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Executive Summary 

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

Regional Vocational School District (SERV) in mid-October of 2003. During 2000-2003, it was 

among the ‘Very Low’ performing school systems and vocational-technical districts in the 

Commonwealth. The following provides a summary of the findings of the examination and the 

district’s performance on the 2003 Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS) 

test. 

Proficiency/Achievement: 
• 	 Southeastern Regional Vocational’s Average Proficiency Index (API) was 57.3, which was 

based on the 2003 MCAS results. The state average among vocational-technical schools for 
the API was 65.6 in 2003. This placed Southeastern Regional among the lower performing 
vocational-technical school districts in the Commonwealth. In ELA, the district’s ELA 
Proficiency Index (EPI) was 65.5, and the state average among vocational-technical schools 
for EPI was 71. In math, the district’s math Proficiency Index (MPI) was 49.1, and the state 
average for MPI was 60.4. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 78.9% of the students at Southeastern Regional scored in the 
‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 9.4 percentage points greater than 
the state’s average percentages for vocational-technical schools. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, in ELA, 73.2% of the students at Southeastern Regional scored in 
the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 8.7 percentage points greater 
than the state’s average percentages for vocational-technical schools. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, in math, 84.6% of the students at Southeastern Regional scored in 
the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 10.1 percentage points greater 
than the state’s average percentages for vocational-technical schools. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the MCAS performance of all the district’s students did not meet or 
exceed state proficiency standards. 

• 	 On the MCAS retest administered in the spring of 2003, 93% of the Southeastern Regional 
Vocational’s Class of 2003 earned a Competency Determination (CD), as compared to 95% 
of the statewide Class of 2003. 

• 	 On the MCAS retest administered in the spring of 2003, 77% of the Southeastern Regional 
Vocational’s Class of 2004 earned a Competency Determination, as compared to 89% of the 
statewide Class of 2004. 
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Equity of Achievement/Proficiency: 
• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 71.9% of the regular education students at Southeastern Regional 

scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 8.7 percentage points 
greater than the state’s average percentages for regular education students in vocational-
technical schools. 

• 	 On the same test, 93.7% of the special education students at Southeastern Regional scored in 
the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 7.2 percentage points greater 
than the state’s average percentages for special education students in vocational-technical 
schools. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 85.9% of the FRL/Y at Southeastern Regional scored in the ‘Needs 
Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 8.3 percentage points greater than the 
state‘s average for FRL/Y students in vocational-technical schools.  

• 	 On the same test, 76.7% of the FRL/N students at Southeastern Regional scored in the 
‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 9.9 percentage points greater than 
the state’s average for FRL/N students in vocational-technical schools. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 90.2% of the African-American at Southeastern Regional scored in 
the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 10.0 percentage points greater 
than the state’s averages for African-American students in vocational-technical schools.  

• 	 On the same test, 75.2% of the White students at Southeastern Regional scored in the ‘Needs 
Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 8.0 percentage points greater than the 
state’s averages for White students in vocational-technical schools.   

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

• 	 The MCAS performance of the district’s special education, African-American, and FRL/Y 
students varied substantially to the district’s regular education, White, and FRL/N students. 

Improvement: 
• 	 In Southeastern Regional, 17.9% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories in 2003 than in 2000 and 45.8% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ 
category. 

• 	 In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 32.9 points 
and, in math, by 22.2 points. 

• 	 In ELA, 1.2% fewer students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 
than in 2000, and 53.4% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

• 	 In math, 11.8% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 
than in 2000, and 38.2% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 
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• 	 The MCAS performance level for in the district improved in the aggregate from 2001-2003. 

Equity of Improvement: 
• 	 Between 2000-2003, Southeastern Regional’s aggregate student achievement figures for all 

students and FRL/Y students improved less than the state’s vocational-technical average in 
both ELA and math.  

• 	 Between 2000-2003, Southeastern Regional’s aggregate student achievement figures for 
FRL/N students’ results improved by greater than the state vocational-technical schools 
average in ELA and by less than the state vocational-technical schools average in math. 

Participation and Access: 
• 	 Overall, all eligible students were participating in both ELA and math assessments at 

required levels. 

Summary of Preliminary Findings by Domain: 

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

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

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district conducted basic analyses of its MCAS test data, but did not 
conduct any detailed analyses of data or disaggregate it according to educational subgroups. 

• 	 During the period under examination, the district did not take steps to ensure that classroom 
assessments were consistently linked with the learning standards articulated in the state 
curriculum frameworks. 

• 	 The district did not meet the state’s student attendance requirement for any of the years under 
examination. 

• 	 For the period under the examination, the district did not have a process in place to evaluate 
the effect of student and staff attendance as it related to student achievement. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district ensured that teachers were appropriately certified. 

• 	 During the period under examination, the district’s staff evaluation system did not hold 
administrators and teachers accountable for school or student performance. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district’s vocational-technical programs were evaluated annually 
and changes were made based on the needs of local industries, as well as student 
performance. 
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• 	 The personnel evaluation procedures for both administrators and teachers were aligned with 
the requirements of the Education Reform Act. However, a random sample of the district’s 
evaluations determined that its evaluation practices did not follow state regulations regarding 
staff evaluations 

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

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

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district’s curriculum development was “in progress,” but during the 
period under review, the district did not have a written curriculum completed for all subjects.  

• 	 For the period under review, the EQA’s interviews and district’s documentation indicated 
that the district’s staffing levels were adequate. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district developed a variety of instructional programs to address the 
vocational-technical educational needs of the students. For example, in the final years under 
examination, the district began to implement the High Schools That Work (HSTW) program. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district set high expectations for students in its district-wide polices 
and written documentation. For example, the district’s mandate was that, “failure is not an 
option.” 

• 	 In Southeastern Regional, a program was established to ensure that students stayed in school 
and succeeded in quality programs. For example, the cluster model in the vocational-
technical areas enabled the supervisors to more closely monitor the performance of students. 

• 	 The district’s student handbook detailed the schools system’s policies, procedures, and 
practices to address student behavior issues. This process included the involvement of cluster 
leaders, parents, and behavior adjustment counselors. 

• 	 For the period under examination, the district made its professional development offerings 
available to a wide range of its staff members, including: teachers, administrators, office 
personnel, and cafeteria staff. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district had a process in place to annually review its professional 
development plan. This plan was developed by a committee and utilized input from the 
school council and teachers. 

• 	 In Southeastern Regional, the district did not have a process in place whereby the evaluations 
of professional staff and administrators completely informed the professional development 
program. 

• 	 The EQA’s examination of the district revealed that the goals of the district improvement 
plans (DIPs) were supported by the professional development plan. For instance, emphasis 
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was placed on improving reading district-wide, which was also reflected in the professional 
development offerings. 

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

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

• 	 In Southeastern Regional, during the period under examination, the district established a 
district curriculum accommodation plan (DCAP), which was designed to support teachers in 
accommodating the diverse learning styles of all its students. This plan included suggestions 
and strategies from both teachers and administrators on topics, such as teaching reading and 
addressing student behavior issues.  

• 	 For the period under examination, the district implemented a mentoring program for teachers 
new to the school system. The district implemented this program by district making available 
common planning time for these purposes. 

• 	 The district had an Individual Student Success Plan (ISSP) format that was aligned with the 
requirements of the state regulations. However, the district did complete these plans for all 
students that were eligible. In 2003, the district just began to ensure that all eligible student 
received an ISSP. 

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

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

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district did not consistently incorporate student assessment data 
into its decision-making process. For example, the district did not use data to inform its 
district/school improvement plans. In the recent years under examination, the school started 
participating in the High Schools That Work (HSTW) program, which was beginning to 
inform changes in the district’s use of data. 

• 	 For the period under review, 100% of the district’s administrators were appropriately 
licensed. 

• 	 An examination of personnel files revealed that the school committee did not formally 
evaluate the superintendent or the principal according to its own policies. 

• 	 For the period under examination, the superintendent clearly and appropriately delegated the 
educational management of the schools to the school principal. This was revealed during 
interviews with administrators and was supported by the lines of authority listed in the 
district’s organizational chart. 

• 	 The instructional leader in the district was the school principal. This was laid out in the 
districts documentation and represented on the district’s organizational chart. In this capacity, 
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the principal was able to provide input to the school committee and superintendent on policy 
matters. 

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

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

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district did not have a clear process that allowed for teacher input in 
budget development. This finding was supported by the district’s recent New England 
Association of Schools and Colleges (NEASC) report. 

• 	 For the period under review, there was not a systematic use of student assessment data in the 
budgeting process. For example, the district’s budget was developed based solely on the 
financial assessments of the nine member communities. 

• 	 The district was able to allocate funds to specific programs based on its district-wide 
objectives. There were several examples of this that included: the development of specialized 
computer labs for the MCAS test remediation and hiring extra English language arts (ELA) 
and math teachers.  

• 	 The district’s budget document was not always clear and did not provide the school 
committee with an accurate picture of all funding sources. In addition, the budget did not 
provide any historical content explaining spending trends. 

• 	 For three of the four years under examination, accurate and timely financial reports were not 
generated for the school committee. 

• 	 The district did not consistently file required financial reports with the state in a timely 
manner. In several instances, extensions had to be filed. These extensions included, end of 
year reports and financial auditing reports. 

• 	 The district had an accounting system that allowed expenditures to be tracked via cost 
centers. All of the appropriate parties, such as the principal, superintendent, and business 
manager had access to this system and could reference it online. 

• 	 For the period under review, the district did not have a written preventative maintenance 
plan for the school system. However, an examination of the school’s facilities revealed that 
they were well maintained and conducive to student learning. 
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Part I: Overview of the EQA Review Process and the District 

On October 21-24, 2003, the EQA conducted an independent examination of the Southeastern 

Regional Vocational School District the period between 2000-2003. This examination applied 

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

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

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

examination process for school districts involved two tiers of investigation and utilized twelve 

standards. The basis of this report is the result of the source documents, correspondence sent 

prior to the on-site visit, interviews with the representative from the school committee, district 

leadership team, school administrators, and additional documents submitted while in the district. 

The report does not include documents, revised data, or comments that may have surfaced after 

the on-site visit. 

The impact of the Massachusetts Education Reform Act of 1993 and the provisions of the 

Federal Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) reauthorization, as embodied in the 

No Child Left Behind  (NCLB) legislation of 2001, have continued to transform vocational-

technical high schools in the Commonwealth. In 1906, Massachusetts was the first state to 

publicly fund industrial education and become the model for other states and the blueprint to 

provide Federal funds through the Smith-Hughes Act of 1917. The early mission contained an 

economic and social component to address the need for a skilled workforce to meet the demands 

of the Industrial Revolution and increase the single digit graduation rate from classical education 

high schools. Legislation from 1963-1984 reinforced the focus on preparation for high-skilled 

jobs; added access for the handicapped, at-risk, and adult populations; addressed gender bias in 

the workplace; and stipulated a closer alignment with general education to enhance post

secondary opportunities. The 1990s emphasized the integration of academic and vocational skills 

necessary for the new workplace, articulation between secondary and post-secondary education, 

closer links between schools and work, and program assessment and accountability to raise the 

level of academic and technical performance. 
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Both the first-generation of industrial trade schools and the second-generation vocational-

technical schools are structured and characterized by their distinctive use of project-based 

instructional methodology, real-world curriculum, and industry standard facilities and 

equipment. Time on task is a critical factor in acquiring technical skills and knowledge, but the 

Massachusetts Education Reform Act of 1993 shifted the emphasis away from a time-based 

approach to a more outcome-oriented approach. The Certificate of Occupational Proficiency 

(COP) and industry credentialing are currently under development to implement this strategy. 

The first and second-generation schools differ greatly in their approach to developing the core 

academic skills. Currently, vocational-technical schools’ mission is to educate and prepare 

students for gainful employment and continuing education. This education would mean post

secondary as well as job-based learning programs. This implies that the scope and rigor of 

academic courses offered must match those of traditional academic high schools. The 

organization and scheduling required to achieve both outcomes is clearly challenging and can be 

highly inconsistent. 

Additionally, the student composition of vocational-technical schools has differed from that of 

academic schools in several important ways. First, vocational-technical students tend to be more 

focused on career preparation, seek relevancy in their course of study, and are more likely to be 

experiential learners with strengths in visual and kinesthetic approaches to learning.  As a result 

of teaching styles and strategies employed at middle schools, these ‘hands-on’ learners enter 

vocational programs appearing less academically successful or more ill prepared. Second, 

because of legislative mandates to serve special populations and the societal bias and perception 

that an occupational-preparatory curriculum is less demanding than a college-preparatory 

curriculum, vocational-technical schools have, on average, at least twice the special needs 

student population as found in academic high schools. 

Given the dual mission, distinctive structure, and population traits of vocational-technical high 

schools, the impact of academic standards-based and performance-based graduation 

requirements has been significant. The highest performing vocational-technical high schools are 

considered ‘Low Performing’ when measured by the recently developed MCAS test proficiency 

index. 
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The challenges for the leadership of vocational-technical high schools and regional districts are 

in addressing organizational mission, structure, and institutional culture while managing 

curriculum alignment, the integration of skills and knowledge, student support services, 

professional development, evaluation, accountability, gathering political agreement and support, 

and maintaining fiscal stability. A new generation of “career and technical education” students 

entering these programs with better academic preparation and skills will assist administrators in 

addressing these changes. The task for effective leadership will be to orchestrate the institutional 

changes needed to make these schools and their students more successful. 

Southeastern Regional Vocational School District is located in South Easton in northeastern 

Bristol County in eastern Massachusetts. Education, healthcare, and social services are the 

largest sources of employment among SERV’s nine member communities, followed by retail 

sales and manufacturing. According to the 2000 U.S. Census, these nine communities have a 

combined population of people 237,464 and a median family income of $71,370 while the 

median family income in Massachusetts is $61,664. However, approximately 60% of the 

SERV’s student body is drawn from the City of Brocton. The Southeastern Regional Vocational 

School District has a ten-person school committee, which includes two members from the city of 

Brockton and one from the other eight member communities. The SERVSD has one school 

serving Grades 9-13. The most recent Massachusetts Department of Education (DOE) figures 

indicate that there were 1,168 students enrolled in the district in FY2002. The 

demographic/subgroup composition of the Southeastern Regional Vocational School District is: 

72.6% White, 19.6% African-American, 7% Hispanic-American, 0.5% Asian-American, Limited 

English Proficiency (LEP), 2%; Free or Reduced Lunch/Yes (FRL/Y), 27.3%; and Special 

Education (SPED), 24.8%. During the ten years of education reform in Massachusetts, 

Southeastern Regional Vocational School District’s state Chapter 70 Aid increased by 51% from 

$5,760,409 in FY1993 to $8,701,808 in FY2002. For the fiscal years under review, 2000-2003, 

Southeastern Regional Vocational received $8,200,458; $8,086,786; $8,701,808; and $8,731,300 

for a total of $33,720,352 in state Chapter 70 Aid. 

This report finds the Southeastern Regional Vocational School District to be a ‘Very Low’ 

performing school district, which is marked by student achievement that is ‘Moderate’ in English 
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Language Arts (ELA) and ‘Very Low’ in math on the Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment 

System (MCAS) test. Since 2000, Southeastern Regional Vocational School District has 

demonstrated some modest improvement on its ‘Very Low’ MCAS test scores, but in the 2003 

administration of the MCAS test 79% of its students scored below standard. 

Part II: Tier I Analysis of Student Achievement and MCAS Data 
At Tier I, while particular attention was paid to the 2003 MCAS test, the EQA review of 

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

questions: 

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

district’s students meeting or exceeding state proficiency standards? 

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

student subgroups? 

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

over time? 

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

subgroups changed over time? 

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

required programs and assessments? 

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

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

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

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

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

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

A discussion of the analyses follows. 

Southeastern Regional vs. Other Vocational-Technical Schools in Massachusetts: 

• 	 The aggregate of students in Southeastern Regional scored lower than the aggregate of the 
state’s vocational-technical students. 

• 	 The regular education students in Southeastern Regional scored lower than the state’s 
vocational-technical schools regular education students. 

• 	 The special education students in Southeastern Regional scored lower than the state’s 
vocational-technical schools special education students. 

• 	 The FRL/Y students in Southeastern Regional scored lower than the state’s vocational-
technical schools FRL/Y students.   

• 	 The FRL/N students in Southeastern Regional scored lower than the state’s vocational-
technical schools FRL/N students.   

• 	 The African-American students in Southeastern Regional scored lower than the state’s 
vocational-technical schools African-American students. 

• 	 The White students in Southeastern Regional scored lower than the state’s vocational-
technical schools White students. 

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

Southeastern Regional except African-American and special education students. 

• 	 The special education students in Southeastern Regional scored the lowest of all subgroups in 
Southeastern Regional. 

14




Assessment of MCAS Results 2000-2003 

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

students meeting or exceeding state proficiency standards? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 78.9% of the students at Southeastern Regional scored in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 9.4 percentage points greater than 

the state’s average percentages for vocational-technical schools. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, in ELA, 73.2% of the students at Southeastern Regional scored in 

the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 8.7 percentage points greater 

than the state’s average percentages for vocational-technical schools. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, in math, 84.6% of the students at Southeastern Regional scored in 

the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 10.1 percentage points greater 

than the state’s average percentages for vocational-technical schools. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the MCAS performance of all the district’s students did not meet or 

exceed state proficiency standards. 
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Figure/Table 1: 
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MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level 
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Advanced 21.8 3.8 1.5 
Proficient 34.1 26.7 19.6 

Needs Improv. 28.4 45.7 47.2 
Failing 15.7 23.8 31.7 

Analysis of Figure/Table 1: 

• 	 Southeastern Regional had 20.3% and 14.5% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s Grade 10 students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Southeastern Regional’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category was less 

than one-fourteenth than that of the state’s Grade 10 students in that category, 1.5% to 

21.8%. 

• 	 Southeastern Regional had 18.8% and 16.0% more of its students score in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s Grade 10 students on the 

2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Southeastern Regional’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category 

exceeded the average of the state’s Grade 10 students in that category by over two times, 

31.7% to 15.7%. 
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• 	 Southeastern Regional had 2.3% and 7.1% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s vocational-technical school students on the 2003 

MCAS test. 

• 	 Southeastern Regional’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category was less 

than one-half than that of the state’s vocational-technical school students in that category, 

1.5% to 3.8%. 

• 	 Southeastern Regional had 1.5% and 7.9% more of its students score in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s vocational-technical school 

students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

17




Figure/Table 2: 

MCAS 2003 Data - Grade 10 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level by Subject and Grade 
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Advanced 19.9 2.7 0.7 23.7 4.9 2.4 
Proficient 40.9 32.8 26.1 27.3 20.7 13.0 

eeds Improv. 28.2 49.8 55.3 28.6 41.7 39.0 
Failing 11.0 14.7 17.9 20.3 32.8 45.6 

Analysis of Figure/Table 2: 

• 	 Southeastern Regional had 19.2% and 14.8% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories in ELA than the state’s Grade 10 students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 In ELA, Southeastern Regional’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category 

was less than one-twenty eighth than that of the state’s Grade 10 students in that category, 

0.7% to 19.9%. 

• 	 Southeastern Regional had 27.1% and 6.9% more of its students score in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories in ELA than the state’s Grade 10 students on 

the 2003 MCAS test. 
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• 	 Southeastern Regional had 2.0% and 6.7% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories in ELA than the state’s vocational-technical school students on the 

2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 In ELA, Southeastern Regional’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category 

was approximately one-forth than that of the state’s vocational-technical school students in 

that category, 0.7% to 2.7%. 

• 	 Southeastern Regional had 5.5% and 3.2% more of its students score in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories in ELA than the state’s vocational-technical 

school students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Southeastern Regional had 21.3% and 14.3% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories in math than the state’s Grade 10 students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 In math, Southeastern Regional’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category 

was approximately one-tenth than that of the state’s Grade 10 students in that category, 2.4% 

to 23.7%. 

• 	 Southeastern Regional had 10.4% and 25.3% more of its students score in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories in math than the state’s Grade 10 students on 

the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 In math, Southeastern Regional’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ 

category exceeded the average of the state’s Grade 10 students in that category by over two 

times, 45.6% to 20.3%. 

• 	 Southeastern Regional had 2.5% and 7.7% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories in math than the state’s vocational-technical school students on the 

2003 MCAS test. 
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• 	 In math, Southeastern Regional’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category 

was less than one-half than that of the state’s vocational-technical school students in that 

category, 2.4% to 4.9%. 

• 	 Southeastern Regional had 2.7% fewer and 12.8% more of its students score in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories in math than the state’s vocational-technical 

school students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

Table 3: Proficiency Index (MCAS Test 2001-2003) Between Vocational-Technical Schools 

Vocational 2001 2001 2001 2002 2002 2002 2003 2003 2003 
District ELA PI Math PI API ELA PI Math PI API ELA PI Math PI API 

Norfolk Agric. 89.1 67.4 78.3 83.2 66.8 75.0 89.5 76.8 83.2 
Bristol County 58.4 55.1 56.7 74.7 66.0 70.4 85.5 79.4 82.5 
Shawsheen 62.5 52.5 57.5 73.1 51.4 62.3 85.2 73.0 79.1 
Blackstone Val 66.7 65.2 65.9 71.8 65.5 68.7 77.0 69.6 73.3 
Minuteman 68.0 63.4 65.7 71.6 59.4 65.5 75.9 70.3 73.1 
South Shore 61.1 59.6 60.3 73.2 58.2 65.7 76.1 68.3 72.2 
Franklin Co. 53.9 45.3 49.6 76.1 52.1 64.1 72.5 67.6 70.1 
Tri County 58.5 53.9 56.2 66.5 57.3 61.9 75.2 64.9 70.1 
Northern Berks. 56.5 50.9 53.7 71.0 58.3 64.7 75.0 62.3 68.7 
North Shore 56.8 50.2 53.5 68.2 54.8 61.5 71.7 63.5 67.6 
Bristol-Plymouth 52.9 51.2 52.0 64.5 50.1 57.3 75.8 59.4 67.6 
Montachusett 50.0 45.9 48.0 60.3 45.6 53.0 70.5 61.7 66.1 
Blue Hills Voc. 66.6 62.7 64.6 68.7 59.2 64.0 72.6 59.4 66.0 
Average 56.1 50.0 53.0 64.8 50.8 57.8 71.0 60.4 65.6 
Upper Cape 50.7 51.9 51.3 68.1 53.0 60.6 74.5 56.0 65.3 
Old Colony 57.0 54.2 55.6 61.8 52.5 57.2 69.2 60.8 65.0 
NE Metro. 48.3 49.0 48.6 60.8 31.3 46.1 65.7 63.8 64.8 
Cape Cod Reg 62.6 53.8 58.2 65.8 51.5 58.7 72.6 54.7 63.7 
Gr. Fall River 56.9 51.5 54.2 56.5 47.1 51.8 69.5 57.9 63.7 
Essex Agric. 54.5 40.9 47.7 65.7 46.5 56.1 72.3 53.2 62.8 
South.Worcester 55.8 46.7 51.2 61.9 48.1 55.0 70.3 59.3 62.8 
Pathfinder Voc. 61.3 59.3 60.3 61.9 51.4 56.7 65.0 60.4 62.7 
Nashoba Valley 54.1 47.8 50.9 58.8 50.4 54.6 63.4 59.3 61.4 
Assabet Valley 56.0 48.5 52.2 66.3 46.5 56.4 67.9 52.9 60.4 
Greater Lowell 45.8 38.3 42.0 59.2 52.3 55.8 64.5 55.1 59.8 
Northamp. Smith 48.6 48.2 48.4 57.2 50.7 54.0 60.7 57.7 59.2 
Southeastern 50.3 42.3 46.3 58.4 39.9 49.2 65.5 49.1 57.3 
So. Middlesex 43.1 32.2 37.5 53.4 38.0 45.7 61.0 53.3 57.2 
Grt. New Bedford 52.8 42.7 47.7 62.1 42.3 52.2 65.8 48.3 57.1 
Whittier Voc. 43.4 35.1 39.2 56.1 41.8 49.0 64.0 47.6 55.8 
Grt. Lawrence 40.2 33.8 36.9 46.6 37.3 42.0 54.5 46.5 50.5 
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Analysis of Table 3: 
• 	 Southeastern Technical was well below average compared to other vocational-technical 

schools in Massachusetts on the API on the 2001, 2002, and 2003 MCAS tests.  

• 	 In 2002, Southeastern Technical’s API was 8.6 points lower than the API average for all 

vocational-technical schools in Massachusetts.  

• 	 In 2003, Southeastern Technical’s API was 15.8 points lower than the API average for 

vocational-technical schools in the state.  

• 	 In 2003, Southeastern Technical’s ELA and math PIs were 5.5 points and 11.3 points, 

respectively, lower than the state’s PI averages for vocational-technical schools. In both 2002 

and 2003, Southeastern Technical was ‘Very Low’ in all of its PI ratings.  

• 	 In 2002 and 2003, Southeastern Technical was the fifth lowest performing vocational-

technical school in Massachusetts, according to PI ratings for vocational-technical schools. 

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

student subgroups? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 71.9% of the regular education students at Southeastern Regional 

scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 8.7 percentage points 

greater than the state’s average percentages for regular education students in vocational-

technical schools. 

• 	 On the same test, 93.7% of the special education students at Southeastern Regional scored in 

the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 7.2 percentage points greater 

than the state’s average percentages for special education students in vocational-technical 

schools. 
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• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 85.9% of the FRL/Y at Southeastern Regional scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 8.3 percentage points greater than the 

state’s average for FRL/Y students in vocational-technical schools.  

• 	 On the same test, 76.7% of the FRL/N students at Southeastern Regional scored in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 9.9 percentage points greater than 

the state’s average for FRL/N students in vocational-technical schools. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 90.2% of the African-American at Southeastern Regional scored in 

the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 10.0 percentage points greater 

than the state’s averages for African-American students in vocational-technical schools.  

• 	 On the same test, 75.2% of the White students at Southeastern Regional scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 8.0 percentage points greater than the 

state’s averages for White students in vocational-technical schools.   

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

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

• 	 The MCAS performance of the district’s special education, African-American, and FRL/Y 

students varied substantially to the district’s regular education, White, and FRL/N students. 
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Figure/Table 4: 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of Regular and Disabilites at each proficiency level 
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N

Advanced 4.9 2.3 0.9 0.0 

Proficient 31.9 25.8 12.7 6.3 

eeds Improv. 46.5 47.6 43.9 46.6 
Failing 16.7 24.3 42.6 47.1 

Analysis of Figure/Table 4: 

• 	 Southeastern Regional had 2.6% and 6.1% fewer regular education students score in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s vocational-technical school regular 

education students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Southeastern Regional’s percentage of regular education students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ 

category was less than one-tenth than that of the state’s vocational-technical school regular 

education students in that category, 2.3% to 4.9%. 

• 	 Southeastern Regional had 1.1% and 7.6% more of its regular education students score in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s vocational-technical 

school regular education students on the 2003 MCAS test. 
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• 	 Southeastern Regional had 0.9% and 6.4% fewer of its special education students score in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s vocational-technical school special 

education students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Southeastern Regional’s percentage of special education students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ 

category was less than that of the state’s vocational-technical school students in that 

category, 0.0% to 0.9%. 

• 	 Southeastern Regional had 2.7% and 4.5% more of its special education students score in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s vocational-technical 

schools special education students on the 2003 MCAS test. 
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Figure/Table 5: 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of students by FRL (Y or N) at each proficiency level 
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Advanced 1.9 1.4 4.5 1.6 
Proficient 20.6 12.7 28.8 21.8 

Needs Improv. 45.0 47.2 46.0 47.2 
Failing 32.6 38.7 20.8 29.5 

Analysis of Figure/Table 5: 

• 	 Southeastern Regional had 0.5% and 7.9% fewer of its students eligible for FRL/Y score in 

the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s vocational-technical schools 

FRL/Y students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Southeastern Regional had 2.2% and 6.1% more of its students eligible for FRL/Y score in 

the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s vocational-

technical schools FRL/Y students on the 2003 MCAS test.  

• 	 Southeastern Regional had 2.9% and 7.0% fewer of its FRL/N students score in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s vocational-technical schools FRL/N 

students on the 2003 MCAS test. 
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• 	 Southeastern Regional’s percentage of FRL/N students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category 

was approximately one-third less than that of the state’s vocational-technical schools FRL/N 

students, 1.6% to 4.5%. 

• 	 Southeastern Regional had 1.2% and 8.7% more of its FRL/N students score in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s vocational-technical schools 

FRL/N students on the 2003 MCAS test. 
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Figure/Table 6: 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of students by race at each proficiency level 
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Advanced 1.5 0.9 4.2 1.9 
Proficient 18.4 8.9 28.6 23.0 

eeds Improv. 49.5 47.3 46.1 47.6 
Failing 30.7 42.9 21.1 27.6 

Analysis of Figure/Table 6: 

• 	 Southeastern Regional had 0.6% fewer and 9.5% fewer of its African-American students 

score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s vocational-technical 

schools African-American students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Southeastern Regional had 2.2% fewer and 12.2% more of its African-American students 

score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s 

vocational-technical schools African-American students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Southeastern Regional had 2.3% and 5.6% fewer of its White students score in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s vocational-technical schools White 

students on the 2003 MCAS test. 
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• 	 Southeastern Regional’s percentage of White students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category 

was less than one-half than that of the state’s vocational-technical schools White students, 

1.9% to 4.2%. 

• 	 Southeastern Regional had 1.5% and 6.5% more of its White students score in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s vocational-technical schools 

White students on the 2003 MCAS test. 
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Figure/Table 7: N-values by category 

ELA Math 
SERVTS Advanced 2 7 

Proficient 76 38 
Needs Improv. 161 114 

Failing 52 133 

Regular Advanced 2 7 
Proficient 68 34 

Needs Improv. 107 81 
Failing 20 76 

Disability Advanced 0 0 
Proficient 7 4 

Needs Improv. 53 28 
Failing 27 55 

Free Lunch (Y) Advanced 1 1 
Proficient 15 3 

Needs Improv. 37 30 
Failing 18 37 

Free Lunch (N) Advanced 1 6 
Proficient 61 35 

Needs Improv. 124 84 
Failing 34 96 

African- American Advanced 0 1 
Proficient 8 2 

Needs Improv. 30 23 
Failing 18 30 

White Advanced 2 6 
Proficient 64 35 

Needs Improv. 120 85 
Failing 29 90 
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Table 8: Proficiency Index (MCAS 2003) Free/Reduced lunch Status,  
Student Status, and Race 

ELA vs Math PI (by subgroup) 
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A SERVTS 65.5 49.1 

B Regular 72.3 54.4 

C Disability 52.0 37.1 

D Free Lunch (Y) 60.9 43.3 

E Free Lunch (N) 66.9 51.0 

F African-American 53.6 41.5 

G White 69.2 52.1 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 8: 

• 	 In Southeastern Regional, regular education, White, and FRL/N students scored 6.8, 3.7, and 

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

• 	 In Southeastern Regional, special education, African-American, and FRL/Y students scored 

13.5, 11.9, and 4.6 Proficiency Index points lower on the MCAS test in ELA than the district 

average. 

• 	 In Southeastern Regional, regular education, White, and FRL/N students scored 5.3, 3.0, and 

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

• 	 In Southeastern Regional, special education, African-American, and FRL/Y students scored 

12.0, 7.6, and 5.8 Proficiency Index points lower on the MCAS test in math than the district 

average. 

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

over time? 

Preliminary Findings: 
• 	 In Southeastern Regional, 17.9% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories in 2003 than in 2000 and 45.8% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ 

category. 

• 	 In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 32.9 points 

and, in math, by 22.2 points. 

• 	 In ELA, 1.2% fewer students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000 and 53.4% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

• 	 In math, 11.8% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000 and 38.2% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 
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• The MCAS test performance level for in the district improved in the aggregate from 2001

2003. 

Figure/Table 9: 
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MCAS 2000 - 2003 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 9: 

• 	 In Southeastern Regional, 1.5% and 19.6% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ levels in 2003 in contrast to 0.2% and 3.0% of all students achieving this 

category in 2000. 

• 	 In Southeastern Regional, 47.2% and 31.7% of all students scored at the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories in 2003 in contrast to 19.3% and 77.5% of 

all students scoring at these categories in 2000. 
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Figure/Table 10: Proficiency Index Trend Data MCAS 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003 
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Advanced 0.0 0.3 0.7 0.7 0.4 0.0 0.7 2.4 
Proficient 28.0 12.5 20.3 26.1 3.2 10.8 7.8 13.0 

Needs Improv. 25.9 49.8 50.2 55.3 12.7 29.3 36.4 39.0 
Failing 71.3 37.4 28.8 17.9 83.8 59.9 55.1 45.6 

Analysis of Figure/Table 10: 

• 	 In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 32.9 points, 

from 32.6 to 65.5. 

• 	 In math, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 22.2 points, 

from 26.9 to 49.1. 

• 	 In ELA, 26.8% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 in 

contrast to 28.0% of all students achieving these categories in 2000.  
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• 	 In ELA, 73.2% of all students scored at the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ 

categories in 2003 in contrast to 97.2% of all students scoring at these categories in 2000. 

• 	 In math, 15.4% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

in contrast to 3.6% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000.  

• 	 In math, 84.6% of all students scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ 

categories in 2003 in contrast to 96.5% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000. 

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

subgroups change over time? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, Southeastern Regional’s aggregate student achievement figures for all 

students and FRL/Y students improved less than the state’s vocational-technical average in 

both ELA and math.  

• 	 Between 2000-2003, Southeastern Regional’s aggregate student achievement figures for 

FRL/N students’ results improved by greater than the state vocational-technical schools 

average in ELA and by less than the state vocational-technical schools average in math. 
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Figures 11A-B: Proficiency Index Trend Data (by subgroup) MCAS 2001, 2002, 2003 
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TABLES 11A-B Format 
Trend Data by Subgroup(SERVTS) Trend Data by Subgroup (State) 

Year ELA Math 
ALL ‘01 50.3 42.3 

‘02 58.4 41.3 

‘03 65.5 49.1 

Free Lunch (Y) ‘01 50.4 40.4 
‘02 50.7 36.3 

‘03 60.9 43.3 

Free Lunch (N) ‘01 50.3 42.8 
‘02 61.0 42.9 

‘03 66.9 51.0 

Year ELA Math 
ALL ‘01 54.4 48.3 

‘02 63.1 49.5 

‘03 69.7 58.6 
Free Lunch 

(Y) ‘01 46.9 41.8 
‘02 54.1 41.4 

‘03 62.0 52.4 
Free Lunch 

(N) ‘01 56.2 49.8 
‘02 65.6 51.8 

‘03 72.3 60.7 

Analysis of Figures/Tables 11: 

• 	 In Southeastern Regional, between 2001-2003, all students increased by 15.2 Proficiency 

Index points in ELA and 6.8 points in math, as compared with increases of 15.3 and 10.3 

points statewide in vocational-technical schools. 

• 	 In Southeastern Regional, between 2001-2003, FRL/Y students increased by 10.5 

Proficiency Index points in ELA and 2.9 points in math, as compared with increases of 15.1 

and 10.6 points statewide in vocational-technical schools. 

• 	 In Southeastern Regional, between 2001-2003, FRL/N students increased by 16.6 

Proficiency Index points in ELA and by 8.2 points in math, as compared with increases of 

16.1 and 10.9 points statewide in vocational-technical schools. 
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Table 12: Value-added comparison of Grade 8 and 10 MCAS test results 

Average Scaled Score Average PI 
2001 2003 2001 2003 

ELA (n=218) 235 232 75.2 67.8 
Math (n=218) 223 226 43.8 50.0 

Analysis of Table 12: 

• 	 This table summarizes results from the student matching for Southeastern Technical 

regarding 2003 Grade 10 MCAS test scores and 2001 Grade 8 MCAS scores. For 

Southeastern, 289 students took both the ELA and math portions of the 2002 MCAS test. The 

district’s 218 students were matched with their Grade 8 ELA scores. The same 218 students 

scored 7.4 points lower or had an average scaled score of 232 versus 235 when they were in 

the Grade 8 in 2000. 

• 	 In math, however, the 218 students who were matched with their Grade 8 scores increased 

their scaled scores by an average of 3 points. This increase raised their proficiency index 

rating in math by 6.2 proficiency index points. 
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5. 	Participation and Access: Are all eligible students attending and participating in all        

required programs and assessments? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 Overall, all eligible students were participating in both ELA and math assessments at 

required levels. 

Table 13: 
ELA Math 

Tested 97.65% 97.99% 
NTM 0.67% 0.67% 
NTO 1.68% 1.34% 

Analysis of Table 13: 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, Southeastern Regional’s student test participation rates in ELA and 

math were 97.65% and 97.99%, respectively. These figures were 2.65% and 2.99% above the 

state’s standard for test participation, which was 95%. 
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Part III: Summary and Preliminary Findings by Domain 

Domain A. Assessment and Evaluation 

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

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S2 - Participation 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S3 - Evaluation Processes 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

1 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

2 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

3 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

4 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

5 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
0 
1 

0 
0 
1 
0 

6 7 8 9 10 Total 

0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
0 0 0 N/A N/A 3 
1 1 1 N/A N/A 5 
0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 

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

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

Standard 1. STUDENT ASSESSMENT: District and building administrators carefully 

administer statewide assessments and teachers regularly assess the performance of their students 

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

assessment results to improve curricula, instructional practices, and supplementary and remedial 

programs.  

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district conducted basic analyses of its MCAS test data, but did not 

conduct any detailed analyses of data or disaggregate it according to educational subgroups. 

• 	 During the period under examination, the district did not take steps to ensure that classroom 

assessments were consistently linked with the learning standards articulated in the state 

curriculum frameworks. 
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 Indicators: 

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

classroom, school, district, and state assessment results. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In Southeastern Regional, the district had a clear student assessment program that 

detailed the assessments that were administered to its students. According to the district’s 

testing plan, assessments were given to students during the summer prior to freshmen 

entering Grade 9. Further, the district used the IOWA Tests of Basic Skills, the MCAS test, 

and locally and classroom-generated assessments.  

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

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

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

the MCAS test and system-wide tests. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: According to the district’s documentation and EQA’s interviews with the district 

officials, the district ensured that the staff involved in the administration of the MCAS test 

was trained appropriately in the DOE’s “Principles of Test Administration.” 

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

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

populations. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district’s testing plan included a basic assortment of assessments: the IOWA 

Test of Basic Skills (given before students enter Grade 9), the Gates-MacGinitie (given in 

Grades 9 and 10), the Preliminary Scholastic Assessment Test (PSAT) (in Grades 10 and 11), 

and the High Schools That Work (HSTW) assessment (given to a randomly selected group of 

Grade 12 students). These assessments were administrated to all students in the appropriate 

grade levels, but analysis was not done to assess the progress of the various educational 
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subgroups. One administrator explained that the district leadership did not see the value in 

disaggregating data of this type because of the widespread under-performance of students 

across the district. 

4. Regular analysis of assessment results informs improvements to: 

a. curricula,

b. instructional practices, 

c. supplementary and remedial programs and services, 

d. professional development, and 

e.  purchasing and provisioning for improved student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  For the period under review, the district used MCAS test data to highlight general 

areas of strength and weakness in their ELA and math curricula. Individual teachers revealed 

some additional areas of strength and weakness as they reviewed the test scores for their 

particular students. This was not, however, part of a coordinated school-wide initiative. In 

2002, the district developed a series of benchmarks for ELA and math. These benchmarks 

were currently in the process of being implemented in 2003. 

Annually, vocational-technical programs reviewed their curriculum. One of the criteria these 

staff members used in these programs was the number of students obtaining third party 

licensing and or credentialing. As requirements changed for these certifications, the district 

made appropriate changes to its curriculum. The district did not regularly use test data to 

inform improvements to the instructional programs, the supplementary and remedial 

programs, or educational services.  

According to interviews with administrators, changes in professional development were only 

informed in a broad sense by assessment data. The MCAS test data demonstrated that ELA 

and math were significant concerns in the district. In addition, teachers made requests for 

professional development based on their personal analyses of the MCAS test results. As a 

result of the overall low performance of students in the district, more ELA and math teachers 
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were hired. Furthermore, the district provided additional instructional time in math for 

freshmen and the math for these students requirement was increased from one period per day 

to two periods per day. 

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

regular intervals. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: During the time under review, the district provided packets of MCAS test data to 

teachers as it became available. However, according to administrators, this data was not 

provided to teachers in vocational-technical areas unless it was specifically requested. These 

data packets demonstrated the overall performance of the district, as well as the specific 

scores and test results for the students taught by a particular teacher. Other assessments were 

used, such as the IOWA Test of Basic Skills and the Gates-MacGinitie to determine students’ 

grade level and subsequent progress. This data was made available to teachers once it was 

available so that appropriate placement decisions could be determined. 

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

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

services for all student populations. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: During the time under review, there was little analysis of disaggregated student 

test data in Southeastern Regional. The district administrators explained that the degree to 

which teachers analyzed MCAS test data varied according to their own particular skill level. 

The district did not provide specific training on data analysis, though it did provide time to 

teachers to conduct item-analyses of test data. 

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

(CD) standard by their senior year. 

EQA Rating: Poor 
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Evidence: On the MCAS retest administered in the spring of 2003, 93% of the Southeastern 

Regional Class of 2003 had earned a Competency Determination (CD), as compared to 95% 

of the statewide Class of 2003. On the MCAS retest administered in the spring of 2003, 77% 

of the Southeastern Regional Class of 2004 had earned a Competency Determination, as 

compared to 89% of the statewide Class of 2004. 

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

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

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the period under review, the district had not taken steps to ensure that 

classroom assessment standards, practices, and expectations for teachers and students in the 

academic areas were consistently linked with learning standards articulated in the state 

curriculum frameworks. The vocational-technical areas had competency lists, which were 

related to the needs of local industries. In many cases, these assessments were tied into 

national curricula and/or the requirements of third party certification.  

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

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

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

and opportunity for all students and all subgroups. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 The district did not meet the state’s student attendance requirement for any of the years under 

examination. 

• 	 For the period under the examination, the district did not have a process in place to evaluate 

the effect of student and staff attendance as it related to student achievement. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district ensured that teachers were appropriately certified. 
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Indicators: 

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

practices that requires all students to attend and participate in all required assessments. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In Southeastern Regional, the district identified attendance as a major concern. 

For the period under review, the average attendance rate for students was approximately 

90.7%, which did not meet the state requirement of 95%. However, these district-wide issues 

with student attendance did not impact participation and attendance on assessments, since on 

both the ELA and math portions of the MCAS test, the district exceeded the state 

participation standard of 95%. 

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

attendance. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the period under review, the district had four staff members assigned to 

analyze and evaluate student attendance data. This group monitored attendance trends and 

placed students on a ‘watch status’ as necessary. In addition, in 2002 a 15-person committee, 

comprised of a cross-section of school staff members, was formed to re-assess the district’s 

attendance policy. 

Between 2000-2003, the district did not have a formal process to monitor staff attendance. If 

teachers were absent, it was recorded in their personnel file, but there was no analysis of this 

staff and faculty attendance data. Nonetheless, the district had an informal attendance process 

wherein if teachers were excessively absent, a notation was made on their formal evaluation. 

According to data provided by the district, the average rate of absence for teachers was 7.1 

days per year, which excluded long term absences. 
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3. 	 The district maintains accurate records on attendance, suspensions, discipline, and dropouts 

by student subgroup populations and frequently: 

a. 	 analyzes these records;  

b. 	 uses the analyses to improve participation and involvement of all students; and 

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

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: According to administrators, during the time under review, information on 

attendance, suspensions, discipline and dropouts was tracked centrally. The appropriate 

school personnel were able to easily access data of this nature quickly and easily. Little 

formal analysis was done of particular trends. The district was, however, working hard to 

address the high level of overall student absence. For example, a committee of 15 staff 

members developed a new policy reducing the amount of allowable absence. Accompanying 

this new policy was a system for tracking students’ absenteeism and a way of holding both 

students and their parents or guardians accountable.  

According to interviews with administrators, it was not the practice to track students that 

have ceased to participate in school. The annual dropout rate for the district averaged 

approximately 4%. The district did, however, track the progress of its graduates as part of 

their completer/leaver studies. Between 2000-2002, the district was able to receive data on 

70% of its graduates by using mail and phone calls. 

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

expectations. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district had a number of activities to encourage students to attend school. 

These included breakfasts (surveys conducted by the administration indicated that food 

rewards were popular with students) and student recognition meetings. The superintendent 

explained that a car was purchased, and then renovated by students as part of their class work 

in the auto repair and auto body shop. The car was raffled off to students. Tickets for the 
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raffle could not be purchased, but were awarded by teachers to students who had excellent 

attendance or high academic achievement. 

5. 	 The district collects and uses data on: 

a. 	 student attendance and evaluates the effects of student attendance on performance and 

achievement, and 

b. 	staff attendance and evaluates the effects of staff attendance on staff performance and 

student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under examination, the EQA found no evidence either in the 

district’s documentation or in interviews with district officials that the district collected or 

analyzed this type of student or staff data to inform student achievement. 

6. 	 The district maintains clear and accurate records on: 

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district did not have any students who were 

eligible for state waivers for exemption from the MCAS test. The district ensured that all 

teachers without the appropriate certification had state waivers. The district then required 

faculty members who had received state waivers to be certified within one year, otherwise 

they were not rehired.  
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7. The district focuses on and improves educational outcomes, including English language 

proficiency for all English language learners  (ELL) and: 

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

learners; 

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

discipline, and dropout records; and 

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

focuses on areas of needed improvement. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the period under review, the district had approximately 120 ELL students 

enrolled in the school. The school had one ESL teacher to work with these students. This 

teacher maintained all the records for the ELL students. However, the school no longer has 

an ESL teacher, and all ELL students were fully mainstreamed into regular education 

classrooms. 

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

development and usage of school, program, and personnel evaluation.  The evaluation process 

focuses on accountability for administrators, teachers, and staff, and one of the goals of the 

process is the improvement of achievement for all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 During the period under examination, the district’s staff evaluation system did not hold 

administrators and teachers accountable for school or student performance. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district’s vocational-technical programs were evaluated annually 

and changes were made based on the needs of local industries, as well as student 

performance. 

• 	 The personnel evaluation procedures for both administrators and teachers were aligned 

with the requirements of the Education Reform Act. However, a random sample of the 
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district’s evaluations determined that its evaluation practices did not follow state 

regulations regarding staff evaluations 

Indicators: 

1. 	 The district employs a system of: 

a. 	 school evaluation that focuses on accountability for administrators; 

b. 	 program evaluation that focuses on accountability for administrators and staff; and 

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

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, the district had evaluation systems in place for both teachers 

and administrators. These were not, however, linked to educational programs. In addition, the 

personnel evaluation process did not hold staff members accountable for the successes or 

failures of various programs or the school itself. 

2. 	The results of the district’s program evaluation are analyzed and used to inform needed 

changes or modifications in the district’s programs and services that would most likely result 

in improved student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: In 2002, the district completed an evaluation of its major academic programs. The 

TestWiz software was used to analyze MCAS test data and to look at the areas of strength and 

weakness in the ELA and math curricula. According to interviews with administrators, this 

type of evaluation had not been conducted in the previous year under examination. As a 

result of this program evaluation, the district developed a series of benchmarks for both 

subject areas. This was just completed for the 2003 school year and was in the process of 

being implemented at the time of the examination. 

For the period under review, the district conducted annual evaluations of its vocational-

technical programs. Administrators and staff looked at positive placement data, average 

salary information, and recommendations from the Program Advisory Councils (PAC). The 
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administrators then used this data to determine whether changes needed to be made in the 

programs or services provided. 

3. 	 There is an ongoing process to: 

a. monitor; and 

b. 	 evaluate the quality, adequacy, and effectiveness of the curriculum and instructional 

programs. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the period under review, the district reviewed its MCAS data to find areas of 

strength and weakness. Teachers received a packet containing the MCAS data and then did 

some informal item analysis to determine areas in their curriculum that were in need of 

additional attention. During this process, professional development needs were identified. 

Annually, the vocational-technical program areas examined the data on positive placement, 

as well as the recommendations from their PACs. This data allowed the district to determine 

the adequacy and effectiveness of their vocational-technical curricula. In addition, the district 

examined how many of their students were successfully meeting the requirements of the 

various trade certification programs. 

4. 	 The district’s evaluation procedure for administrators complies with the requirements of the 

Massachusetts Education Reform Act. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: According to the district’s policy and the contracts for the administrators, formal 

evaluations were required every other year. This complied with the requirements of the 

Massachusetts Education Reform Act. An examination of the personnel files for the 

administrators determined that for the period under review neither the superintendent nor the 

school principal had been evaluated according to the required schedule. The administrators’ 

evaluations that were conducted were completed in a check-off format along with short 

narratives. The EQA found that these evaluations addressed the various evaluation 

components required by the law. 
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5. 	The district’s evaluation procedure for teachers complies with the requirements of the 

Education Reform Act. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: According to district policy and the teachers’ contract, formal evaluations for 

professional staff were required every other year. Non-professional status teachers were 

evaluated two times per year. This complied with the requirements of the Massachusetts 

Education Reform Act. Evaluations for teachers included: pre-conference, observation, and 

post-conference phases. The tool that was used for the teachers’ evaluations was negotiated 

as part of the teachers’ contract. The tool itself was a narrative format and covered seven 

different categories. 

An examination of the personnel files for the teachers was conducted. The files from 20% of 

the instructional staff were selected at random. This sample included both academic and 

vocational-technical staff members. The EQA observed that approximately 85% the 

instructional staff had been evaluated according to the required schedule. 

6. 	 In order to improve achievement for all students, the district uses disaggregated assessment 

scores to: 

a. 	 evaluate specific aspects of achievement, so that data can be analyzed to identify specific 

strengths and weaknesses in curriculum and instruction; 

b. 	 set priorities for professional development; and 

c. 	 reallocate resources to improve achievement levels for all student populations. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, it was not the formal practice of the district to use 

disaggregated MCAS test data, but informal analyses were done by individual teachers. As of 

the 2003 school year, the district was using TestWiz software to do an in-depth, formal 

analysis of the district’s test data. According to administrators, this analysis would help the 

district to further align its curriculum with the state curriculum frameworks and the needs of 

the students and will allow the district to better allocate its resources to areas of greatest 

need. 
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The district used some assessment data from other sources and incoming Grade 9 students 

were given the IOWA Test of Basic Skills. The data from this test was used to place the 

students into appropriate courses and grade levels. Formerly, the district administered the 

California Achievement Test (CAT) to students in Grades 9 and 10. This was replaced by the 

Gates-MacGinitie test for reading. The data from these assessments was used to monitor the 

level of the students, but it also allowed the teachers to identify weak areas in their 

curriculum and/or instruction. As a result of these various assessments and informal analyses, 

some teachers requested professional development activities to address areas of weakness. 
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Domain B. Curriculum and Instruction 

Standards  Indicators  
Domain B - Curriculum & Instruction 
S4 - Curriculum 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S5 - Instruction:  Expectations & Policies 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S6 - Access To Quality Education Programs 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S7 - Professional Development & Training 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

1 

0 
1 
0 
0 

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 

0 
1 
0 
0 

3 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

4 

0 
0 
0 
1 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
1 

0 
1 
0 
0 

5 6 7 8 9 10 Total 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

all who administer and teach in the district. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district’s curriculum development was “in progress,” but during the 

period under review, the district did not have a written curriculum completed for all subjects.  

• 	 For the period under review, the EQA’s interviews and district’s documentation indicated 

that the district’s staffing levels were adequate. 
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Indicators: 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Within the final year under examination the school hired an academic supervisor 

responsible for curriculum leadership in ELA, math, science and technology, as well as social 

studies. For the entire period under examination, there was curriculum leadership for the 

eighteen vocational-technical programs provided by three vocational-technical supervisors, 

but a fourth had yet to be hired. Each vocational-technical program area had a business and 

industry advisory committee that annually reviewed the currency of its curriculum. 

2. Teachers in all of the district’s schools: 

a. have access to the current curriculum; 

b. are trained in their use; and 

c. are expected to use them in planning and delivering instruction. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Academic teachers had course syllabi listing the content they were expected to 

teach. Vocational-technical education teachers had course syllabi listing content and 

competencies to be taught. Teachers indicated that the current syllabi and supplemental 

resource material, which was provided by their supervisors, was being used. However, during 

the final years under examination, the curricula for ELA and math were not aligned with the 

state curriculum frameworks. Further, in these content areas, the district was “in the process” 

of developing curriculum guides that would be aligned to the state frameworks and included 

resources for three major components: standards and benchmarks, instruction, and 

assessment. The district’s expectation was that these curriculum guides would be completed 

in math in June 2004 and in ELA in June 2005. 
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3. The district has an established, well-documented process involving teachers in the annual 

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

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district did not have any written documentation demonstrating that an annual 

curriculum review or revision process existed, but during the on-site examination the EQA 

found some limited evidence that this revision had occurred. For example, each vocational-

technical program area had a business and industry advisory committee that annually 

reviewed the curriculum based on local industry needs. However, only four of the eighteen 

vocational-technical program areas were aligned to national standards and had appropriate 

third party credentials, such as one from the National Automotive Technical Education 

Foundation (NATEF). Nevertheless, overall the district’s curriculum development was not 

current with the expectations of Massachusetts’s educational reform and state curriculum 

guidelines. 

On an annual basis, the Iowa standardized tests in reading and math; the Computer 

Curriculum Corporation analysis in reading, writing, and math; and the Gates-MacGinitie 

reading test were administered to students entering Grade 9. Individual student results were 

used by teachers for diagnostic and remediation purposes to track the progress of students’ 

skill development. The Grade 8 MCAS test scores in math for students entering Grade 9 were 

analyzed using TestWiz software related to some learning standards in the math curriculum 

frameworks. 

4. Modifications and/or revisions to curricula are: 

a. 	evaluated for their effectiveness in improving equitable student achievement for all 

student populations; and 

b. 	 revised as necessary and disseminated to staff. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 
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Evidence: During the period under examination, the district did not disaggregate assessment 

data for any of its student subgroups, and the curriculum development and revision process 

was incomplete between 2000 and 2003. Although the school had a pre-referral process and 

provided individual student accommodation plans to implement student-learning strategies 

within each course offering, there was no evidence that curriculum modifications and 

revisions were in place to ensure equitable achievement for all student populations.  

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

a. horizontal instructional program articulation throughout the system; and 

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

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: Curriculum articulation across the district and between academic and vocational-

technical teachers had only occurred in the final year under examination. In 2003, the district 

restructured its vocational-technical areas and academic subjects into clusters and for the 

purpose of reinforcing and emphasizing academic skills within the vocational-technical 

areas. This was the result of common planning time that was afforded by the cluster structure 

of the school. Some limited efforts were made to articulate the freshman-level curriculum in 

ELA and math by sending information regarding the district’s ELA and math program to the 

districts of incoming freshmen. 

The district curriculum accommodation plan (DCAP) promoted the integration of student 

learning in reading, writing, and math with the vocational-technical projects. However, this 

process was hindered by the fact that not all vocational-technical education teachers had 

copies of the state curriculum frameworks in ELA and math. Further, the school did not align 

its curriculum in ELA or math with the state curriculum frameworks, and a majority of its 

vocational-technical programs did not have a curriculum aligned with industry credentialing 

agencies. 
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6. Instructional time in each content area: 

a. 	 meets state requirements at each level; and 

b. 	meets the educational needs of students as determined through an analysis of student 

achievement data. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: A review of the district’s instructional schedules and other documents 

demonstrated that instructional time in both academic and vocational-technical areas met the 

state high school and vocational-technical education requirements. An analysis of Iowa 

reading and math test scores for entering Grade 9 students resulted in the increase of 

instructional time in English and math classes in Grades 9 and 10 by 100%. The EQA found 

that the district met many of the instructional needs of it students in the vocational-technical 

programs. However, the district did not meet the instructional needs of its students in the 

academic areas. This was demonstrated by the district’s low MCAS test scores between 

2000-2003. Further, the EQA found little evidence that the district had made efforts to 

thoroughly analyze MCAS test data in order to inform instruction or the allocation of 

instructional time.   

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

subgroups. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: According to interviews with district officials and the district’s documentation, 

three additional special education teachers, an additional ELA teacher, and an additional 

math teacher had been added to the school’s staff. Additional guidance personnel were also 

added during the period under examination. The MCAS test tutoring was available to 

students after school and on Saturdays, and an MCAS test math specialist was on staff. There 

were an adequate number of teacher assistants in vocational-technical education classes to 

ensure student safety. In addition, there were sufficient numbers of in-class support personnel 

to assist in special education inclusion programs. In sum, the EQA found that staffing and 
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class sizes were educationally appropriate in Southeastern Regional’s classrooms and among 

educational subgroups. 

Standard 5. INSTRUCTION: EXPECTATIONS AND POLICIES: The district uses the 

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

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

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

students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district developed a variety of instructional programs to address the 

vocational-technical educational needs of the students. For example, in the final years under 

examination, the district began to implement the High Schools That Work program. 

Indicators: 

1. 	 The district has implemented instructional programs that: 

a. 	 are designed to meet the assessed needs of its students; and 

b. 	 include the practices, resources, and procedures needed to support the 


 instructional programs.


EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, the school implemented instructional programs based on the 

assessed needs of its students through the use of IOWA and some limited MCAS test results, 

teacher portfolio assessments and locally developed measures, that identified achievement 

needs in the areas of reading and numeracy. In order to support these assessed needs, 

programs were implemented, such as after-school and Saturdays MCAS test tutoring, Title I 

instructional support, Computer Curriculum Corporation  (CCC) laboratory skills and 10 

goals that were included in the district improvement plan. Some of these 10 goals included: 

Math: A Way of Thinking, Reading and Writing across the Curriculum, and an emphasis on 

reading through the High Schools that Work Program (HSTW). Also, the school arranged 

bus routes closer to students’ homes in an effort to encourage more participation in academic 
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support programs offered beyond the school day. The district recently instituted a school-

wide silent reading program. The school’s vision statement addressed increasing 

competencies in reading, writing, math, science, and technology for all students and to ensure 

that lesson plans identified and addressed the learning styles of students. 

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

a. the district; 

b. each of its schools; 

c. the students; 

d. their parents; and 

e. the community. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The EQA observed that the district made efforts at improving and/or sustaining 

student achievement as a shared, district-wide responsibility. The district’s philosophy and 

mission statement defined its commitment to meet the educational needs of its students and 

community, and provide opportunities for the highest levels of achievement. The school 

recently adopted an attendance policy that stated that attendance was the key element in the 

success of its students. In addition, the school’s student handbook carefully defined standards 

of behavior, discipline, and responsibilities for all students. The school improvement plan 

listed a priority initiative that sought to increase parental support through informational 

meetings and a suggestion box at each open house. A Saturday open house for parents 

reported a high attendance. Periodically, during the period under examination, the quarterly 

newsletters to parents included parent surveys. The district held three parent and community 

advisory meetings per year. The school improvement plan indicated an initiative that 

addressed expanding the community service commitments for all students.  
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3. 	 The district has allocated sufficient instructional time in the core content areas to promote 

academic achievement and a level of proficiency for all students. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under examination, the district’s documentation indicated that 

instructional time in ELA and math in Grades 9-10 increased by 100% in an effort to raise 

student achievement the district met state requirements for academic and vocational-technical 

instruction. In addition, throughout the interview process, teachers and supervisors reported 

that sufficient instructional time had been allocated to promote student achievement in both 

vocational-technical and academic subject areas. 

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

assignment or responsibility. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In Southeastern Regional, generally, academic teachers and vocational-technical 

teachers were certified prior to receiving a contract. However, in some instructional areas, 

due to a shortage of available certified teachers, certification waivers were applied for and 

granted. According to the district, 88 out of 110 teachers were certified for the present school 

year in their primary instructional area. Any teacher hired under a waiver had one year to 

become certified in order to remain employed by the school. 

5. 	 District employment policies and practices identify, and encourage skilled, highly qualified 

personnel to be appointed to and remain in the district’s employ.  

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, the district had a goal that addressed employing staff 

members who were dedicated to excellence in teaching and establishing student learning as a 

priority. During the period under examination, the staff turnover rate was low. The district 

maintained a rigorous mentoring program, a professional development program, and 

appropriate class sizes. In the addition, the district offered support for day-to-day concerns 

regarding supplies, materials, and safety issues, which were addressed by administrators in a 
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timely fashion. The 2001 New England Association Schools and Colleges (NEASC) report 

and its required two-year follow up response indicated that 90% of the NEASC 

recommendations to the district were addressed and completed. 

STANDARD 6. ACCESS TO QUALITY EDUCATION PROGRAMS: District and school 

policies and practices require all faculty, staff and students to be in attendance. Retention, 

suspension, transition management, and dropout prevention policies and programs encourage and 

support equitable participation in quality educational programs for all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district set high expectations for students in its district-wide polices 

and written documentation. For example, the district’s mandate was that, “failure is not an 

option.” 

• 	 In Southeastern Regional, a program was established to ensure that students stayed in school 

and succeeded in quality programs. For example, the cluster model in the vocational-

technical areas enabled the supervisors to more closely monitor the performance of students. 

• 	 The district’s student handbook detailed the schools system’s policies, procedures, and 

practices to address student behavior issues. This process included the involvement of cluster 

leaders, parents, and behavior adjustment counselors. 

Indicators: 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The school committee polices contained an attendance plan for students. The 

specific requirements for all students regarding attendance were articulated in the student 

handbook. After a careful review of its student attendance data from 1999-2001, the district 

wrote a new attendance policy that has been in place since that time. In addition to using an 
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automatic calling system that contacted the parents of absent students, the district also sent 

letters home and conducted meetings with parent.  

The attendance policies for staff were reflected in the teachers’ contract. Staff attendance 

data was disaggregated by cluster to enable supervisors to track and address abuses and 

recognize outstanding attendance. According to the district policies, teachers who exceeded 

allotted sick days received salary reductions. 

2. 	 The district has well-documented policies and practices that support equitable participation in 

quality educational programs for all students. The policies, procedures and practices address: 

a. 	 transition management; and 

b. dropout prevention. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, policies regarding equitable participation in quality 

educational programs were included in the district’s policy manual. The district’s practices 

were more specifically articulated in the district’s curriculum accommodation plan (DCAP). 

To facilitate and more effectively transition students from middle school to the high school, 

the district implemented several initiatives. The district coordinated a summer academy for 

in-coming freshman, but no formal statistics were available. In addition, the district started an 

August orientation program for parents and students, during which time students were 

introduced to the school, the staff, and various programs and facilities. The district also set up 

a Saturday session for all incoming freshman, during which the IOWA tests were 

administered. The results from those tests enabled the district to effectively place the students 

based on their academic abilities. A major re-organization of the guidance department, as 

well as restructuring of the vocational-technical programs into clusters, enabled the guidance 

staff to have closer contact with the students once they entered the school. This action, 

coupled with a revision of the master schedule, contributed to smaller class size that enabled 

the district to have a more personalized contact with its students. Although there was no 

school committee policy regarding dropout prevention, the linking of the school adjustment 
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counselors with vocational-technical supervisors enabled the guidance department and 

disciplinary counselors to keep closer contact with the students. 

3. 	 The district has well-documented policies and practices that support equitable participation in 

quality educational programs for all students that address: 

a. 	 high expectations for all students; 

b. 	 participation in challenging courses; 

c. 	 support for students to remain in and succeed in quality programs; and 

d. 	 equitable participation in advanced and AP-type courses. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Within the DCAP and the student handbook, the district set high expectations for 

its students. The August orientation for students and parents provided the district with 

another opportunity to reinforce the district’s expectations. The district’s initiation of Project 

Pass, a plan for achieving school success, required all freshmen who had failed one or more 

subjects to participate in an after-school or Saturday support program. Participation in one of 

these programs was mandatory. These programs were now being mandated to sophomores. 

The district’s mandate was that, “failure is not an option.” The district implemented a 

developmental guidance program. As part of that program, the guidance staff was using a 

number of assessment instruments to ensure that all students were placed in the most 

appropriate vocational-technical program for them. 

In the recent years under examination, the district put in place an advanced math course to 

respond to the higher-level math needs of a select number of entering freshmen. A number of 

programs were put in place to ensure that students stayed in school and succeeded in quality 

programs. For example, the cluster concept in the vocational-technical areas enabled the 

supervisors to more closely monitor the performance of students. In the event that students 

did poorly on the MCAS test, remedial courses were available in math and ELA, both during 

and after school. In addition, the district revised the master schedule to ensure that freshman 

received double periods of instruction in ELA and math. 
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4. 	 The district has well-documented policies and practices that respond to student behavior and 

support student needs in an equitable manner. The policies, procedures, and practices address 

issues in the areas of: 

a. retention; and 

b. suspension/exclusion.

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s polices, procedures, and practices were described in detail in the 

student handbook along with consequences for inappropriate behavior. In order to address 

inappropriate behavior, the school adjustment counselors shared discipline problems with the 

supervisors of vocational-technical education in an effort to reduce the number of 

suspensions. The district also initiated procedures to engage parents when student exhibited 

unacceptable behavior. Nevertheless, although steps were taken to reduce retentions, 

suspensions, and exclusions, there was no evidence that the new practices had any impact on 

improving the district’s figures in these areas. Further, there was little indication that the 

district made additional revisions in polices or practice to address these issues.  

5. 	 The district has policies and programs in place to address the needs of transient or mobile 

students, which promotes their involvement in high quality and challenging programs.  

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the time under review, the district had no specific policies or program to 

address the needs of transient students. However, the district officials explained, and the 

district’s documentation indicated, that the district had low rates of student transience and 

mobility. District officials indicated that occasionally there were students whose families 

became homeless during the school year. In dealing with that specific issue, the EQA found 

that the district worked carefully with the appropriate with community and state agencies. 

6. 	The district has policies and practices that assign faculty to students and courses that 

maximize all faculty talents and skills and promote high levels of student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: In the Southeastern Regional, quality personnel were appointed and encouraged to 

remain in the district’s employment. When possible, the district’s assignment of personnel 

was directed by areas of the greatest educational need. For example, due to difficulties in 

math, the district hired an MCAS test specialist as a math professional who worked 

specifically with juniors and seniors on MCAS test math remediation. Teachers in the core 

academic subject areas, such as science and social studies, had teaching assignments that 

most closely reflected their specific expertise. 

Standard 7. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING: The district has 

adopted and implemented a Professional Development Plan developed through the analyses of 

data for all administrators, teachers, and other professional staff, paraprofessionals and teacher 

assistants, and professional support teams 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 For the period under examination, the district made its professional development offerings 

available to a wide range of its staff members, including: teachers, administrators, office 

personnel, and cafeteria staff. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district had a process in place to annually review its professional 

development plan. This plan was developed by a committee and utilized input from the 

school council and teachers. 

• 	 In Southeastern Regional, the district did not have a process in place whereby the evaluations 

of professional staff and administrators completely informed the professional development 

program. 

• 	 The EQA’s examination of the district revealed that the goals of the district improvement 

plans were supported by the professional development plan. For instance, emphasis was 

placed on improving reading district-wide, which was also reflected in the professional 

development offerings. 
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Indicators: 

1. 	The district ensures that every school in the district has identified its professional 

development needs. The district has developed and implemented a professional development 

plan to address these identified needs for all: 

a. principals;

b. Teachers; and 

c. 	 other professional staff, including paraprofessionals and teacher assistants. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Southeastern Regional had a professional development committee comprised of a 

cross-section of the faculty. This group conducted surveys of the school’s staff for their input 

on the necessary professional development offerings. The final plan that was developed by 

this committee was based on the needs expressed by principals, teachers, and teacher 

assistants. The plan also included professional development opportunities for office 

personnel, custodians, maintenance, cafeteria workers and bus drivers. Within the school, all 

departments had training relative to safety and student issues, such as transportation and 

technology. The plan listed all activities by professional development topic and date for the 

school year. Between 2000-2203, the district was a participant in the High Schools That 

Work Program. As a result of the district’s affiliation with that program, a great deal of the 

district’s professional development was prescribed. 

2. 	 The district updates its Professional Development Plan annually and sets forth a budget for 

professional development within the confines of the foundation budget. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The EQA’s interviews and the district’s documentation indicated that the 

professional development committee annually updated the district’s professional 

development plan. The updated plan was presented to the school council for input. The final 

approval was conducted within the mandates of the collective bargaining agreement and then 
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presented to the superintendent. For the period under review, the district’s budget was 

established within limits of the district’s foundation budget. However, according to a DOE 

financial report, in FY2000, the district under-spent their required foundation budget amount 

by $2,649. 

3. 	 The district’s Professional Development program is informed by the following: 

a. 	 analysis of student assessment data disaggregated by student subgroup populations; 

b. 	 evaluation results of programs and services; and 

c. evaluations of professional staff and administrators. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district did not widely analyze student assessment data or disaggregate it by 

educational subgroup. Teacher input regarding the need to improve reading skills and 

numeracy was indicated as an example of program evaluation impacting professional 

development.  It was further indicated that teacher input was ongoing related to the 

professional development plan. The district did not have a process in place whereby 

evaluations of professional staff and administrators informed the professional development 

program. During interviews with the district administrators, however, it was reported that 

through the mentoring program and cluster structure, trust was being established among staff, 

which resulted in mutually agreed upon activities that led to some self-improvement 

4. 	The district’s Professional Development programs include training in the teaching of the 

curriculum frameworks, participatory decision-making, community and parental 

involvement, and other skills required for the effective implementation of education reform. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In Southeastern Regional, the professional development plan included some 

training in the teaching of the curriculum frameworks both within and outside the district. 

In-school offerings included, Academics–Aligning Standards and Curriculum: Benchmarks 

and Standards. Outside the district, some staff enrolled in district-sponsored college courses, 

such as Weaving the Frameworks Through the Curriculum and Weaving the English 
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Frameworks into Vocational Curriculum. These were offered through the University of 

Massachusetts. The district’s professional development plan did not include training in 

participatory decision-making or community and parental involvement. However, the plan 

was reviewed with the school council and the vocational advisory councils, both of which 

included parent and community representation. The HSTW program and numerous education 

reform topics were discussed through staff attendance in outside conferences and workshops 

through professional development meetings and common planning time provided within the 

cluster structure. 

5. 	 The district’s Professional Development Plan and programs include: data analysis skills for 

staff, accommodations for diverse styles of learning, and are aligned with the District 

Curriculum Accommodation Plan. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the time under review, the school’s professional development plan was 

aligned with the district’s curriculum accommodation plan. The HSTW program permeated 

both district plans with an emphasis on reading. As a part of the plans, strategies for diverse 

learning styles were presented and discussed through department and cluster meetings. 

However, there was no evidence that the district offered or initiated training for staff in 

student data analysis. 

6. 	Administrators and teachers advance their knowledge and skills on a regular basis by 

enrolling in courses that are directly related to their professional assignments. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The school’s professional development plan provided opportunities for teachers 

and administrators to enroll in college courses offered by University of Massachusetts-

Boston, Fitchburg State College, and Bristol Community College. In addition, workshops 

and seminars were attended through various professional education organizations, such as 

HSTW, Project ERR, the Massachusetts Association of Vocational Administrators (MAVA), 

and the Massachusetts Vocational Association (MVA). The purpose of the school’s plan 
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spoke to improving the skills, abilities, and the professional attitude of the staff for the 

purpose of improving student achievement. Each staff member was required to develop a 

five-year Individual Professional Development Plan that followed the school’s standardized 

format. 

7. 	 The district’s Professional Development Plan is implemented to address and sustain the goals 

identified in the District Improvement Plan and individual School Improvement Plans. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For much of the period under review, the goals in the school’s district 

improvement plan were supported by the professional development plan. The school focused 

on reading and the HSTW program. The faculty of the school endorsed reading as an 

instructional priority to improve student achievement. The faculty also endorsed key 

elements of the HSTW program. Both the district improvement plan and the professional 

development plan addressed improving student performance. 
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Domain C: Student Academic and Support Services

 Standards  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total 
Domain C - Academic Support Services 
S8 - Student Academic Support Services 

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

Standard 8. STUDENT ACADEMIC SUPPORT SERVICES: The district provides 

appropriate academic support services in ELA, math, and other core content areas for students 

that are not meeting state performance expectations. The district engages in a comprehensive 

analysis of the results from student performance assessments and student needs in order to 

determine the content and scope of academic support services that are offered. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 In Southeastern Regional, during the period under examination, the district established a 

district curriculum accommodation plan, which was designed to support teachers in 

accommodating the diverse learning styles of all its students. This plan included suggestions 

and strategies from both teachers and administrators on topics, such as teaching reading and 

addressing student behavior issues.  

• 	 For the period under examination, the district implemented a mentoring program for teachers 

new to the school system. The district implemented this program by district making available 

common planning time for these purposes. 

• 	 The district had an Individual Student Success Plan format that was aligned with the 

requirements of the state regulations. However, the district did complete these plans for all 

students that were eligible. In 2003, the district just began to ensure that all eligible student 

received an ISSP. 
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Indicators: 

1. 	The district has adopted and is implementing a District Curriculum Accommodation Plan 

(DCAP), which may be a component of the District Improvement Plan (DIP), to assist 

principals in ensuring that all efforts have been made to meet students’ needs in regular 

education. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district adopted and implemented a DCAP dated 2001, which was designed to 

assist the principal in ensuring that all efforts were made to meet the needs of vocational-

technical students in both academic and vocational-technical education. In final the year 

under examination, an addendum to the 2001 DCAP entitled, ‘The Team Approach’ was 

prepared and implemented. 

2. 	 The district has a DCAP that is designed to assist the regular classroom teacher in: 

a. 	analyzing and accommodating diverse learning styles of all students in the regular 

classroom; and  

b. 	 providing appropriate services and support within the regular education program. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  Between 2000-2003, the district had a DCAP that was designed to assist both the 

academic and vocational-technical teachers in accommodating diverse learning styles and 

provide appropriate services and support in the academic and vocational-technical areas. 

Teacher suggestions for accommodating diverse learning styles were included in the DCAP. 

The administration’s suggestions of different teaching strategies for diverse learners were 

also included. 

3. 	 Components of the DCAP include the following: 

a. 	 direct and systematic instruction in reading; 

b. 	 provision of services to address the needs of students whose behavior may interfere with 

learning; 
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c. provisions encouraging teacher mentoring and collaboration and parental involvement; 

and 

d. 	 assistance to classroom teachers, such as professional development, to help them analyze 

and accommodate the needs of students. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The components of the DCAP included suggestions for systematically teaching 

reading across the district. These suggestions were expanded on with the district’s recent 

introduction of sustained silent reading district-wide. A number of service provisions were in 

place that addressed the needs of students whose behavior might interfere with student 

learning. For example, students may have been assigned to the CCC lab for both diagnostic 

and remediation purposes. Following the administration of the IOWA test for the diagnosis 

of reading and math abilities, students were placed in the most appropriate area to ensure 

their success. As part of the district’s reorganization and expansion of services to meet the 

needs of its students, the district implemented a special education office that managed special 

education students, English language learner services, and Title I. The broadening of the 

district’s guidance services included school adjustment counselors and school psychologists 

who worked side-by-side with the supervisors of the cluster model in vocational-technical 

education. This cluster model enabled the district to directly address the behavioral needs of 

its students along with the oversight of the cluster supervisors. 

The district made provisions that encouraged teacher mentoring, collaboration, and 

involvement. Common Planning Time (CPT) was put in place to encourage collaboration 

among vocational-technical teachers and academic teachers. With the revision of the student 

attendance and discipline policies, parents were called upon to become more closely involved 

in the behavior of their children. In order to communicate more effectively with an 

increasingly diverse community, the district translated some of its parent communications 

into both Spanish and Portuguese. In 2003, as part of the HSTW program, more than 50 

teachers signed up to work voluntarily in four different areas, such as curriculum and student 

assistance among others. The DCAP had suggestions for teaching students with diverse 

learning needs embedded in it to assist classroom teachers.     
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4. 	The district engages in a formal, comprehensive analysis of the results from student 

performance assessments and student needs to determine the content and scope of academic 

support services that are offered. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, although the district did not always have a formal, 

comprehensive practice of reviewing data, the district engaged in some limited analysis of 

student assessment results. The district used the analysis of some of those results to 

determine the content and scope of academic support services. For example, the district used 

data analysis to move from using the California Achievement Test (CAT) to using the IOWA 

test. Also, for a number of years, the district used the CCC as a diagnostic tool for incoming 

freshman, as well as a center for remediation. In 2003, however, the district introduced a 

more formal review of MCAS test data, which lead to program revisions in the master 

schedule, attendance policies, and remediation practices. 

5. 	 Beginning at the Kindergarten level, the district uses data available from classroom teachers 

and standardized tests to*: 

a. 	 identify all students who are not meeting grade-level performance expectations; and 

b. 	 provide these students with sufficient supplementary and/or remedial services. 

EQA Rating: N/A 

Evidence: N/A 

6. 	 Early intervention reading programs are provided at the primary level to ensure that by the 

end of Grade 3 students are reading at the Proficiency level on the MCAS test*. 

*These indicators are not applicable to secondary and vocational schools and districts. 

EQA Rating: N/A 

Evidence: N/A 
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7. 	 The district develops Student Success Plans for all students who qualify for them, and the 

Plans contain the components required by statute. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: Although the district had some Individual Student Success Plans (ISSPs) that 

contained the necessary components required by statute, the district had not developed ISSPs 

for all the students who qualified for those plans. According to the EQA’s interviews and the 

district’s documentation, steps were only beginning to be made to ensure that all ISSPs were 

completed and revised to make them user-friendlier for teachers.  
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Domain D: Leadership and Governance

Satisfactory 

 Standards   Indicators  
Domain D - Leadership, Governance, 
& Organization 
S9 - Organizational Leadership:  Direction, 

Goal Setting, Policies & Planning 
Excellent 

0 

1 2 

0 0 
0 0 

3 4 

0 0 
0 1 

5 6 

0 0 
1 0 

7 8 

0 0 
0 N/A 

9 10 

N/A N/A 
N/A 2 

Total 

0 

Poor 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 N/A N/A 5 
Unsatisfactory 

S10 - Organizational & Human Resource 
0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 N/A N/A 1 

Excellent 
Management 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A 8 
Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 

Standard 9. ORGANIZATIONAL LEADERSHIP: DIRECTION, GOAL SETTING, 

POLICIES AND PLANNING: The district and each of its schools and programs implement 

improvement plans that are based on the analysis of recent and long-range student performance 

data. The district provides and maintains thorough, complete, and informative documentation on 

past and current initiatives, practices, policies, procedures, and achievements of the district and 

its students. District leaders provide clear direction for student, school, and district performance.   

Implementation of improvement plans is consistently assessed and modified based on ongoing 

analyses of student achievement data. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district did not consistently incorporate student assessment data into 

its decision-making process. For example, the district did not use data to inform its 

district/school improvement plans. In the recent years under examination, the school started 

participating in the High Schools That Work program, which was beginning to inform 

changes in the district’s use of data. 

• 	 For the period under review, 100% of the district’s administrators were appropriately 

licensed. 
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• 	 An examination of personnel files revealed that the school committee did not formally 

evaluate the superintendent or the principal according to its own policies. 

Indicators: 

1. 	 The district provides and maintains thorough, complete, and informative documentation on 

past and current initiatives, practices, policies, procedures, and achievements of the district 

and its students. This documentation is accessible and well organized. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, the district had complete handbooks, a HSTW action plan, 

policies, and evaluation instruments. However, documents on past and current initiatives, 

practices, and procedures were generally not carefully documented or available across the 

school system, but some student and district achievement information was disseminated in a 

limited number of district-wide reports. 

2. 	 The District Improvement Plan (DIP) incorporates the district’s vision and mission statement, 

and the analysis of student achievement data drives the development, implementation, and 

modification of educational programs, services, and practices. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district’s DIP incorporated the key elements of district’s vision and mission 

but included little in the way of analysis of student achievement data. During the period 

under examination, the school was in its second year of implementing the HSTW program, 

which began to drive discussions and practices regarding a comprehensive use of student 

assessment data. However, overall, the district did not consistently use student assessment 

data to inform changes in its educational programs. 

3. 	The school improvement plan (SIP) for every school is aligned with the district’s mission 

statement and the analysis of student achievement data drives the development, 

implementation, modification of educational programs, services, and practices.   

EQA Rating: Poor 
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Evidence: Between 2000-2003, because the district is a vocational-technical school, the SIP 

and the DIP were one and the same document. The SIP was aligned with the mission and 

vision statement. The mission was considered to be the focus for the development of the SIP. 

However, there was little analysis of student achievement data in the SIP/DIP during the time 

under examination. 

4. 	 District leaders monitor student achievement data throughout the year, considering the goals 

identified in the DIP and individual SIPs and implements programs, policies, and services 

that are most likely to result in improved student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: In Southeastern Regional, there was limited monitoring or analysis of student 

achievement data throughout the years under review. In 2002-2003, the district initiated the 

HSTW program, which increased the district’s use and review of data. The action plan for the 

HSTW program was the document that drove the district’s recent efforts at using data.  

5. 	 All of the district’s administrators are appropriately certified in their area(s) of responsibility. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The EQA found through the district’s documentation that 100% of the district’s 

administrators were certified between 2000-2003. The re-organization of the administrative 

structure and the recent revisions to MGL Chap 74 regulations necessitated that district 

administrators and vocational-technical supervisors seek additional certification under MGL 

Chap 71. In Southeastern Regional, this occurred during the period under examination. 

6. 	 The leadership reports annually to the school committee, staff, and community concerning 

the extent to which the implementation of the DIP and SIPs have or have not resulted in 

improved student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In Southeastern Regional, each November, the superintendent presented an annual 

‘State of the School’ report to the school committee. These reports and addresses were 
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delivered to the staff, faculty, and community organizations. These reports also identified 

district issues, strengths, and the direction that the school district would pursue in the coming 

school year. Since 2002, this report also drew on some limited MCAS test data, and the use 

of data that was outlined in the action plan for the HSTW program. 

7. 	The superintendent is evaluated annually on the districts state assessment results and 

implementation of the DIP. This performance evaluation serves as the basis for improving 

the future job performance of the superintendent. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: During the 2000-2001 school year, the school committee formally evaluated the 

superintendent. However, during the other three years under examination, the school 

committee conducted no written or formal evaluation of the superintendent. Further, there 

was little indication that the performance evaluation of the superintendent served as the basis 

for directing district improvement. 

8. 	 Principals are evaluated annually on school state assessment results and the implementation 

of their respective SIPs. These performance evaluations serve as the basis for improving 

future job performance of the principals. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: During his three-year tenure in the district, neither the district administration nor 

the school committee formally evaluated the school principal. According to the EQA’s 

interviews with district officials, frequent, but informal, evaluations by the superintendent 

served as the basis for monitoring job performance and school improvement.  
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Standard 10. ORGANIZATIONAL AND HUMAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT: The 

district has organizational structures, policies, collective bargaining agreements, procedures, and 

practices with clear lines of authority, responsibility, and accountability. Teacher 

retention/turnover rates are within reason. Together, these elements promote efficient and 

effective district operation and facilitate achievement for all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 For the period under examination, the superintendent clearly and appropriately delegated the 

educational management of the schools to the school principal. This was revealed during 

interviews with administrators and was supported by the lines of authority listed in the 

district’s organizational chart. 

• 	 The instructional leader in the district was the school principal. This was laid out in the 

districts documentation and represented on the district’s organizational chart. In this capacity, 

the principal was able to provide input to the school committee and superintendent on policy 

matters. 

Indicators: 

1. 	The superintendent, in regular meetings with administrators and members of the school 

committee, develops a coherent vision statement and DIP designed to achieve it. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, the superintendent met weekly and monthly with 

administrators as well as attended a monthly meeting with the school committee. The 

superintendent outlined and developed a clear method to address the school committee’s 

directives to meet the educational needs of the students. However, the school committee and 

district leadership did not integrate the use of data into the district’s vision in order to inform 

district improvement.   
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2. 	 The superintendent delegates the educational and operational management of the schools to 

the building principals and program directors. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In Southeastern regional, the superintendent clearly and appropriately delegated 

the educational management of the schools to the principal. According to the EQA interviews 

and the district’s documentation, the superintendent provided clear administrative direction 

and supported this direction with resources and the expectation that he be kept informed of 

progress and barriers to educational reform. 

3. 	 The district leaders ensure that: 

a. 	 all principals have an opportunity to discuss published policies and district improvement 

plans; and 

b. 	 the district uses system-wide and intra-district communication systems to keep all faculty 

and staff well informed and to provide avenues for response. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The school principal was the clear instructional leader of the school system. This 

was evidenced by the EQA’s interviews with the school committee, school administration, 

staff, and community representatives. The principal played a key role in policy development 

and improving system-wide planning. The principal and superintendent provided the 

administrators, staff, and community representatives with formal and informal 

communications and an opportunity to offer input about the district’s work. 

4. 	The district publishes a current organizational chart that indicates clear lines of 

responsibility. Job descriptions for all personnel on the organizational chart are published and 

available to all faculty and staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, the district’s organizational structure was undergoing 

revisions. Primarily, the changes were related to facilitating the cluster model and allowed 

supervisors to have responsibility for both vocational-technical and academic instruction. 

The new lines of responsibility were developed along with job descriptions. In interviews 
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between the EQA and district officials, the school committee, administrators, and staff 

understood these on-going changes in the district’s organizational structure. 

5. 	 The district has a process for the recruitment and hiring of staff, which involves appropriate 

administrative and staff participation. The process is perceived as fair and open and focuses 

on identifying and acquiring the most qualified individuals for each position. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s policy (GCC) stated that the district’s recruitment process 

“…w[ould] be open and fair,” and based on the “…highest professional and personal 

qualification[s].” The principal cited that supervisory level administrators with department 

teacher staff input carried out the recruitment and hiring process. Hiring recommendations 

were made to the principal who then recommended the candidates to the superintendent for 

final approval. 

6. 	The district ensures that all personnel records are carefully compiled, maintained, and 

available to all appropriate faculty and staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district policy (GBL) indicated that a personnel file for each teacher would be 

kept in the superintendent’s office. During the period under examination, the EQA found that 

this responsibility belonged to the business manager, and personnel files were located in the 

school administration building. The EQA observed that these records and files were well 

organized and current. 

7. 	The district actively undertakes efforts to provide teachers new to the district and to the 

profession with coaches and mentors in their respective roles. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In Southeastern Regional, the new teachers (those with three years or less) were 

provided with professional guidance and support through a part-time program coordinated by 

a retired district teacher. This program occurred while the district’s mentor training and 

matching new teachers with district veterans was in the development stages. 
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8. 	The district routinely recognizes the accomplishments of its professional and support staff 

and has low rates of employee turnover, especially among qualified staff with professional 

status. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The superintendent cited that a high turnover among new academic teachers in 

recent years was a concern. However, a competitive salary schedule for 2003 was negotiated 

through the elimination of step one and the addition of a new senior-level step. Also, the 

district’s efforts at improving morale and teacher support was evidenced in the New England 

School Development Council  (NEASC’s) Decennial Review Report of October 2001. That 

report cited that the selection of a “staff member of the term” by students and “teacher 

appreciation week” were carefully observed in Southeastern Regional. 
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Domain E: Business and Financial Management 

Standards
Domain E - Business & 
 Financial Management 

  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total 

Satisfactory 

S11 - Budget Preparation & Development 
Excellent 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

3 
0 

Poor 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 3 
Unsatisfactory 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 4 

S12 - Financial & Capital Asset Management 
Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Satisfactory 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 5 
Poor 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 

SERVT’s Chapter 70 Funding and Net School Spending FY1993 to 2003: For the 11-year 

period since the Massachusetts Education Reform Act, FY1993 to FY2003, Southeastern 

Regional Vocational Technical met the state mandated Net School Spending Requirement. For 

the period between FY1993 and FY2003, Chapter 70 Aid to Southeastern Regional Vocational 

Technical increased 51.6% (from $5,760,409 to 8,731,300.) Southeastern Regional Vocational 

Technical’s Required Local Contribution increased 51.4% (from $2,989,837 to $4,526,834.) 

However, Southeastern Regional Vocational Technical’s Actual Local Contribution to meet the 

Net School Spending Requirement for the same time period increased 343.4% (from $2,989,837 

to $13,258,134.) For the period since the Education Reform Act, Southeastern Regional 

Vocational Technical received a total of $72,496,985 in Chapter 70 Aid and was required to raise 

locally $41,075,473. From 2000 to 2003, Chapter 70 Aid was $33,720,352, and the Required 

Local Contribution was $18,132,354. For the period between FY1993 and FY2003, Southeastern 

Regional Vocational Technical’s foundation enrollment increased 4.5%, and its student 

headcount increased 0.1%. Between FY2000 and FY2003, its foundation enrollment decreased 

0.5%, and its student headcount increased 0.3%. 
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Standard 11. BUDGET PREPARATION AND DEVELOPMENT: The district has a budget 

preparation and development process that ensures full consideration and effective use of 

available resources essential for district and school operations focused on student achievement. 

The school committee, superintendent, administrators, faculty, staff, parents, and members of the 

community meet their responsibility to ensure that the school budget and appropriation meet the 

educational and achievement needs of all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district did not have a clear process that allowed for teacher input in 

budget development. This finding was supported by the district’s recent New England 

Association of Schools and Colleges report. 

• 	 For the period under review, there was not a systematic use of student assessment data in the 

budgeting process. For example, the district’s budget was developed based solely on the 

financial assessments of the nine member communities. 

• 	 The district was able to allocate funds to specific programs based on its district-wide 

objectives. There were several examples of this that included: the development of specialized 

computer labs for the MCAS test remediation and hiring extra English language arts and 

math teachers.  

• 	 The district’s budget document was not always clear and did not provide the school 

committee with an accurate picture of all funding sources. In addition, the budget did not 

provide any historical content explaining spending trends. 

Indicators: 

1. 	 There are clear, well-documented procedures for the development of the district’s budget to 

ensure input from all staff. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: In Southeastern regional, there were no well-documented budget procedures to 

provide faculty and staff input. There were some teacher request forms in the appendices of 
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the budget but no fixed process to include the input of faculty and staff. The personnel office 

claimed that such a process existed, but there was little documentation to support this claim. 

The New England Association of Schools and Colleges (NEASC) report cited that the district 

changed its budget procedure around programs and departments, but this did not indicate to 

the EQA that any additional staff or faculty input was integrated into the budget process. 

2. 	Relevant budget decisions are premised on a clear, well-documented, systemic analysis of 

student performance data as well as other pertinent information. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The district increased the number of staff in various areas, but there was no 

systemic analysis of student assessment data to inform budgetary decisions. The EQA found 

that during the period under review, the district’s budget was developed based solely on the 

financial assessments of the nine member communities. 

3. 	The district’s budget process is clear and well -documented and integrates district and school 

improvement plans, long-term goals, and action plans. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, the district’s documentation indicated that there was no 

correlation between the SIP/DIP, the long-term goals, and action plans in developing the 

budget. For example, despite the fact the district had recently begun to implement the HSTW 

program, the HSTW action plan was not used to inform or direct budgetary planning or 

decisions. 

4. 	The district allocates its resources to accomplish targeted initiatives and objectives at the 

district and school levels to improve student achievement for all student populations. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district allocated funding resources to accomplish educational objectives of 

the school system. For example, the district used district funds to establish the CCC 

laboratory, purchase Success Maker software, and negotiate an additional 15 minutes in the 
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teachers’ contract for instruction time. Further, the district added additional staff and 

purchased modern equipment for vocational-technical areas in efforts to improve student 

achievement.  

5. 	 The district, as part of its budget process, implements a review process to determine the cost 

effectiveness of all of its programs, initiatives, and activities. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, there was no analysis of the cost effectiveness of programs 

or initiatives. During the period under examination, the EQA observed that the business 

office was in not well organized regarding the financial operations of the district. In 2000, an 

independent audit firm was contracted to perform an historical analysis of the district’s 

expenditures. However, the EQA found little evidence that this audit informed systematic 

reforms in the district’s financial operations.   

6. 	 The district’s budget document is clear, complete, current, and understandable and provides 

accurate information on all fund sources as well as previous history and trends. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory  

Evidence: For the period under examination, the district’s financial documentation indicated 

that the budget documents were not always complete, and that they did not include all 

funding sources, including external grants and revolving accounts. However, the district did 

delineate by line item expenditures, as well as by financial assessment details. Nevertheless, 

there was no historical information or budgetary continuity provided listed in the budget 

document from year-to-year. 

7. 	The budget and district’s expenditures are adequate to provide for appropriate levels of 

staffing, professional development, materials, supplies, and equipment. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory  

Evidence: The NEASC report stated that the staff thought that staffing levels in the district 

were adequate in the years under examination. The EQA found that staffing levels in 

Southeastern Regional increased without an increase in student population. Based on 
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interviews, the NEASC report, and the foundation budget data, the district offered adequate 

materials supplies and equipment. Also, between 2000-2003, the district met professional 

development spending requirements, with the exception of FY2000. 

8. 	 The community provides sufficient financial resources to ensure an educational program of 

quality, as evidenced by a sufficient district revenue levy. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under review, the district met the state’s Net School Spending 

(NSS) requirement. The only year the district did not met the NSS requirement was in 

FY2000 when Southeastern regional was approximately $636,000 or five percent below the 

NSS standard. In addition, the EQA found that the district allocated the appropriate amount 

of funding to support the educational programs and mission of the school. This was 

particularly true of vocational-technical education and the district’s efforts to establish a 

cluster model that would integrate the vocational-technical programs with academic 

programs. 

9. 	Financial and audit reports are prepared and submitted in a timely manner to appropriate 

agencies. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, the district’s audits were not completed and submitted for 

review in a timely manner or in accordance with state timelines. The superintendent 

requested that independent audits be conducted, but he was unable to have this accomplished, 

because the auditing firm claimed that the district’s fiscal affairs and record keeping were not 

properly prepared for an audit. According to the NEASC report, the superintendent 

implemented a change in auditing procedures to strengthen its financial accountability, but 

these changes did meet the statutory timelines. In FY2003, the district requested and received 

an extension for submitting its audits to the state for review. 
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10. Decisions resulting in changes in budget appropriations are made based on the analysis of 

student data to maximize the opportunities for the achievement of all students. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under examination, the EQA found no financial evidence or 

documentation that the district’s budget was organized, planned, or informed by the district’s 

use of student achievement data. 

Standard 12. FINANCIAL AND CAPITAL ASSET MANAGEMENT: The district 

maintains adequate accounting and financial reporting procedures. This is done to inform 

district-level and school-level decision-makers to ensure effective and efficient managerial 

control over the use of all funds, to acquire and efficiently manage supplemental funding, and to 

promote student achievement and accountability to the public. The condition, management, and 

maintenance of facilities encourage public support for education and are conducive to promoting 

high levels of student achievement. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 For three of the four years under examination, accurate and timely financial reports were not 

generated for the school committee. 

• 	 The district did not consistently file required financial reports with the state in a timely 

manner. In several instances, extensions had to be filed. These extensions included, end of 

year reports and financial auditing reports. 

• 	 The district had an accounting system that allowed expenditures to be tracked via cost 

centers. All of the appropriate parties, such as the principal, superintendent, and business 

manager had access to this system and could reference it online. 
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• 	 For the period under review, the district did not have a written preventative maintenance 

plan for the school system. However, an examination of the school’s facilities revealed that 

they were well maintained and conducive to student learning. 

Indicators: 

1. 	School committee policies and administrative procedures are clear regarding the processes 

and expectations for expenditures, transfers, and investment of funds with the district’s 

budget and the expenditure of any district funds. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The school treasurer and school committee had policies and procedures regarding 

the expenditure, transfer, and investment of school funds. The NEASC report stated that 

some procedures were strengthened as a result of the financial difficulties experienced by the 

district. 

2. 	 Regular, timely, accurate, and complete financial reports are made to the school committee 

and the public. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, financial reports were made to the school committee on a 

monthly basis. Also, in FY2003 the district’s accounting system was accurate and had a rapid 

(one day) turnaround time for generating current financial reports. However, during the 

previous three fiscal years under examination, the financial reports were not developed in an 

accurate and timely manner.   

3. 	 Required local, state, and federal financial reports and statements are filed in a timely and 

accurate manner. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: In 2003, the district submitted a majority of its local, state, and federal financial 

reports in an accurate and timely manner. The notable exception was the district’s financial 

auditing report submitted to the state after receiving a filing extension. Nevertheless, prior to 
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FY2003, the district did not always submit the necessary local, state, and federal reports in a 

timely manner. The EQA found that this was another element of the district’s on-going 

difficulties associated with the management of its fiscal affairs during the period under 

examination.  

4. 	The district uses efficient accounting technology that integrates district-level financial 

information with the financial information of each school, and allows financial managers and 

principals to accurately track spending against the budget on a regular basis. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The accounting system the district used was NCS. The district’s financial 

information was tracked via cost centers or departmental programming. The district’s 

financial managers and principal received monthly reports and were able to track the 

accuracy of their spending online. 

5. 	 The district reviews student achievement data and the reviews are reflected in its financial 

decisions. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The EQA found no evidence or financial documentation between 2000-2003 that 

the district’s budget was organized, planned, or informed by the district’s use of student 

achievement data. 

6. 	 The district regularly employs: 

a. 	 certified business officials, 

b. 	 purchasing agents with MCPPO credentials, 

c. 	appropriate independent financial auditing services and implements their 

recommendations to ensure efficient and quality financial systems. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s documentation indicated that the district’s business officials were 

state certified, but the district’s purchasing agents did not have Massachusetts Certified 
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Public Purchasing Official (MCPPO) credentialing. The district employed an independent 

financial auditor, but some audit recommendations were not addressed. Management letters 

for FY2000 and FY2001 had findings from prior years, which had yet to be addressed at the 

time of the EQA’s examination. 

7. 	 The district uses reliable forecast mechanisms and control procedures to ensure that spending 

is within fiscal budget limits. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, the district’s administration did not need to halt spending 

during the school year. The district analyzed the revenue and expenditure cycle to prepare for 

potential borrowing needs, but the district did not need to borrow additional funds. In order 

to manage the district’s cash flow shortages, vendor invoices were held until the sufficient 

funds were available. In addition, spending ceased in the month of March to prepare for the 

close of the fiscal year. 

8. 	 The district has a system in place to: 

a. 	 ensure that that state bidding laws are followed; 

b. 	 monitor special revenue funds, revolving accounts, and fee structures related to them to 

ensure that they are well-managed and efficiently used; 

c. 	 monitor and track instructional assets such as texts, materials, supplies, and equipment to 

ensure efficient and maximum utilization; and 

d. 	 track its assets in accordance with GASB No.34. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In Southeastern Regional, the superintendent and business manager reviewed and 

signed all purchase orders, and the treasurer reviewed and signed every invoice as an 

additional check. Periodically between 2000-2003, the treasurer withheld checks to ensure 

state bidding laws were followed. The district’s special revenue funds, revolving accounts, 

and fee structures were monitored to ensure efficiency and proper management. For example, 

the superintendent stated that the fee structure for the technical institute was analyzed and 

adjusted to be competitive with several other communities’ programs. Also, salaries and 

operating expenditures were reclassified from the district budget to appropriate revolving 
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accounts. The advisory boards, staff, and business office monitored and tracked assets to 

ensure their efficient and maximum utilization. Further, the advisory boards aided the district 

in purchasing instructional equipment at the lowest price possible. The EQA also found that 

the district met the requirements of GASB No.34. 

9. 	 The district implements preventive maintenance programs for buildings and equipment that 

are reviewed on a regular basis and are related to the district’s long-term capital needs. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, in Southeastern Regional there was no written preventative 

maintenance program, but there was a coordination of the maintenance staff. The capital 

needs of the district were addressed during the period under examination, but recent budget 

reductions meant that capital projects had not been funded. 

10. Educational and program facilities are of adequate size, clean, safe, well-lit, well 

maintained, and conducive to promoting the learning process. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: At the time of the onsite visit, the EQA team observed that the district’s facilities 

were clean, safe, well-lit, well-maintained, and in a functioning condition to promote student 

learning. 
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Appendix A: Proficiency Index 

The Proficiency Index is a metric used to measure and compare all schools and school districts 

regarding their performance on each of the MCAS tests. There are three indices:  The Average 

Proficiency Index (API), the English Language Arts Proficiency Index (EPI) and the Math 

Proficiency Index (MPI). The index is developed as follows: 

The Proficiency Index is a measure of the level of achievement a district, school, grade, or 

subgroup has made in relation to the proficiency achievement level on the annual MCAS test. The 

Proficiency Index is calculated as follows: 

Percentage of students scoring 200-208 on test       x 0 = A 

Percentage of students scoring 210-218 on test        x 25 = B 

Percentage of students scoring 220-228 on test        x 50 = C 

Percentage of students scoring 230-238 on test        x 75 = D 

Percentage of students scoring 240 or more on test  x 100 = E 


The Proficiency Index (PI) equals the sum of  A + B + C + D + E = PI 

Example: The Governor Ambrose High School had the following results for the 2001 MCAS 
test: 

12% of all students scored 200-208; therefore, 12% x 0 = 0 
15% of all students scored 210-218; therefore, 15% x 25 = 3.75 
21% of all students scored 220-228; therefore,  21% x 50 = 10.5 
34% of all students scored 230-238; therefore, 34% x 75 = 25.5 

            18% of all students scored 240 or more; therefore, 18%  x 100 = 18.0 

The Proficiency Index is calculated by adding:  0 + 3.75 + 10.5 + 25.5 + 18 = 57.75 

     The Proficiency Index for the Governor Ambrose High would be:  57.75 
     The MPI would use the same calculation for all students taking the math exam. 
     The EPI would use the same calculation for all students taking the ELA exam. 

The 100 point Proficiency Index is divided into six Proficiency Categories as follows: 90-100 is 

‘Very High’ (VH), 80-89.9 is ‘High’ (H), 70-79.9 is ‘Moderate’ (M), 60-69.9 is ‘Low’ (L), 40-

59.9 is ‘Very Low’ (VL), and 0-39.9 is ‘Critically Low’ (CL). 
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Appendix B: SERV Chapter 70 Funding and Net School Spending FY1993-2003 

Foundation Pct Foundation Pct Required Pct Chapter 70 Pct Required Pct Actual Dollars Pct 

Enrollment Chg Budget Chg Local Chg Aid Chg Net School Chg Net School Over/Under Over/ 
FY 

         Contribution       Spending(NSS)   Spending Requirement Under 

FY93 1,225  9,494,624  2,989,837  5,760,409  8,750,246  8,750,246 0 0

FY94 1,235 0.8 9,770,245 2.9 3,009,924 0.7 5,986,738 3.9 8,996,662 2.8 9,268,241 271,579 3

FY95 1,292 4.6 10,534,624 7.8 3,169,219 5.3 6,444,390 7.6 9,613,609 6.9 9,706,919 93,310 1

FY96 1,273 -1.5 10,601,164 0.6 3,188,764 0.6 6,772,786 5.1 9,961,550 3.6 10,004,062 42,512 0.4

FY97 1,298 2 10,965,275 3.4 3,348,119 5 7,192,048 6.2 10,540,167 5.8 10,581,917 41,750 0.4

FY98 1,245 -4.1 10,924,831 -0.4 3,539,772 5.7 7,319,579 1.8 10,859,351 3 10,906,395 47,044 0.4

FY99 1,289 3.5 11,753,019 7.6 3,697,484 4.5 8,031,983 9.7 11,729,467 8 10,805,147 -924,320 -7.9

FY00 1,286 -0.2 11,669,293 -0.7 4,510,211 22 8,200,458 2.1 12,710,669 8.4 12,074,967 -635,702 -5

FY01 1,281 -0.4 12,059,958 3.3 4,916,142 9 8,086,786 -1.4 13,002,928 2.3 13,126,422 123,494 0.9

FY02 1,301 1.6 12,832,632 6.4 4,179,167 -15 8,701,808 7.6 12,880,975 -0.9 14,352,080 1,471,105 11.4

FY03 1,280 -1.6 13,133,938 2.3 4,526,834 8.3 8,731,300 0.3 13,258,134 2.9 15,067,684* 1,809,550 13.6
  

Chapter 
70 Aid as           

FY Dollars per Foundation Enrollment   Percentage of Foundation 

Pct of 
Actual 
NSS           

  Fnd Budget Ch 70
Aid

Actual NSS   Ch 70 Required
NSS

Actual NSS  
          

FY93 7,751 4,702 7,143   60.7 92.2 92.2 65.8           
FY94 7,911 4,848 7,505   61.3 92.1 94.9 64.6           
FY95 8,154 4,988 7,513   61.2 91.3 92.1 66.4           
FY96 8,328 5,320 7,859   63.9 94 94.4 67.7           
FY97 8,448 5,541 8,152   65.6 96.1 96.5 68           
FY98 8,775 5,879 8,760   67 99.4 99.8 67.1           
FY99 9,118 6,231 8,383   68.3 99.8 91.9 74.3           
FY00 9,074 6,377 9,390   70.3 108.9 103.5 67.9           
FY01 9,414 6,313 10,247   67.1 107.8 108.8 61.6           
FY02 9,864 6,689 11,032   67.8 100.4 111.8 60.6           
FY03 10,261 6,821 11,772   66.5 100.9 114.7 57.9           

 


