the ten weeks before the retest. 
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During the period under review, students received MCAS test remediation and support in their 

regular English and math classes, and no additional MCAS test courses were offered to students 

in grades 6-8. The MCAS test Coordinator gave the EQA team a copy of his fall 2003 evaluation 

of the Kaplan MCAS test preparation course. The Academic Support Services grant paid the 

Kaplan tutor, and the intensive six-week course met twice a week. Seven of the nine students 

enrolled in the course took the November 2003 retest, and three of the seven passed. 

In addition to school-day programs, the district offered after-school MCAS test programs at all 

levels. Administrators said that the district offered more before- and after-school programs in the 

first two years under review and reduced program hours and the number of students served due 

to cuts in grant funds later in the period under review. Administrators said that they solicited and 

received money to continue the programs from local businesses and Parent Teacher 

Organizations (PTOs). University of Massachusetts students and tutors from the Upward Bound 

program helped high school students. During the 2003-2004 school year, one elementary school 

piloted Soar to Success, a remedial reading program, as an after-school program. Teachers and 

administrators said that the district bought some MCAS test support materials for classroom use 

and use in the after-school programs, such as Buckle Down in ELA and math and AIM Higher. 

Interviewees said that the district monitored students’ academic performance during the period 

under review and gave extra help to those who did not score in the ‘Proficient’ category on the 

MCAS test. However, the district’s use of ISSPs was inconsistent, and the district did not 

systematically evaluate its support programs. The district’s academic assistance to students was 

inconsistent, and it was almost entirely absent at the middle school. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: The district did not have a clearly stated and formally adopted DCAP at the time of its 

Coordinated Program Review (CPR) in March 2003. The CPR’s Report of Findings cited the 
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district because teachers were unaware of the DCAP and lacked a “clear understanding” of how 

the DCAP affected students. The district’s CPR Action Plan required the district to distribute the 

plan and train staff on its elements. Administrators said that they worked with staff during the 

2003-2004 school year to develop a Curriculum Accommodation Plan for each school. The 

document review and administrator interviews indicated that the school committee approved the 

DCAP and the school plans in June 2004. Each school used the same template to develop its 

plan, though the services varied. Because the district did not have a clearly articulated DCAP and 

a formal process to implement it at each of its schools until the spring of 2004, the DCAP was 

not a component of the DIP during the period under review. 

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 

Evidence: The recently adopted DCAP and school plans described how students would receive 

direct and systematic instruction in reading. Administrators said that the schools followed the 

balanced literacy approach to reading instruction and that the district followed the First Steps 

Continuum model to monitor students’ progress. Reading instruction included phonics, 

phonemic awareness, vocabulary, fluency, and text comprehension. However, reading programs 

varied among the elementary schools because of the requirements of grant and special programs. 

During the period under review, one elementary school followed the Core Knowledge 

curriculum while another piloted the DIBELS. Administrators said that all elementary schools 

had Reading Recovery and Title I teachers to help struggling readers. Administrators said that 

special education teachers were trained in Recipe for Reading and Wilson Reading to serve 

dyslexic students. 
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Administrators said that the district’s services for students with behavioral issues included formal 

counseling, individual behavior intervention plans, psychological testing, emergency counseling, 

and placement in a collaborative setting, day school, or residential program. Administrators said 

that the behavior plans were individualized and noted that the schools had a partnership with 

ServiceNet, a community agency that provided counseling services for regular education 

students. Administrators and teachers said that the district proactively addressed behavior issues. 

They gave the examples of the Responsive Classroom program, Second Step, a conflict 

resolution program for students in grades K-4, bullying prevention programs beginning in Grade 

5, and peer mediation programs at the secondary schools. DOE data showed that the district’s 

suspension rate increased between 2001 and 2003. In 2001, Greenfield’s in-school suspension 

rate was 6.4 percent, compared to a rate of 4.9 percent for the state. The district’s 2003 in-school 

suspension rate was 7.3 percent, compared to the state rate of 4.6 percent. In 2001, Greenfield’s 

out-of-school suspension rate was 12 percent, compared to the state rate of 6.2 percent. 

Greenfield’s 2003 out-of-school rate was 14.8 percent, compared to the state rate of 6.1 percent. 

The district’s new teacher mentoring program began in 2000. Administrators and teachers said 

that the district paid mentors stipends and that the program included an orientation day in the 

summer, weekly, if not daily, meetings between the new teachers and their mentors, and periodic 

district-wide meetings of the two groups. Teachers said that mentors’ and new teachers’ fields 

did not always match, that the two sometimes taught in different schools, and that they felt that 

the program needed to be strengthened. The March 2004 NEASC report said that the district 

“lack[ed] mentoring for new teachers, despite the existence of a [mentoring] program.” 

The DIP and the SIPs identified increased family involvement as a goal and priority. 

Administrators said that each elementary school and the middle school had an active PTO. Other 

parent groups included the required Title I Parent Advisory Council and booster groups to 

support athletics and the arts. Administrators said that there were Back to School Nights and 

Parent Conferences for grades PreK-8. During the period under review, there were no Parent 

Conference days or evenings for high school parents. The high school principal said that there 

were special programs and activities for Grade 9 parents and that the Guidance Department held 

college and financial aid nights for parents. Some of the parent outreach programs included Book 
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Fairs, parent workshops, spaghetti suppers, and pajama nights. Principals said that, in addition to 

holding special events, they published school newsletters, and a number of teachers sent home 

weekly or monthly classroom newsletters. 

Administrators said that each teacher had a principal-approved Individual Professional 

Development Plan. The DCAP, the DIP, and the SIPs documented the district’s professional 

development offerings on accommodating students’ different learning styles. However, 

administrators and teachers acknowledged that the district did not offer workshops on data 

analysis to improve student performance. Administrators said that a few teachers, the MCAS test 

Coordinator, and the principals were trained to use TestWiz and to analyze data. Administrators 

said that those who analyzed data shared the MCAS test item analyses with teachers at faculty 

and department meetings. However, administrators said that data analysis primarily consisted of 

trends. Teachers said that they would like to be trained to use TestWiz and to have the program 

on their computers. 

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: Administrators and teachers said that the district improved its use of data from the 

MCAS test, local benchmarks, and local tests to identify students who were not meeting grade-

level performance standards during the period under review. They said that the district used data 

analysis more consistently than in the past and that more teachers referred at-risk students to the 

Pupil Support Teams at the elementary schools and the Student Intervention Teams at the 

secondary schools. These teams decided which services would meet the students’ learning needs. 

However, an elementary school administrator said that the “kindergarten through grade 3 

screening process needed to be tightened up,” because identification and diagnosis were 

inconsistent among the schools and were “weaknesses” in the follow-through and the services 

given to some students. Administrators agreed that ELA and reading were the priorities at the 
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elementary schools during the period under review and that Title I funds were used almost 

exclusively for additional reading services. 

Administrator interviews revealed that ISSPs were written, reviewed, updated, and passed along 

to the student’s new teachers only at the elementary and high schools. Elementary school 

principals said that they forwarded their students’ ISSPs to the middle school but did not know 

what happened to them after that. 

There appeared to be little coordination and oversight of curriculum and instruction during the 

period under review, and the middles school did not closely monitor students who did not meet 

grade-level performance expectations. A teacher who coordinated the middle school’s after-

school MCAS test program said that, while he checked the students’ MCAS test results, he did 

not give their teachers information about their performance in the after-school program, nor did 

he identify the specific areas that teachers should continue focus on. 

For most of the period under review, high school administrators chose to give extra MCAS test 

support and tutoring only in grades 11 and 12, prior to the retest. Interviewees said that students 

in grades 9 and 10 students received additional support in their regular courses. 

Although the district provided supplementary and remedial services to students who did not 

score in the ‘Proficient’ category on the MCAS test, most of the district’s MCAS test scores in 

ELA and math were below the state average during the period under review. The exception was 

Grade 7 ELA. The district cut after-school support programs due to budget cuts, and the middle 

school did not maintain ISSPs. Most of the high school’s MCAS test support services focused on 

students in grades 11 and 12. Therefore, the district’s services for students who did not attain 

proficiency on the MCAS test were insufficient 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: Poor 
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Evidence: Although interviewees said that the district allocated most of its time and resources 

during the period under review to literacy, Grade 3 MCAS reading test scores failed to improve 

and were below the state average during the period under review. In 2001, 59 percent of the 

Greenfield’s students scored in the ‘Proficient’ category on that test. In 2002, 62 percent did. In 

2003, 48 percent of district students scored in that category, compared to 67 percent of students 

statewide. In 2004, 60 percent of district students attained proficiency on that test, compared to 

63 percent of students statewide. 

During the period under review, the district provided early intervention literacy programs for at-

risk and struggling readers. The document review and administrator interviews indicated that the 

district used Reading Recovery, Recipe for Reading, Wilson Reading, and assistive technology. 

The district also provided Title I support in reading at all elementary schools and the middle 

school. Administrators said that the district gave teachers extensive literacy training and that they 

believed the district’s flexible-grouping model, leveled books, and frequent tests helped teachers 

identify at-risk students and address their learning deficiencies more quickly. However, 

administrators acknowledged that the reading programs varied from school to school and that 

there were inconsistencies across the district. 

During the period under review, the district had a number of early intervention programs in 

grades K-3, provided students with additional reading services and special education, offered 

extensive literacy training to elementary school teachers, and identified literacy instruction as 

one of its top priorities. However, these measures did not result in improved student performance 

and did not ensure that all students scored in the ‘Proficient’ category on the Grade 3 MCAS test. 

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: The DOE approved the district’s MCAS test success plan, which contained the 

elements required by MGL Chapter 69, §11. 
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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): 

•	 Analyses of student performance assessment were not a formal and clearly articulated policy 

or practice. School principals had been assigned responsibility for examination of the MCAS 

test and other data and for local dissemination. The absence of firm policy and procedure led 

to disparate and unsystematic use of MCAS test and other data for the period under review. 

•	 Academic support services that were offered were based on available grant funds. When 

grant funds expired, the programs were terminated. Most short-term and long-term support 

programs were not formally evaluated with respect to effectiveness. 

•	 Student MCAS test scores in ELA improved during the period under review, but math scores 

remained static. Supplementary programs did not have adequate, positive impact on student 

learning and performance. 

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 

Evidence: District administrators said that for the period under review the procedures for 

analysis of student performance assessment were completed by principals and central office 

personnel. However as cited, the ability to use TestWiz for MCAS test analysis was limited 

across all levels of the district. According to interviewees, principals and teachers presented 

MCAS test data results and analyses each year for each building to the school committee. The 
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EQA examiners reviewed sample copies of power point presentations made to the school 

committee on an annual basis. In school year 2004, the district employed a former teacher as the 

part-time analyst (MCAS test academic support coordinator) of MCAS test results data. The 

coordinator primarily disseminated disaggregated data to the high school teachers at the 

secondary level According to interviewees, test questions underwent local item analysis so that 

curriculum might be modified to strengthen weaknesses in ELA test responses. 

In November of 2003, five Greenfield Middle School teachers formed a subcommittee of the 

Language Arts Department in order to analyze MCAS test results from the spring MCAS test 

ELA exam. The process that followed was related by teachers in interview and recorded in a 

report submitted to the EQA audit team. The teachers took the test themselves, compared 

Greenfield Grade 7 scores with state results, and examined Greenfield students’ response 

patterns. The team of teachers then developed seven specifically annotated recommendations for 

instructional strategies, especially designed to improve responses to open-response and 

composition parts of the test, to be integrated into the Grade 7 curriculum. The team met for the 

rest of the 2003 school year. However, there was no evidence presented that this model of 

teacher participation in the use of MCAS test data was replicated elsewhere in the district. 

Teachers said that some teachers were able, during the period under review, to use TestWiz in 

order to examine student performance but that most teachers in the district did not have adequate 

training in, or computer access, to TestWiz. According to interviewees, each school received 

MCAS test data from central office and looked at it with respect to trends and patterns. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: The district submitted a list of 25 grants, either entitlement and competitive, that was 

ongoing during school year 2004. No list for prior years was available. District administrators 

identified Title I, 21st Century, Academic Support Services - HS (632) as primary sources for 

funds used to support programs for students scoring in ‘Warning/Failing’ and ‘Need 
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Improvement’ categories. District administrators said that other grants funds were used for this 

purpose, but could not be specifically disaggregated for the full period under review. The EQA 

examiners requested documents regarding MCAS test grants that assisted students who had 

scored in the in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category and with the exception of one year, no single 

document outlining district-wide MCAS test support interventions or programs that clearly 

linked the programs to funding sources, was made available to the EQA audit team. 

Interviewees said that at Greenfield High School, 632 grant funds supported tutorial programs 

for those high school students who scored ‘Warning/Failing’ in ELA only. They said further that 

during the period under review, 632 funded tutorial programs did not engage those students who 

scored ‘Warning/Failing’ or ‘Needs Improvement’ in MCAS test math. However a document 

provided to the EQA audit team indicated that the MCAS test Academic Support at the high 

school included two school years, (2002 and 2004) of Kaplan MCAS test preparation, I and II in 

both ELA and math during the school day. The program was delivered through small group 

instruction during the school day for thirty sessions for each group. Students' schedules were 

adjusted by guidance counselors so that tutorial instruction could take place. 

According to district administrators, the district's 21st Century grant was used differently in each 

elementary school. According to interviewees, such funds were used to support a "strong 

homework club" at the Federal Street School. Homework clubs meeting after school were 

established at other elementary schools, but no data regarding details were made available. Title I 

funds provided tutorial services through grade 6 in ELA in 2001 through 2003, and in math for 

2004. The district provided a list of student academic support programs for 2003-2004 but not 

for previous years. 

3.	 District and/or school administrators evaluated the overall effectiveness of its grant-funded 

MCAS success program. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district evaluated its 632 grant programs through locally developed pre and post-

tests, according to district administrators. The Kaplan MCAS test preparation programs were 
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evaluated by means of MCAS test and retest scores, as well as by student responses to anecdotal 

questions surveys. The Kaplan evaluation document was comprehensive and did provide data 

regarding retest score gains. 

The EQA examiners reviewed documents that reported on a number of discrete grant-funded 

MCAS test success programs. One document reported on an after-school MCAS test support 

program for 4th and 5th graders at the Four Corners Elementary School during FY 2004. Eleven 

students were tutored in math and twenty in ELA, each of whom had been identified as "at risk 

of failing the state assessment". According to interviewees, only two students scored in the 

failing range after completing the program. 

In order to improve students' performance on open response questions and the long composition 

portions of MCAS testing, the faculty of the Newton Elementary School adopted the Collins 

Writing Program. According to a summary memorandum submitted to the EQA team, training in 

the Collins method ensued and the method was implemented. Although the Newton faculty 

anecdotally assessed the program to be beneficial, no further data was available. 

The Federal Street, Green River, and Four Corners Newton Elementary Schools each submitted a 

report regarding the implementation of the Reading Recovery (RR) in each of the school for FY 

2004. Each report was prepared in a different format, although each report indicated the number 

of students treated and the number discontinued from the program by testing at grade level after 

varying periods of tutorial assistance. 

4.	 The district used a range of supplemental support programs to advance student performance for 

those students in need. These programs were designed to address a variety of learner needs and 

styles in the assessed content areas. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Administrators and teachers said that reductions in personnel and programs during the 

period under review weakened the district's ability to support students who presented ‘at risk 

profiles’ in both academic and behavioral categories. Some supplemental support programs or 
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procedures were maintained through grant funding and local initiative. At the elementary level, 

academic support after-school programs, Reading Recovery, Title I services, ELL services, and 

21st Century After-School Program provided supplementary support during the period under 

review. At the middle school level, the district cited academic support after-school programs, 

Title I, ELL services, and 21st Century After-School Programs. However, from 2001-2004 grant 

funded totals declined resulting in reductions in services for students in need. 

Greenfield High School cited the Poet's Seat Alternative Program, academic support after-school 

programs, ELL services, the Grade 9 Team (632), the Learning Center (drop in tutorial), MCAS 

test tutoring in Math/ELA, and tutors from the University of Massachusetts-Amherst as 

providing useful supplementary programs. 

5.	 Evaluations of academic support programs indicated that overall programs were efficient, 

managed effectively, and resulted in moving students from ‘Warning/Failing’ and ‘Needs 

Improvement' to the 'Proficient' category. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Except for the Kaplan programs and with limited and disparate documentation, the 

Reading Recovery Programs at the elementary schools, no formal evaluations of support 

programs were made available. For Kaplan I and II student progress data was available for 2001

2002. Specifically, in math, nine of sixteen students in the Kaplan MCAS test preparation I who 

had failed the MCAS test in spring of 2002 passed the December 2002 retest. Five others made 

significant gains. In ELA, three of the four students who needed to pass did so. Other statements 

made by district personnel regarding evaluations of supplementary programs referred to 

anecdotal information, opinion, and survey results, regarding the perceived value of programs. 

Assessment scores during the period under review showed little improvement, especially for 

student subgroup populations. In interviews, both administrators and teachers in expressed 

concern that the MCAS test trend data for students was flat and that the modifications in 

curriculum and instruction made thus far, had not yet had sufficient positive impact. 

103




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

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 6 
0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 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 did not analyze student data or have a District Improvement Plan (DIP) to focus 

district priorities during the entire period under review. 

•	 During the period under review, the district worked on a three-year DIP that had four main 

goals and was implemented in 2003-2004. The district’s vision and mission statements were 

the backbone of the future School Improvement Plans (SIPs). 
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•	 The school committee began updating the district’s policy manual during the period under 

review. 

•	 During the period under review, the district did little to assess or modify the DIP or the SIPs. 

•	 There was little evidence that the district used available data consistently and effectively to 

improve student achievement during the period under review. 

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: The district began to analyze student data during the 2003-2004 school year. The DIP 

for the period under review had four goals. The first DIP was written for a three-year term; the 

district updated it in 2003-2004. The number one goal of each DIP was to increase student 

performance. Interviewees said that the district started many of actions that the DIP called for but 

did not maintain them because of budget cuts and the loss of key personnel. Interviewees also 

said that the SIPs contributed substantially to the early stages of DIP development. 

2.	 School Committee members were informed and knowledgeable about their responsibilities under 

Education Reform, and relied on student achievement and other data as the foundation of their 

policy making and decision making. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s nine-member school committee saw a number of changes in 

membership during the period under review. The term of office was three years. All members 

were trained in the MASC model and attended area conferences. School committee members 

said that veteran members mentored new members and helped indoctrinate them into their areas 
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of responsibility. They also said that they understood their areas of responsibility and used 

information from the superintendent and other administrators when making decisions. Members 

said that they spent a great deal of time with the superintendent to fully understand issues. They 

said that they received many telephone calls with questions about the district and that they 

directed the callers to the appropriate teachers and administrators. They said that they were 

aware of the chain of command and that they followed the appropriate protocols. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: It was not clear how the former superintendent maintained documentation of 

initiatives, policies, procedures, and the achievement of the district and its students. The old 

policy manual was outdated in many areas during the period under review. School committee 

members said that review of the document was “not up to speed” during the first years of the 

period under review. Revision began during the second half of the 2003-2004 school year, and 

many of the revisions were approved in December 2004. The committee used the MASC model. 

Each school, the superintendent’s office, and the public library had a copy of the policy manual. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Each school had an approved SIP every year of the period under review, except for 

the high school in 2001-2002, when it had an interim principal. The 2003-2004 school year was 

the first time all of the SIPs were aligned with the goals of the DIP. All of the plans called for an 

increase in all students’ literacy and math skills. 
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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 coordinator of student services trained some principals in TestWiz. There was no 

evidence that they passed this knowledge on to other educators, although interviewees said this 

was the intent. The technology coordinator did some data analysis during the first year under 

review, but the district eliminated this position due to budget cuts. The district hired a new part-

time coordinator for the 2003-2004 school year. He said that he worked with high school staff on 

how to analyze the MCAS test results. Interviewees said that many staff used pre- and post-tests 

and shared the results with colleagues. However, none of these programs were formal. There was 

minimal grades K-12 coordination of data analysis, and the information was not passed to the 

teachers at the next level. Interviewees said that there was very little inter-school communication 

and that each level was largely autonomous. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: Administrators and school committee said that the DIP and the SIPs did not influence 

the allocation of funding as they should. The four goals of the DIP were rolled over and no 

changes were made. The district suffered major budget cuts for the 2002-2003 school year and 

dismissed forty employees. Thirty-eight of the positions were in electives and non-academic 

programs or were coordinators and ancillary staff. Staffing was very important in the district. 

The school committee was committed to small class size and did not want to lose staff in ELA, 

math, science, and social studies. As a result, elementary school students had physical education 

and music every other week. At one elementary school, class size ranged from 12 to 18 students. 

District leaders met on twice monthly, and interviewees said that the DIP and the SIPs were now 

always on the agenda. 
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7.	 All of the district’s administrators were appropriately certified. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: All of the administrators were certified during the period under review, except for the 

assistant principal assigned to the high school during the 2002-2003 school year. (He has since 

been certified for his position.) 

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

extent to which the implementation of the DIP and SIPs did/did not result in improved student 

achievement. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The superintendent and each principal reported annually to the school committee on 

the implementation of the DIP and the SIPs. Generally, there was little discussion of the goals for 

the upcoming year. If any time was spent it was whether the implementation resulted in 

improved student achievement. School committee members said that there was discussion of 

achievement of the four goals of the DIP. Interviewees noted student achievement, conflict 

resolution, mediation, and violence prevention as district concerns. Interviewees spoke of 

increases in district MCAS test scores, the effectiveness of programs for student safety, and the 

reduction of disciplinary incidents. Administrators and school committee members said that the 

district was discussing the drop-out rate and the loss of students to other choice schools in the 

area. 

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 
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Evidence: The school committee evaluated the superintendent’s performance annually during 

the period under review, with were no mid-year or monthly reviews of progress toward meeting 

district goals or the superintendent’s effectiveness in improving student achievement. School 

committee members wrote individual evaluations and presented a composite at a regular 

meeting. The evaluation tool was mutually agreed upon and included six areas. The previous 

superintendent’s contract called for both a salary raise and merit pay based on high scores in the 

six areas, which were not tied to student achievement. The present superintendent served as the 

interim superintendent during the 2002-2003 school year and became the permanent 

superintendent the following year. He had a two-year contract with the same pay provisions as 

the previous superintendent’s contract. 

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): 

•	 During the period under review the district had clear policies, procedures, and practices to 

ensure open communication. 

•	 The district dismissed many employees due to budget cuts during the period under review. 

•	 The EQA team found only two signed and dated administrator evaluations for 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: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The district allocated budget money to each school, and the principal and his or her 

staff could buy what they needed. The central office budgeted for all salaries and fixed costs 

such as electricity, heat, and maintenance. Principals had the authority to buy needed textbooks 

and materials, though they said that there was little money for these expenditures. 

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: There were administrative meetings every two weeks except during the budget cycle, 

when they happened weekly. Any proposed changes were discussed and consensus was 

garnered. The superintendent prominently displayed the district’s goals in his office, and he said 

that they were discussed at all meetings. The status of each SIP was shared at those meetings. 

All administrators used electronic mail to convey information between schools. Teachers 

received information from electronic mail, staff meetings, and postings. Teachers and union 

representatives said that information was timely. In addition, notices were sent out and posted 

whenever new information had to be shared. Local cable broadcast all school committee 

meetings, and the local newspaper covered district news. Union leaders met with the 

superintendent regularly to discuss issues of mutual interest. 

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 
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Evidence: Each school and the central office had an organizational chart. There were few job 

descriptions available for review. Interviewees said that job descriptions were updated and/or 

written as positions became available, and that in most instances job descriptions had to be 

written before posting a position. Interviewees acknowledged that this was a weakness. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: All open positions were posted in each school and in regional newspapers. The 

district’s location allowed posting openings at a number of nearby colleges. A committee of staff 

and parents worked with the principal when a school had an opening. The superintendent met 

with all prospective hires. If there were differences of opinion, they were discussed and a 

cooperative decision was made on hiring candidates. The superintendent said that there was no 

outside influence on him to hire one candidate over another. The teachers’ contract addressed 

appointments, transfers, and areas of certification. 

5.	 The district employed qualified teachers who were certified in the area(s) of their primary 

assignment or responsibility. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: There were teachers on waivers each year during the period under review. 

Documentation submitted to the DOE by the district indicated that there was one teacher on a 

waiver during the 2003-2004 school year. However, interviewees said that the 20 vacancies at 

the end of the 2003-2004 school year contributed to the escalated rate, reportedly more than 10 

percent, of teachers working without current certification. 

6.	 The district maintained waivers for staff regarding certification and progress toward certification. 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The central office tracked all waivers and progress toward certification. Interviewees 

said that the administration reviewed these files frequently and notified teachers who were not on 

target. The file was well organized and detailed. The superintendent said that, at the end of the 

school year, the district dismissed teachers who did not attain certification. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: The district had a mentor program during the period under review. Administrators and 

teachers said that the program lost much of its momentum. Substantial turnover and staff cuts in 

the 2003-2004 school year made it virtually impossible for the district to match new teachers 

with appropriate mentors. One teacher said that he mentored a new teacher who taught another 

discipline in another school. Administrators and teachers agreed that the program was not 

effective. The elimination of high school department chairs added to the problem. The most 

recent NEASC report noted the lack of mentoring for new teachers despite the existence of a 

mentoring program. 

8.	 The district ensured that all personnel records were carefully compiled, maintained, and available 

to all appropriate faculty and staff. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The superintendent’s office maintained all personnel files. Materials were placed in 

the individual personnel folders by date, with new material in the front and no divisions by type 

of information. Certification records and waiver information were kept in separate files. The 

EQA team reviewed all administrators’ files and found only two signed and dated principal 

evaluations for the period under review, both for the 2003-2004 school year. The 

superintendent’s files contained no written evaluations although school committee minutes noted 

them. 
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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: There was substantial teacher and administrator turnover during the period under 

review. The superintendent for the 2001-2002 school year left for a position in another district. 

The present superintendent was a principal before becoming interim superintendent in 2002

2003 and assuming the position permanently in 2003-2004. The high school principal was 

appointed in 2002-2003. Interviewees said that many newer staff received non-renewal notices 

that were directly tied to budget issues. The budget was not passed until late in the year, and 

many teachers who received non-renewal letters found employment in other districts. All 

interviewees cited the inadequate budget as the major obstacle to keeping younger staff 

members. The district widely distributed a promotional brochure to regional colleges and real 

estate offices. 
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Domain E: Business and Financial Management

 Standards   Indicators  
Domain E – Business & Financial 
Management 
S13 - Budget Preparation & Development 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S14 - Financial Asset Management 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S15 – Supplemental, Capital, & Facilities 
Asset Management 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

1 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

2 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

3 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

4 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

5 

0 
0 
0 
1 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

6 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

7 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

8 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

9 10 Total 

0 0 0 
0 1 3 
1 0 6 
0 0 1 

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

0 N/A 0 
1 N/A 7 
0 N/A 2 
0 N/A 0 

Standard 13. BUDGET PREPARATION AND DEVELOPMENT: For the period under 

examination, the district had a budget preparation and development process that ensured full 

consideration and effective use of available resources essential for district and school operations 

focused on student achievement. The school committee, superintendent, administrators, faculty, 

staff, parents, and members of the community met their responsibility to ensure that the school 

budget and appropriations met the educational and achievement needs of all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 The district had a budget preparation and development process that began with the school 

committee policy. It included all levels of staff with parental and community involvement 

through their school councils, and ended with a public presentation and endorsement by the 

school committee. 
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•	 The district’s financial management team did not connect their duties with assisting all 

students to achieve greater academic achievement.  

•	 The school community at all levels of staff attested to the difficulties of meeting mandates 

and assisting students in intellectual growth, while enduring budget reductions. 

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: School committee policies expressed that the superintendent of schools built the 

annual budget. These policies conveyed the school committee’s expectation that the 

superintendent would direct all administrators to construct budgets with the needs of their 

schools and/or programs as the highest priority. This policy was affirmed by members of the 

school committee during an interview. At the beginning of each budget period, the 

superintendent provided administrative staff a booklet outlining reasonable deadlines for 

presentation, and directions as to how to provide the necessary information to the 

superintendent’s office. During a principals’ interview, all the interviewees spoke about the input 

from classroom teachers, school councils, and other staff. 

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: There was little information available for fiscal years 2001 and 2002. However, for 

fiscal years 2003 and 2004 there was no clear connection between the needs of students as 

determined by analysis of data and/or assessments and the building of budgets. The budget 

documents did not show student performance improvement needs and costs or services that 

would be directed toward those needs. 
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3. 	 The district’s budget development process was clear, documented and integrated district and 

integrated district and school improvement plans, long-term goals, and action plans. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the EQA’s document review, the school committee meeting minutes began with 

the June 23, 2003 meeting through the May 12, 2004 meeting. For the 2004 school year, there 

was discussion revolving around the MCAS test, program initiation for student support, and 

improvements with a commitment to follow through on student results throughout the year. 

There was no cost associated with these discussions, nor was there a cost/benefit analysis 

provided with the documents. In the June 23, 2003 school committee meeting, the superintendent 

reported that the budget for 2004, reduced by 7 percent, was insufficient to meet needs. In 2004, 

the budget discussions related to funding commenced. The budget discussions revolved around 

the state aid reductions, and Chapter 70 outlook with testimony from Greenfield’s state 

representative in attendance at a meeting on April 28, 2004. This included a discussion on the 

district’s curriculum. On May 12, 2004, the superintendent announced that he could not budget a 

dropout prevention program, because of insufficient funds. There was no written evidence of an 

analysis related to the costs of the program as opposed to the benefits to the district, the students, 

and/or the community in dollar terms or social benefits. 

4. 	The district allocated its resources based on the ongoing analysis of student assessment data in 

aggregate and disaggregated by student subgroups to improve achievement for all student 

populations. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Interviewees in the district reported their work in ELA had resulted in improvement. 

The MCAS test trend data for the period under review, showed evidence as follows: for 2001, 

the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories’ combined percentage for ELA was 

52.5 percent, which decreased to 47.4 percent in 2002. The ELA trend data in 2003 increased 

from 44.6 percent to 47 percent in 2004. The high school discussed changes to its math 
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requirements. There was no analysis of student subgroup data. A teacher interviewee stated the 

view that the ELA work would be used as a model for improving the school’s math scores. 

Math scores in MCAS test trend data demonstrated less progress for students in Greenfield. In 

2001, the combined percent for ‘Needs Improvement’ and ’Warning/Failing’ categories was 67.6 

percent with 2004 showing a percent of 65.7 percent. The Proficiency Index trend data in math 

for the period under review was unchanged. The ELA Proficiency Index trend line showed a gain 

of 5.6 points. 

There was no evidence of program funds being directed or redirected, based on an understanding 

of student needs for improvement. The district was in the midst of budget building and seemed 

focused on restoring their programs with this new budget year to the 2003 condition. No one, 

however, stated this need was generated because of a review of student results. 

Budget records for fiscal years 2003, 2004, and 2005 did not present grant expenditures for 

professional development or supplies in groupings representing an emphasis on ELA or math 

MCAS test improvements. They were also not represented by school site. According to 2004 

MCAS trend data, subgroups were not making AYP in math and Greenfield was not meeting 

threshold criteria with respect to dropout data. 

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: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The superintendent discussed modifying Title I funds to include math, as well as 

ELA, during 2004. The district’s partnership with the Hitchcock Center demonstrated significant 

improvements in Grade 5 science achievement. The Hitchcock Center partnership was funded 

through a grant. This success was not part of the minutes of school committee sessions provided, 

nor does this program appear in the budget book. 
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The high school principal reported that the district reviewed all of the students’ results and 

adapted programs as needed. There was subsequently an increase in the math requirements for 

graduating students for 2004-2005. During the school committee meeting, as reported through 

the minutes submitted, there were many programs listed, but no discussion of the cost 

effectiveness of these varied programs, or any discussion as to how some or all students’ scores 

did or would improve. No discussion was reported as to what gains would be made with these 

programs or the costs connected to these gains if any. The math program by Addison-Wesley 

Investigations, which was purchased in 2001, was never reviewed and math scores remained 

unchanged. One of the elementary schools in the district continued with another program, Saxon, 

and had improved results in math for the period under review. 

The superintendent consistently expressed that he had no room for movement in the budget. 

According to interviewees, there was no problem with school lunch finances and the district did 

not have the desire to raise prices. According to interviewees, their transportation was to be left 

alone and user fees were denied as a cure for their loss of the cultural arts program. User fees 

could not support the program and the district could not provide the program without increasing 

class size and other academic coursework. At the time of the onsite visit, the current business 

manager had been on the job in Greenfield for only two months.  

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 budget records met a satisfactory standard for clear, complete, current, 

understandable, accurate, and historical information. However, there was little information as to 

trends. There were no graphs relating student enrollment decline with teacher reductions or with 

demographic changes reflected through FRL/Y or ELLs enrollments. There were also no graphs 

relating textbooks/instructional supplies/professional development or initiatives funds with 

MCAS test reports. In budget records for FY2001, FY2002, and FY2003, there were school site 

budget pages, but this did not continue in FY2004 or FY2005. 
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7. 	The budget and district’s expenditures were adequate to provide for appropriate levels of staffing, 

professional development, materials, supplies, and equipment. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The superintendent was clearly articulated to the EQA about the shortages in funding 

experienced by the district, as well as to the school committee at their public meetings. He 

reported that the district cannot meet the mandates required by No Child Left Behind, high school 

accreditation, Pre-K enrollment projections, the special education Corrective Action Plans, or 

Technology Education and Data Management with the funding provided. The superintendent 

was adamant that the level funding over the last two years had damaged the district’s ability to 

respond to needs. At interviews, the school committee and administrators also attested to the 

damaging effects of budget reductions on the cultural arts program. The school committee 

members interviewed stated their commitment to maintaining small class sizes in spite of the loss 

of funds, and the district was successful in maintaining small and reasonable class sizes. 

8. 	 The community provided financial resources to ensure an educational program of quality, as 

evidenced by a sufficient district revenue levy. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The superintendent reported that the community was not providing the financial 

resources necessary for the district to meet all student needs. The school department was asked to 

level fund its budget for FY2003. In FY2004, the district saw a reduction of 7 percent. During 

planning for 2005, the district again had to manage with level funds based upon the reduced 

2004 number. The school committee thought it would be harmful to the elderly in the city, who 

were on a fixed income. The City of Greenfield began interest payments on the middle school 

construction project which added more than $2 million to their costs for education, for each year 

in the review period. There were no issues with net school spending, especially given the new 

costs through debt of the middle school. 
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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: Poor 

Evidence: The school committee reviewed and approved the budget within the timeline 

developed with the superintendent and also respected the process as defined by the 

superintendent. During the period under review, the school committee worked to ensure the 

necessary funds appropriate for the district through 2001-2003. During 2004, the school 

committee worked with economic hardships within the city due to the reductions in state aid and 

grant dollars. However, the NEASC report dated October 29, 2004, page three, stated under 

“Community Resources for Learning” that there were inadequate and unreliable sources of 

revenue to provide and maintain programs. 

The school committee respected the programs as defined by their superintendents and program 

leaders. During one interview session, the school committee did not emphasize concern about the 

dropout rates, but did state its view that the enrollment declines needed to be analyzed. However 

with respect to the dropout rate, Greenfield did not meet threshold criteria set by the state in 

2004. The school committee spoke of their satisfaction with the district’s work. The school 

business manager reported on the state of the budget quarterly at public school committee 

sessions. 

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 
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Evidence: In interviews, the business office reported private grants of $100,000 as typical for 

each year during the review period. The director of curriculum discussed the work the district 

was doing with the district attorney’s office and the “School is Where It’s At” program to 

improve attendance. The high school had access to Greenfield Community College for those 

students who wanted to take courses. Franklin Medical Center provided health programs for the 

schools. The school committee established a public relations sub-committee. The director of 

curriculum reported on successful work through Service Net, a local social services group, as 

well as the Visiting Nurses Program, which had to be discontinued with the budget reductions of 

2004. The principals spoke to the EQA of their work with senior citizens groups and they stated 

that they wanted to do more, but the seniors declined the invitation. 

The principals admitted that their community liaisons tended to be the same people, rather than 

changing faces. A principal attempted to begin a school news article in the local newspaper but 

was refused by the editor. The cable channels ran programs evolving around safe school and 

smart school themes. The administrators revealed to the EQA the district’s growing dependence 

on financial support from parents through user fees and other material contributions. Paper 

towels were mentioned as a common donation, as well as pencils, crayons, and other consumable 

supplies. 

121




Standard 14. FINANCIAL ASSET MANAGEMENT: For the period under examination, the 

district maintained adequate accounting and financial reporting procedures. This was done to 

inform district-level and school-level decision-makers, to ensure effective and efficient 

managerial control over the use of all funds, and to improve achievement for all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 The Greenfield district had appropriate accounting and financial reporting procedures, but as 

cited, they were not being used well to inform district-level and school-level decision-

makers. 

•	 Managerial controls over the use of all funds were appropriate given the size of the district. 

•	 The district had not revealed how assessment of student progress and initiations to improve 

student achievement was used in making financial decisions. Although it was clear that the 

superintendent did not think that the financial resources that were allocated were sufficient to 

accomplish the mandates of education reform. 

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: All parties interviewed were well versed in the expectations related to expenditures, 

transfers, and investment of funds. When the school business manager was asked where the 

“interest” revenues were reported on an End-of-Year Report, he was not familiar with its source. 

The district evidenced sound business practices through budgetary controls, reviews, and 

accounts payables process. The school committee members acknowledged that their policies 

were dated and were only in the beginning stages of rewriting each policy. There was a policy 

related to budget and in that policy, they provided total authority to the superintendent regarding 

procedures. 

122




2. The district exercised appropriate controls to ensure accuracy of local, state, and federal financial 

reports. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: There were no concerns regarding controls of the various funds available to the 

district during the period under review. The assistant to the business manager reported that there 

were sessions between the office and the grant managers who met two times yearly to discuss the 

state of the individual budgets. 

3. 	Regular, timely, accurate, and complete financial reports were made to the school committee and 

the public. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The school business manager reported that quarterly financial statements reflecting 

the state of the budget were made public at school committee sessions and that he provided 

projections for end of year results with these reports. He provided an example of the reports 

presented to the school committee members. These reports were similar to the budget that the 

school committee approved. 

4. 	 Required local, state, and federal financial reports and statements were filed in a timely manner. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: There were no indications that there was a problem with meeting the demands of 

financial report filings. The business office reported that they were able to meet these deadlines. 

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 
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Evidence: The business office worked with the same general ledger package, CompuServe, 

which the City accountant used. The state of accounts was provided to the site managers, “site by 

site.” However, special education was grouped as one department. The system did not allow 

inputting purchase orders if the line item had no dollars available. The district used purchase 

orders as a control or authorization method. The receiver of products signed packing slips and 

sent them to the business office to be available for invoice payment. 

6. 	 District administrators were able to accurately track spending and other financial transactions on 

a regular basis. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The business office provided the administrators with reports showing the state of their 

budget as to original budget, expenditures, and dollars available on a monthly basis, throughout 

the school year. Business office staff members, along with the superintendent, had to impose 

budget freezes when there was concern that some line items were exceeding budget limits. It was 

also reported that there was always a process to allow for ‘urgent needs’ during the budget freeze 

periods. 

7. The district reviewed student achievement data and the reviews were reflected in the district’s 

financial decisions. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: Through the district’s School Improvement Plans (SIP) discussions at school 

committee meetings revealed the activity around initiation of various new and continuing 

programs. Finances were never discussed at these sessions. The budget discussions were done 

soon after the SIP discussions, but there was no deliberate linking to programs costs and benefits. 

The superintendent indicated clearly for fiscal years 2004 and 2005, that the district was unable 

to meet the needs of all students due to the budget restrictions. There was no analysis of 

enrollments program reductions student progress. During the period under review, professional 

development salaries declined by $300,000, due to grants and district appropriations. 
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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 districts. 


Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The school business manager was working toward certification with the 

Massachusetts Association of School Business Officials (MASBO). The school business 

manager, the assistant school business manager, and the superintendent had all attended the 

state’s work groups for the Massachusetts Certified Public Purchasing Officials (MCPPO) and 

completed the work satisfactorily. There were recommendations made to the district by an 

independent auditing firm made recommendations to the district, and the issues had been 

satisfactorily corrected. One issue related to student activities and the other involved a grant. 

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: The school business office processed all of the bidding for the district. The 

administrators were aware of the regulations that the district needed to adhere to. All purchase 

orders were authorized by the business office. The school business manager conducted a review 

of each principal’s accounts and assured compliance. The City’s requirement for adherence to 
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GASB 34 was $15,000. The school business manager did not state this as a cause for his doing 

inventory of supplies because the dollar amount for day-to-day needs would not reach $15,000. 

He did state his view that the inventories were adequate and well managed by the principals. He 

did not cite any procedure that he followed to document the process. The district had not done a 

separate or independent audit for its finances or programs. The municipal finance office 

conducted an independent each year; this process included district expenditures and revenues. 
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Standard 15. SUPPLEMENTAL, CAPITAL, AND FACILITIES ASSET 

MANAGEMENT: For the period under examination, the district maintained adequate 

accounting and financial reporting procedures and used them to acquire and efficiently manage 

supplemental funding and to promote student achievement and accountability to the public. The 

condition, management, and maintenance of facilities encouraged public support for education 

and were conducive to promoting high levels of student achievement. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 The district actively pursued grants from the federal and state governments, as well as gifts 

from private sources. The district was less able to produce documented evidence that 

validated the use of these funds in promoting student achievement. 

•	 The district’s buildings were old. There were two maintenance positions for the facilities. 

This calculates to greater than 220,000 square feet per position, assisted by vendor services. 

•	 Janitorial services were supported by 13 full-time positions. The condition of the buildings 

was acceptable. 

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 interviewees reported satisfaction with their facilities, although they 

acknowledged the advanced age of their buildings. The EQA toured one elementary school. The 

facilities appeared clean and safe, although the building felt over-crowded because ‘kids’ stuff’ 

was left in the classrooms. This was most true in the early grade levels. One of the buildings was 

built in 1844, revamped in 1911, and again in 1991. The years of major renovations for the 

district for all schools are 1979, 1991 (four sites), 1995, 2000, and 2004. The Greenfield Middle 

School renovation ended in 2000. The Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) 

system was maintained through an annual contractual services provider. Building wiring was 
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also to satisfactorily provide for technology needs. The electrician was a full-time fireman for the 

City. This ensured that building codes and safety regulations were being met. The district 

employed 13 full-time custodians in its employ operating over three shifts per day. 

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: The budget records contained capital planning over a five-year period. They also 

documented what projects were not funded along with completed projects. According to 

interviewees, the district planned to do a feasibility study for the high school. 

3. 	 The district implemented formal preventive maintenance programs for buildings and equipment. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district employed two full-time maintenance employees. During the period under 

review, neither of these employees were licensed craftsmen. Total square footage for the district 

was 444,603. The ages of the buildings ranged from 48 to 161 years. Preventive maintenance 

planning was not formal. None of the interviewees reported problems or dissatisfaction with the 

program for maintenance of buildings in the Greenfield district. Most of the heating systems 

were old. However, the district had never had to shut down school because of an inability to heat 

any building. Changing the larger filters was covered by the district’s HVAC contractual services 

provider. There were no complaints about air quality on the district’s records; however, the 

NEASC report of 2004 made reference to inconsistent air quality problems and blocked air ducts 

at the high school. The work order system was coordinated by the administrative assistant in the 

superintendent’s office. 

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 
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Evidence: Based on discussion, in fiscal years 2001 and 2002, the district reported that the 

requirement was met. Based on a letter dated April 16, 2004 from the DOE, the requirement for 

maintenance and extraordinary maintenance in FY2003 was $644,406 and the actual 

maintenance expenditure was $1,167,263. The extraordinary maintenance was $59,236 for a 

total of $1,226,499. For FY2004, the requirement was $655,454 with an actual expenditure of 

$786,547. Extraordinary maintenance was $524,361 for a total of $ 1,311,908 which exceeding 

the requirement by $727, 667. 

5. The district tracked its capital assets in accordance with GASB No. 34. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The municipal finance staff set an amount of $15,000 as a target for capital assets per 

GASB 34. The school business manager reported that this dollar amount meant there was no 

review of inventory but equipment pieces were tracked. 

6. The district implemented procedures for the appropriate expenditure of monies from all 

supplemental sources of revenue, goods, services, endowments, foundations, and donations. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The business office was responsible for proper disbursement of the funds per the 

mandates and directives of the source of all funds with contacts with assigned managers. The 

district maintained separate reporting for school choice expenditures, as well as circuit breaker 

expenditures. Grant totals were kept throughout the period in review, as well as gifts from 

private donations. Donations from private sources averaged $100,000, during the period under 

review. 
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7. 	 The district implemented a critical review process to assess the effectiveness and appropriateness 

of supplemental expenditures to ensure that they were used for the purpose intended and to 

improve student achievement. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The business office provided reports showing total dollars expended through grants, 

school choice, circuit breaker and private donations. There was no documentation provided 

which revealed that these dollars were spent to assist with student achievement or on the MCAS 

test improvements, beyond generic definitions of line items. The district did not report on the 

effectiveness of these funds. The district reported a dependence on these funds, although the 

superintendent described the grant funds as a “false economy.” The superintendent reiterated that 

it was difficult to meet the needs of the students or the mandates of government agencies with 

the budget he was provided for fiscal years 2004 and 2005. 

8. 	 In addition to entitlements, the district obtained competitive grants to supplement and support its 

efforts to improve academic achievement for all students. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district was proactive in applying for grants to assist with the varied needs of the 

students, while Title I was cited. The budget listed the various grants and their titles. There was 

no description to allow a reader to understand what student need was being addressed with the 

grant unless the reader was familiar with the grant title and its target recipient.  

9. The district coordinated the management and use of grants in an efficient manner. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The business office reported its work with the grants manager. These meetings 

documented that expenditures were within grant amounts and directed toward the purposes stated 

in the approved application. There were no management letter issues for the district. 
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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: Greenfield’s Chapter 70 Funding and NSS FY1996-2004 

FY Foundation Pct Foundation Pct Required Chapter Pct Required Pct Actual Pct Dollars Pct 
70 

Enrollment Chg Budget Chg Local Aid Chg Net School Chg Net School Chg Over/Under Over/ 

Contribution Spending(NSS) Spending Requirement Under 

FY96 2,462 14,588,787 6,407,504 7,110,130 13,517,634 13,695,138 177,504 1.3 

FY97 2,434 -1.1 14,669,843 0.6 6,409,111 7,624,596 7.2 14,033,707 3.8 14,186,621 3.6 152,914 1.1 

FY98 2,388 -1.9 14,835,140 1.1 6,489,539 8,041,806 5.5 14,531,345 3.5 15,148,973 6.8 617,628 4.3 

FY99 2,402 0.6 15,327,322 3.3 6,649,780 8,377,816 4.2 15,027,596 3.4 16,066,332 6.1 1,038,736 6.9 

FY00 2,445 1.8 15,685,763 2.3 6,972,359 8,926,591 6.6 15,898,950 5.8 16,770,813 4.4 871,863 5.5 

FY01 2,415 -1.2 16,237,440 3.5 7,092,566 9,349,216 4.7 16,441,782 3.4 17,313,800 3.2 872,018 5.3 

FY02 2,405 -0.4 16,884,007 4 7,432,572 9,512,771 1.7 16,945,343 3.1 18,696,720 8 1,751,377 10.3 

FY03 2,333 -3 16,682,305 -1.2 7,922,105 9,512,771 0 17,434,876 2.9 19,051,408 1.9 1,616,532 9.3 

FY04 2,289 -1.9 16,903,525 1.3 8,278,307 8,625,218 -9.3 16,903,525 -3 19,145,463 0.5 2,241,938 13.3 

FY Dollars per Foundation Enrollment Percentage of Foundation Chapter 70 Aid 
as 

Pct of Actual 
NSS 

Fnd. Ch 70 Actual NSS Ch 70 Required Actual 
Budget Aid NSS NSS 

FY96 5,926 2,888 5,563 48.7 92.7 93.9 51.9 

FY97 6,027 3,133 5,829 52 95.7 96.7 53.7 

FY98 6,212 3,368 6,344 54.2 98 102.1 53.1 

FY99 6,381 3,488 6,689 54.7 98 104.8 52.1 

FY00 6,415 3,651 6,859 56.9 101.4 106.9 53.2 

FY01 6,724 3,871 7,169 57.6 101.3 106.6 54 

FY02 7,020 3,955 7,774 56.3 100.4 110.7 50.9 

FY03 7,151 4,077 8,166 57 104.5 114.2 49.9 

FY04 7,385 3,768 8,364 51 100 113.3 45.1 


