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Executive Summary 
 

The Office of Educational Quality and Accountability (EQA) examined the Ralph C. Mahar 

Regional School District (Mahar) in early May of 2004. During 2000-2003, it was among the 

‘Moderate’ performing school systems in the Commonwealth. The following provides a 

summary of the findings of the examination and the district’s performance on the 2003 

Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS) test. 

 

Proficiency/Achievement:
• Mahar’s Average Proficiency Index (API) was 77.7, which was based on the 2003 MCAS 

results. The state average for the API was 75.7 in 2003. This placed Mahar among the 
‘Moderate’ performing academic school districts in the Commonwealth. In English 
Language Arts (ELA), the district’s ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) was 83.8, and the state 
average for EPI was 82.2. In math, the district’s math Proficiency Index (MPI) was 71.6, and 
the state average for MPI was 69.3. 

 
• On the 2003 MCAS test, 55.8% of the students in Mahar Regional scored in the ‘Advanced’ 

and ‘Proficient’ categories. This figure was 4.0 percentage points higher than the state 
average percentages. 

 
• On the 2003 MCAS test, in ELA, 63.5% of the students in Mahar Regional scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 3.0 percentage points more than the state’s average 
percentages on that test. 

 
• On the 2003 test, in math, 47.4% of the students scored in those categories, 4.6 percentage 

points more than the state’s average percentages on that test. 
 
• In 2003, in Mahar Regional the Proficiency Indices of 83.8 for ELA and 71.6 for math were 

1.6 and 2.3 points higher than the statewide averages. 
 
• On the MCAS retest administered in the winter of 2003, 90.4% of the Mahar Class of 2003 

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

 
• On the MCAS retest administered in the winter of 2003, 96.1% of the Mahar Class of 2004 

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

 
Equity of Achievement/Proficiency: 
• On the 2003 MCAS test, 65.7% of the regular education students in Mahar Regional scored 

in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 6.7 percentage points higher than the state’s 
average percentages for regular education students. 
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• On the same test, 14.1% of the special education students in Mahar Regional scored in those 

categories, 6.9 percentage points lower than the state’s average percentages for special 
education students. 
 

• On the 2003 MCAS test, 42.6% of the FRL/Y students in Mahar Regional scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 15.8 percentage points higher than the state’s 
average percentages for FRL/Y students. 

 
• On the same test, 63.9% of the FRL/N students in Mahar Regional scored in those categories, 

3.0 percentage points higher than the state’s average percentages for FRL/N students. 
 
• On the 2003 MCAS test, special education and FRL/Y students in Mahar Regional scored 

below the district average PI in both ELA and math. 
 
Improvement: 
• In Mahar Regional, 20.5% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories in 2003 than in 2000, and 17.4% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ 
category. 
 

• In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 12.2 points. 
They rose 17.3 points in math 
 

• In ELA, 18.8% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 
than in 2000, and 12.0% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

 
• In math, 21.5% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000, and 22.3% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 
 

• The MCAS test performance level for in the district improved in the aggregate from 2001-
2003. 

 
• Between 2000 and 2003, there was an upward trend in student performance on MCAS tests, 

with most of the improvement in the percentage reduction in students scoring in the 
‘Warning/Failing’ category on the 2003 test. This trend was evident in ELA, but especially 
so in math. 

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

district’s students, and both FRL/Y and FRL/N students, improved by more than the state 
average in both ELA and math. 

 
Participation and Access: 
• Overall, students in Mahar Regional were participating in ELA and math assessments at the 

required levels. 
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Summary of Preliminary Findings by Domain: 
 
Assessment and Evaluation: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on eleven and ‘Poor’ on ten of the 

twenty-one performance indicators in this domain. 
 
• During the period under review, the district did not use disaggregated subgroup data to make 

improvements to curricula, instruction, and programs. 
 

• For the latter part of the period under review, the district did not administer any standardized 
tests other than the MCAS tests. 
 

• For the period under review, the district did not offer systematic, formal training in data 
analysis to the staff. 
 

• Between 2000-2003, there was no school committee policy on student assessment. 
 
• Between 2000-2003, the district emphasized participation in state testing. Mahar’s student 

participation rates on the MCAS tests exceeded the state requirement of 95%. 
 

• During the period under review, the district emphasized student and staff attendance. 
 
• During the period under review, the district did not have formal processes, other than those 

required by grants, for evaluating programs and the school. 
 
• The district’s personnel evaluation processes did not focus on administrator, teacher, and 

staff accountability. 
 
Curriculum and Instruction: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on sixteen and ‘Poor’ on eight of the 

twenty-four performance indicators in this domain. 
 
• During the latter part of the period under review, the district used a standard template to 

revise its ELA and math curriculum guides. The revised guides identified student learning 
outcomes and means of assessments. 
 

• Other than MCAS test data, there were no standardized test results that served as a basis for 
curriculum revision. 

 
• The district used the adequate yearly progress (AYP) index as a benchmark for student 

performance and analyzed the MCAS test data to inform changes to instructional practices. 
 
• During the period under review, the district’s suspension rates were three times higher than 

the state average, and the district’s discipline policy was ineffective in reducing these rates. 
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• All students had access to advanced-level classes, and the district ensured eligible students’ 
participation in Advanced Placement (AP) exams by covering all costs. 

 
• During the period under review, the district did not have a formal, written professional 

development plan to guide offerings or the allocation of funds. 
 
Student Academic Support Services: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on four and ‘Poor’ on two of the six 

performance indicators in this domain. 
 
• The district had a district curriculum accommodation plan (DCAP), but it was not integral to 

the district’s determination of appropriate academic services for students. 
 
Leadership and Governance: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on eleven, ‘Poor’ on three, and 

‘Unsatisfactory’ on two of the sixteen performance indicators in this domain. 
 
• During the period under review, the district had no formal, standardized tool for the 

evaluation of administrators that encompassed the Principles of Effective Leadership. 
 

• In Mahar, the analysis of the MCAS test results led to a greater emphasis on math instruction. 
 

• During the period under review, the majority of school committee members did not correctly 
follow the procedure established by the district for evaluating the superintendent, or did not 
submit their evaluations on time. Less than half of the staff, and none of the student leaders, 
submitted evaluations of the superintendent. 

 
• There was no evidence that the principal was evaluated during the period under review. 

 
• During the period under review, teacher evaluations were not completed promptly. 
 
• Although the district had low professional-staff turnover during the period under review, the 

district worked with the University of Massachusetts-Amherst to recruit in anticipation of 
upcoming retirements. 

 
Business and Finance: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on three, ‘Satisfactory’ on thirteen, and 

‘Poor’ on four of the twenty performance indicators in this domain. 
 
• School committee policies on the budget development process were limited. 

 
• The member communities contributed more than the required minimum contribution. 

 
• The district’s sound budget management allowed for the member communities’ assessments 

to be reduced each year during the period under review. 
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• Independent audit reports were completed on time, with no audit findings related to 
management of all district finances. 
 

• School committee policies on the financial management of the district were limited. 
 
• The school committee did not receive regular financial reports. 
 
 

Part I: Overview of the EQA Review Process and the District 
 

On May 4, through May 6, 2004, the EQA conducted an independent examination of the Ralph 

C. Mahar Regional School District for the period between 2000-2003. This examination applied 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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. 

 

New Salem, Orange, Petersham, and Wendell are small towns located in eastern Franklin and 

western Worcester counties in western Massachusetts. In these four towns, education, healthcare, 

and social services are the largest sources of employment followed by manufacturing. According 

to the 2000 U.S. Census, they have a combined population of 10,613 people and an average 

median family income of $54,225, while the median family income in Massachusetts is $61,664. 

All of Mahar’s member communities have a Town Meeting/Board of Selectmen form of 

government. There is an eleven-person school committee in Mahar, which includes 

representatives from each community. Mahar has one school serving grades 7-12. The most 

recent Massachusetts Department of Education (DOE) figures indicate that there were 719 

students enrolled on October 1, 2003. The demographic/subgroup composition in Mahar is: 

92.1% White, 2.6% Hispanic-American, 2.6% African-American, 1.9% Asian-American, 

Limited English Proficiency (LEP), 0.0%; Free or Reduced Lunch/Yes (FRL/Y), 39.2%; and 
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Special Education (SPED), 17.5%. During the ten years of education reform in Massachusetts, 

Mahar’s state Chapter 70 Aid increased by 78% from $2,138,469 in FY1993 to $3,800,828 in 

FY2002. For the fiscal years under review, 2000-2003, Mahar received $3,388,702; $3,529,752; 

$3,800,828; and $3,800,828 for a total of $14,520,111 in state Chapter 70 Aid. 

 

This report finds Mahar to be a ‘Moderate’ performing school district, which is marked by 

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

the Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS) test. Since 2000, Mahar has also 

demonstrated notable improvement on its ‘Moderate’ MCAS test scores. In Mahar, 55.8% of the 

students scored above standard on the 2003 administration of the MCAS test. 
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Part II: Tier I Analysis of Student Achievement and MCAS Test Data 
 

At Tier I, while particular attention was paid to the 2003 MCAS test, the EQA review of Mahar 

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 the MCAS test performance vary among the district’s 

student subgroups? 

 

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

changed over time? 

 

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

subgroups changed over time? 

 

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

required programs and assessments? 
 

In order to respond accurately to these questions, the EQA 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 

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

A discussion of the analyses follows. 
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Mahar Regional vs. Massachusetts: 

• In the aggregate, students in Mahar Regional scored higher than the aggregate of the state’s 

students. 

 

• The FRL/Y students in Mahar Regional scored higher than the state’s FRL/Y students. 

 

• The FRL/N students in Mahar Regional scored higher than the state’s FRL/N students. 

 

Mahar Regional’s totals vs. Mahar Regional’s subgroups: 

• The FRL/Y students in Mahar Regional scored lower than all other subgroups in Mahar 

Regional, except for special education students. 
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Assessment of MCAS Test Results 2000-2003 
 

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

district’s students meeting or exceeding state proficiency standards? 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• On the 2003 MCAS test, 55.8% of the students in Mahar Regional scored in the ‘Advanced’ 

and ‘Proficient’ categories. This figure was 4.0 percentage points higher than the state 

average percentages. 

 

• On the 2003 MCAS test, in ELA, 63.5% of the students in Mahar Regional scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 3.0 percentage points more than the state’s average 

percentages on that test. 

 

• On the 2003 test, in math, 47.4% of the students scored in those categories, 4.6 percentage 

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

 

• In 2003, in Mahar Regional the Proficiency Indices of 83.8 for ELA and 71.6 for math were 

1.6 and 2.3 points higher than the statewide averages. 
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Figure/Table 1: 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level
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  Advanced 14.2 12.2 
  Proficient 37.6 43.6 
  Needs Improv. 32.2 30.2 
  Warning/Failing 16.0 14.0 

 

Analysis of Figure/Table 1: 

• Mahar Regional had 2.0% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 6.0% more in the 

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

 

• Mahar Regional had 2.0% fewer of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 2.0% 

fewer in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state on the 2003 MCAS test. 
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Figure/Table 2: 

 
 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level by Subject and Grade
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  Advanced 12.1 10.0 15.9 14.6 

  Proficient 48.4 53.5 26.9 32.8 

  Needs Improv. 30.2 29.4 34.1 31.2 

  Warning/Failing 8.9 7.1 23.1 21.5 
 

Analysis of Figure/Table 2: 

• Mahar Regional had 2.1% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 5.1% more in the 

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

 

• Mahar Regional had 0.8% fewer of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 1.8% 

fewer in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories in ELA than the state on the 2003 MCAS test. 

 

• Mahar Regional had 1.3% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 5.9% more in the 

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

 

• Mahar Regional had 2.9% fewer of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 1.6% 

fewer in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories in math than the state on the 2003 MCAS test. 

  14



Figure/Table 3: 

Proficiency Index (MCAS 2003) by Grade 
 ELA Math 
Mahar Regional 83.8 71.6 

Grade 07 84.8 NA 
Grade 08 NA 65.1 
Grade 10 82.4 79.5 

 

Analysis of Figure/Table 3: 

• On average, in Mahar Regional, the math PI was 12.2 points lower than that for ELA. (The 

statewide average for this gap was 12.8 Proficiency Index points). 

 

• In ELA, the Proficiency Index in Grade 7 was 1.0 point higher than and in Grade 10 1.4 

points lower than the district average of 83.8. 

 

• In math, the Proficiency Index in Grade 10 was 7.9 points higher and in Grade 8 it was 6.5 

points lower than the district average of 71.6. 

 
 

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

district’s student subgroups? 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• On the 2003 MCAS test, 65.7% of the regular education students in Mahar Regional scored 

in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 6.7 percentage points higher than the state’s 

average percentages for regular education students. 

 

• On the same test, 14.1% of the special education students in Mahar Regional scored in those 

categories, 6.9 percentage points lower than the state’s average percentages for special 

education students. 
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• On the 2003 MCAS test, 42.6% of the FRL/Y students in Mahar Regional scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 15.8 percentage points higher than the state’s 

average percentages for FRL/Y students. 

 

• On the same test, 63.9% of the FRL/N students in Mahar Regional scored in those categories, 

3.0 percentage points higher than the state’s average percentages for FRL/N students. 

 

• On the 2003 MCAS test, special education and FRL/Y students in Mahar Regional scored 

below the district average PI in both ELA and math. 

 
Figure/Table 4: 

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

level
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  Advanced 16.8 15.1 2.3 0 
  Proficient 42.2 50.6 18.7 14.1 
  Needs Improv. 30.4 27.3 41.3 42.4 
  Warning/Failing 10.7 7.0 37.7 43.4 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 4: 

• Mahar Regional had 1.7% fewer regular education students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

8.4% more in the ‘Proficient’ categories than the state average for regular education students 

on the 2003 MCAS test. 

 

• Mahar Regional had 3.1% fewer of its regular education students score in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and 3.7% fewer in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state average for 

regular education students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

 

• Mahar Regional had 2.3% fewer of its special education students score in the ‘Advanced’ 

and 4.6% fewer in the ‘Proficient’ categories than the state average for special education 

students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

 

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

category was less than the state’s special education students in that category, 0.0% to 2.3%. 

 

• Mahar Regional had 1.1% more of its special education students score in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and 5.7% more in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state average for 

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

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of students by FreeLunch status at each proficiency level
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  Advanced 3.6 3.1 18.0 17.8 
  Proficient 23.2 39.5 42.9 46.1 
  Needs Improv. 41.3 31.8 28.9 29.3 
  Warning/Failing 32.0 25.6 10.2 6.9 

 
Analysis of Figure/Table 5: 

• Mahar Regional had 0.5% fewer of its FRL/Y students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 16.3% 

more in the ‘Proficient’ categories than the state average for FRL/Y students on the 2003 

MCAS test. 

 

• Mahar Regional had 9.5% fewer of its FRL/Y students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 

and 6.4% fewer in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state average for FRL/Y 

students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

 

• Mahar Regional had 0.2% fewer of its FRL/N students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 3.2% 

more in the ‘Proficient’ categories than the state average for FRL/N students on the 2003 

MCAS test. 
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• Mahar Regional had 0.4% more of its FRL/N students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

3.3% fewer in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s FRL/N students on the 2003 

MCAS test. 
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Figure/Table 6: 
 

N-values by category 
   ELA Math 

Mahar Regional Advanced 27 36 
 Proficient 144 81 
 Needs Improv 79 77 
 Warning/Failing 19 53 

Regular Advanced 27 36 
 Proficient 135 76 
 Needs Improv 50 64 
 Warning/Failing 5 24 

Disability Advanced 0 0 
 Proficient 9 5 
 Needs Improv 29 13 
 Warning/Failing 14 29 

Free Lunch/Y Advanced 2 4 
  Proficient 51 26 
  Needs Improv 31 31 
  Warning/Failing 16 34 

Free Lunch/N Advanced 25 32 
 Proficient 93 55 
 Needs Improv 48 46 
 Warning/Failing 3 19 

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

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

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

White Advanced 24 35 
  Proficient 138 77 
  Needs Improv 75 70 
  Warning/Failing 15 46 
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Table 7: 

Proficiency Index (MCAS 2003) Free/Reduced Lunch Status, 

Student Status, and Race 

ELA vs Math PI (by subgroup)
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   ELA Math 

A RALPH C. MAHAR 83.8 71.6 

B Regular 90.3 79.0 

C Disability 56.7 39.9 

D FRL/Y 76.5 60.3 

E FRL/N 88.2 78.6 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 7: 
 
• In Mahar Regional, regular education and FRL/N students scored 6.5 and 4.4 Proficiency 

Index points higher on the MCAS test in ELA than the district average of 83.8. 

 

• In Mahar Regional, special education and FRL/Y students scored 27.1 and 7.3 Proficiency 

Index points lower, respectively, on the MCAS test in ELA than the district average of 83.8. 

 

• In Mahar Regional, regular education and FRL/N students scored 7.4 and 7.0 Proficiency 

Index points higher, respectively, on the MCAS test in math than the district average of 71.6. 

 

• In Mahar Regional, special education and FRL/Y students scored 31.7 and 11.3 Proficiency 

Index points lower, respectively, on the MCAS test in math than the district average of 71.6. 

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

changed over time? 

 

Preliminary Findings: 
• In Mahar Regional, 20.5% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories in 2003 than in 2000, and 17.4% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ 

category. 

 

• In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 12.2 points. 

They rose 17.3 points in math 

 

• In ELA, 18.8% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000, and 12.0% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

 

• In math, 21.5% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000, and 22.3% 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. 

 

• Between 2000 and 2003, there was an upward trend in student performance on MCAS tests, 

with most of the improvement in the percentage reduction in students scoring in the 

‘Warning/Failing’ category on the 2003 test. This trend was evident in ELA, but especially 

so in math. 

 
 

Figure/Table 8: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

MCAS 2000 - 2003 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level
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  Advanced 4.8 8.3 9.1 12.2 
  Proficient 30.5 29.6 32.1 43.6 
  Needs Improv. 33.3 36.0 36.5 30.2 
  Warning/Failing 31.4 26.2 22.4 14.0 

 

Analysis of Figure/Table 8: 

• In Mahar Regional, 12.2% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 43.6% in the 

‘Proficient’ categories in 2003, in contrast to 4.8% and 30.5% of all students scoring in these 

categories in 2000. 
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• In Mahar Regional, 30.2% of all students scored at the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 14.0% in 

the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories in 2003, in contrast to 33.3% and 31.4% of all students 

scoring at these categories in 2000. 

 
Figure/Table 9: 
 

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

Prof. Index Trend Data

71.6
75.2 79.7

83.8

71.6

57.857
54.3

0
10

20
30
40
50
60
70

80
90

100

2000 2001 2002 2003

ELA Math
 

  ELA Math 
  2000 2001 2002 2003 2000 2001 2002 2003 
Advanced 2.2 7.3 8.3 10.0 7.3 9.3 9.8 14.6 
Proficient 42.5 44.0 45.6 53.5 18.6 15.3 18.0 32.8 
Needs Improv. 36.3 32.1 36.1 29.4 30.3 39.8 36.9 31.2 
Warning/Failing 19.1 16.7 9.9 7.1 43.8 35.6 35.3 21.5 

 

Analysis of Figure/Table 9: 

• In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 12.2 points, 

from 71.6 to 83.8. 

 

• In math, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 17.3 points, 

from 54.3 to 71.6. 
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• In ELA, 63.5% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003, 

in contrast to 44.7% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000. 

 

• In ELA, 7.1% of all students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category in 2003, in contrast to 

19.1% of all students scoring in that category in 2000. 

 

• In math, 47.4% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003, 

in contrast to 25.9% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000. 

 

• In math, 21.5% of all students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category in 2003, in contrast 

to 43.8% of all students scoring in that category in 2000. 

 

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

subgroups changed over time? 
 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

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

district’s students and both FRL/Y and FRL/N students’ results improved by more than the 

state average in both ELA and math. 
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Figures 10A-B: 
 
Proficiency Index Trend Data (by subgroup) MCAS 2001, 2002, 2003 GRAPHIC Format: 

(bars = Mahar Regional; dots = State) 
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Tables 10: 
Trend Data by Subgroup 

(Mahar Regional) 
Trend Data by Subgroup (State) 

  Year ELA Math 
ALL ‘01 75.2 57.0 

 ‘02 79.7 57.8 
 ‘03 83.8 71.6 

FRL/Y ‘01 60.6 42.5 
 ‘02 69.1 43.9 
 ‘03 76.5 60.3 

FRL/N ‘01 83.8 65.4 
 ‘02 85.0 64.3 

  ‘03 88.2 78.6  

 Year  ELA Math 
ALL ‘01 79.5 67.3 

 ‘02 81.6 67.0 
 ‘03 82.2 69.3 

FRL/Y ‘01 62.4 48.1 
 ‘02 65.5 47.6 
 ‘03 66.7 51.3 

FRL/N ‘01 84.1 72.6 
  ‘02 86.0 72.2 
  ‘03 87.8 75.8  

 

Analysis of Figures/Tables 10: 

• In Mahar Regional, between 2001-2003, all students increased by 8.6 Proficiency Index 

points in ELA and by 14.6 points in math, as compared with increases of 2.7 and 2.0 points 

statewide. 

 

• In Mahar Regional, between 2001-2003, FRL/Y students increased by 15.9 Proficiency Index 

points in ELA and increased by 17.8 points in math, as compared with increases of 4.3 and 

3.2 points statewide. 

 

• In Mahar Regional, between 2001-2003, FRL/N students increased by 4.4 Proficiency Index 

points in ELA and by 13.2 points in math, as compared with increases of 3.7 and 3.2 points 

statewide. 

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

required programs and assessments? 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
• Overall, students in Mahar Regional were participating in ELA and math assessments at the 

required levels. 
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Table 11:  

 ELA Math 
Tested 97.46% 97.63% 
NTM 0.36% 1.19% 
NTO 2.17% 1.19% 

 
 
Analysis of Table 11: 
• On the 2003 MCAS test, Mahar Regional’s student test participation rates in ELA and math 

were 97.46% and 97.63%, respectively. These figures were 2.46% and 2.63% greater than 

the state’s standard for test participation, which is 95%. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  28



Part III: Summary and Preliminary Findings by Domain 
 

Domain A: Assessment and Evaluation 
 
 Standards     Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total

Domain A – Assessment & Evaluation                   

S1 - Student Assessment                   

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Satisfactory 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 4 

  Poor 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 4 

  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

S2 – Participation          

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 

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

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

  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 

S3 - Evaluation Processes          

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 

  Satisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 1 N/A N/A 1 

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

  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 

 

Standard 1. STUDENT ASSESSMENT: District and building administrators carefully 

administer statewide assessments and teachers regularly assess the performance of their 

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

and individual assessment results to improve curricula, instructional practices, and 

supplementary and remedial programs. 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• During the period under review, the district did not use disaggregated subgroup data to make 

improvements to curricula, instruction, and programs. 

 

• For the latter part of the period under review, the district did not administer any standardized 

tests other than the MCAS tests. 
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• For the period under review, the district did not offer systematic, formal training in data 

analysis to the staff. 

 

• Between 2000-2003, there was no school committee policy on student assessment. 

 

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: Poor 

 

Evidence: The district’s policy manual did not require the regular evaluation of classroom, 

school, district, or state assessment data. There was a policy on the assessment of Title I 

language arts. All other assessments were administered regularly, but informally. The district’s 

newly revised curriculum guides for English Language Arts (ELA) and math addressed 

assessment procedures for the district. 

 

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: District administrators indicated in interviews that they implemented The Principles 

of Test Administration carefully. The MCAS test materials were secured in the principal’s office. 

The vice-principals prepared materials, conducted meetings, and organized coverage schedules. 

All students who were not taking a test were kept home and reported to school at 10:30 a.m. on 

the mornings of test days. Test monitors were given class lists for the testing session and 

informed of any needed accommodations. 
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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: During the period under review, the district regularly administered the following tests 

to specific student subgroups: a preliminary ACT examination given to Grade 10 students 

(PLAN), Preliminary Scholastic Aptitude Test (PSAT), American Service Vocational Aptitude 

Battery (ASVAB), Advanced Placement (AP) Exams, and Terra Nova for Title I. 

 

In the past, feeder schools administered the California Test of Basic Skills (CTBS), and those 

results were used by the middle school. The Metropolitan Achievement short-form tests in 

reading, ELA, and math were administered to all Grade 7 students until the 2002-2003 academic 

year. At the time of the on-site visit, the district did not administer any standardized tests besides 

the MCAS tests to all student populations. 

 

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: Regular analysis of assessment results informed improvements to curricula, 

instructional practices, programs, and services. These improvements helped raise the district’s 

math proficiency index from 57.8% in 2002 to 71.6% in 2003 and its ELA proficiency index 

from 79.7% in 2002 to 83.8% in 2003. 

 

The district scheduled time for vertical teams, departments, and general faculty to address 

MCAS assessment results and strategies. The district distributed new curriculum guides for ELA 

and planned to distribute new math curriculum guides. 
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A faculty member said that data analysis caused the district to examine its teaching and 

instructional strategies. The district documented changes to instructional strategies such as 

written reports, tests, quizzes, PowerPoint presentations, science fairs, and art shows. The entire 

faculty took the Grade 8 MCAS test in order to better understand the testing situation that the 

students encountered. 

 

Title I services were provided in ELA, and math support was recently added. Remedial reading 

and additional reading class were added to the middle school schedule for the 2004-2005 school 

year. The high school class schedule was changed to offer English classes in a “front-loaded” 

manner. Individualized Student Success Plans (ISSPs) were part of the overall plan to address 

the needs of student who failed or scored “Needs Improvement” on the MCAS tests. The school 

also had a global success plan for grades 9 and 10. 

 

Departments coordinated most professional development. There was no district professional 

development plan, though the district offered LINKS training to ensure a common vocabulary 

for the staff and a common understanding of grading based on rubrics. 

 

The faculty was involved in the budget process. The increases in reading and math instructional 

time, the addition of remedial reading, and the purchase of dictionaries for the English 

department indicated that assessment results guided decisions. 

 

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

regular intervals. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Interviewees indicated that department chairs and coordinators analyzed assessment 

results and shared them with department members. Coordinators shared MCAS test data and 

ideas to address deficiencies at vertical meetings in each subject area. There was no evidence that 

the entire faculty was aware of the overall picture of assessment data. There was no overall 

coordinator for, and no cross-departmental meetings on, all assessment results. 
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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: Faculty members were not formally trained to analyze data. One administrator 

attended the Department of Education’s (DOE) training in root cause analysis. In addition to the 

director of student services, the principal, the middle school coordinator, and the guidance 

counselor were also trained in TestWiz, but interviewees indicated no other employees were. 

MCAS test results were the only assessment data reviewed. The school compared its results to 

the state results. The staff indicated that the addition of a second vice-principal gave people more 

time for analysis, but that there was little consistency between departments. The use of data 

increased during the period under review, but there was no plan or systematic process for it. 

 

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

standard by their senior year. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: As of the spring 2003 MCAS retest, Mahar had a 92% CD rate. The state rate was 

95%. Mahar’s Class of 2003 had CD rates of 95% in ELA and 93% in math. The state rates were 

96% and 95%, respectively. Mahar’s Class of 2004 had CD rates of 92% in ELA and 87% in 

math, for an overall rate of 87%. The state rates were 93% in ELA, 90% in math, and 89% 

overall. The 2003-2004 school improvement plan (SIPs) first goal was to raise the MCAS test 

scores. Teachers were trained to implement an accelerated math program, and in data analysis 

and effective instructional strategies. The district had a plan to monitor progress. 

 

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The district recently adopted more performance-based assessment. This was apparent 

in the district’s math and ELA curriculum guides, which were used in part of the period under 

review. Interviewees indicated that the district expected all students to score at the proficient or 

advanced level on the MCAS tests. The EQA team heard many student success stories. 

 

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): 

• Between 2000-2003, the district emphasized participation in state testing. Mahar’s student 

participation rates on the MCAS tests exceeded the state requirement of 95%. 

 

• During the period under review, the district emphasized student and staff attendance. 

 

Indicators: 

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

that require all students to attend and participate in all required assessments. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district did not have a written policy on student 

participation in required assessments, but it had practices that resulted in high participation rates. 

In spring 2003, 97.46% of students in the appropriate grades participated in the ELA MCAS 

tests, and 97.63% participated in the math MCAS tests. The district had a variety of procedures 

for reminding students and their families of the importance of participating in the state testing. 

The guidance department made specific efforts to get students to school during testing sessions, 

and the entire school schedule was changed during the testing administration period. 
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2. The district and all of its schools regularly monitor and evaluate data on student and staff 

attendance. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: During the period under review, student attendance was stable. The student 

attendance rate was 92.5% in 2000, 93.2% in 2001, and 93.1% in 2002 (though the number of 

days students were absent declined). The school monitored daily student attendance. When a 

student was absent, he or she was called at home. Students had to bring excuse notes when they 

returned to school. The vice-principals and guidance director met with students who had 

attendance issues. 

 

Staff attendance was satisfactory during the period under review. According to the staff 

attendance survey, staff members absent were 9.21 days on average during the 2002-2003 school 

year. This figure includes days absent for long-term illness (1.1), short-term illness (3.9), 

professional development (2.9), jury or military duty (0.06), and other reasons (1.25). The 

principal monitored staff attendance and called substitute teachers. The superintendent signed 

each form requesting a leave of absence, a personal day, or a professional day. 

 

3. The district maintains accurate records on attendance, suspensions, discipline, and dropouts by 

student subgroup populations and frequently: 

a. analyzes these records; 

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The administrators, vice-principals, and director of student support regularly used the 

data in the SASI system. They reviewed the data by grade, gender, race, and free- or reduced-

lunch status. The administration worked from weekly and monthly reports and made individual 

plans to address problems. 
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The administrators used the data to work with other service providers to increase student 

attendance. They had close relations with the Department of Youth Services (DYS), Department 

of Social Services (DSS), and the Department of Mental Health (DMH), and the Department of 

Mental Retardation (DMR). 

 

Dropouts were encouraged in personal meetings to return to school. If they would not, they 

received guidance on their options, such as the general education development (GED), 

community college, and adult education programs. Vice-principals used discipline data to plan 

strategies appropriate to all students. Parents were notified of trends and of specific data on their 

children, and progressive discipline procedures were used. 

 

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

expectations. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Student attendance was strictly enforced. Student handbooks described attendance 

procedures. Limits on the numbers of days absent depended on whether the class missed met 

every day or every other day. When a student reached half the tardies allowed in a semester, the 

district sent a formal letter to his or her parents to warn of the possible effect on grades. The 

district sent another letter when the student approached the maximum number of tardies. The 

district addressed absences similarly. The district worked with the Northwestern District 

Attorney’s Office in Greenfield on a program called “School Is Where It’s At.” 

 

5. The district collects and uses data on: 

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

achievement, and 

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

achievement. 

EQA Rating: Poor 
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Evidence: During the period under review, student attendance and participation were part of 

students’ grades. Guidance counselors evaluated individual student attendance and talked with 

students and their parents about its effect on school grades. There was no evidence that the 

district analyzed student attendance data for its effects on grades. 

 

Individual staff attendance was tracked on green sheets and affected the consideration of requests 

for personal-day and conference absences. Decisions on staff absences were made daily, since 

the school did not want too many personnel out at one time. There was no evidence that the 

district analyzed the effects of staff attendance on performance and student achievement. 

 

6. The district maintains clear and accurate records on: 

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Since there were no Limited English Proficiency (LEP) students in the district during 

the period under review, there were no waivers filed. The director of special education 

maintained student waivers for alternative assessment (ALT) status for the MCAS tests. Staff 

waivers for certification and re-certification were kept in the superintendent’s office. The 

superintendent and the principal monitored staff progress toward certification. Licensure status 

was addressed annually, as professional development plans were approved. 

 

7. The district focuses on and improves educational outcomes, including English language 

proficiency for all English language learners (ELL) and: 

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

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

discipline, and dropout records; 

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

on areas of needed improvement. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

  37



Evidence: During the period under review there were no English language learners (ELLs) 

students. During the on-site visit in May 2004, district personnel mentioned the arrival of two 

Asian immigrant students. The district addressed their needs by offering tutors, hiring a qualified 

teacher, and modifying class assignments. 

 

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 review, the district did not have formal processes, other than those 

required by grants, for evaluating programs and the school. 

 

• The district’s personnel evaluation processes did not focus on administrator, teacher, and 

staff accountability. 

 

Indicators: 

1. The district employs a system of: 

a. school evaluation that focuses on accountability for administrators; 

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

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

EQA Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: District administrators indicated that they used the New England Association of 

Schools and Colleges (NEASC) process for school evaluation every ten years. The district used 

no other evaluation process during the period under review. 

 

There was no formal, regular process for program evaluation. Vertical curriculum teams met 

regularly but did not report to a governing body. Major curriculum changes were presented to the 

school committee’s subcommittee on curriculum. The subcommittee reported to the full school 
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committee, with recommendations, additions and/or deletions, and changes are voted by the full 

school committee. Both inter- and intra-departmental issues were addressed informally. The 

middle school had common planning time in which staff discussed the curriculum. The high 

school lacked such common planning time. 

 

According to the superintendent’s contract, the school committee and superintendent met at least 

once a year to discuss the superintendent’s job description and performance. The principals and 

vice-principals set annual goals. Their contracts had specific items on evaluation but did not refer 

to The Principles of Effective Administration. The teachers’ contract referred to 603 CMR 1.00, 

the regulation on the evaluation of teachers and administrators. There were separate evaluation 

systems for non-professional status and professional-status teachers. An administrator evaluated 

department heads as teachers and as department heads. The EQA team reviewed a random 

sample of evaluations during the on-site visit and found that not all evaluations were completed 

promptly. 

 

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: The Title I and special education programs were evaluated as required by law. There 

was no formal plan for regular education program evaluation. The ELA and math programs were 

modified, and new curriculum guides were adopted, based on MCAS results, and the NEASC 

report. The district did not evaluate for all of its programs and did not have a regular policy on 

reviewing curricular areas and programs such as guidance and nursing. 

 

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 
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Evidence: The district monitored yearly progress through MCAS test result data. In some 

subject areas, departmental exams, common rubrics, chapter tests, and input from alumni, 

college students, and outside evaluators and judges were used to evaluate the quality of 

programs. There was no formal, district-wide process for program evaluation. 

 

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

Massachusetts Education Reform Act. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: Samples of principal evaluations demonstrated a goal-setting process, but the 

evaluations were not connected to the requirements of state education reform. The evaluations 

did not refer to The Principles of Effective Administration or to accountability for student 

achievement. The personnel files reviewed demonstrated inconsistent use of the evaluation 

system. During the period under review, the vice-principals, but not the principal or 

superintendent, were evaluated. 

 

5. The district’s evaluation procedure for teachers complies with the requirements of the Education 

Reform Act. 

   EQA Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: The teachers’ contract referred to 603 CMR 1.00 and required annual evaluations for 

non-professional status teachers and biennial evaluations for professional-status faculty. The 

review of files demonstrated consistent use of the evaluation system for non-professional status, 

and inconsistent use for professional-status, teachers. 
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6. In order to improve achievement for all students, the district uses disaggregated assessment 

scores to: 

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

strengths and weaknesses in curriculum and instruction, 

b. set priorities for professional development, and 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: There was some evidence that the district disaggregated data by student subgroup, 

including special education students. There were few minority students in the district. However, 

a large percentage of students in the district received free or reduced lunch. During the period 

under review, the achievement of Mahar’s special education population improved little compared 

to state numbers. In 2003, 85.8% of Mahar’s special education students scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ or ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, compared to 34.3% of the regular education 

students. In 2003, 57.4% of the district’s free- and reduced-lunch population scored in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, in contrast to 36.2% of those who did 

not receive free or reduced lunch. 
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Domain B: Curriculum and Instruction 

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

Domain B –Curriculum & Instruction                   

S4 – Curriculum                       

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 

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

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

  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 

S5 - Instruction: Expectations & Policies                       

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 

  Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 5 

  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 

  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 

S6 - Access To Quality Education 

Programs                       

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 

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

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

  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 

S7 - Professional Development & 

Training                       

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A N/A 0 

  Satisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 1 0 N/A N/A 1 

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

  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A N/A 0 

 

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

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

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

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

who administer and teach in the district. 
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Preliminary Finding(s): 

• During the latter part of the period under review, the district used a standard template to 

revise its ELA and math curriculum guides. The revised guides identified student learning 

outcomes and means of assessments. 

 

• Other than MCAS test data, there were no standardized test results that served as a basis for 

curriculum revision. 

 

Indicators: 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: During the final two years of the period under review, the school had coordinators for 

Science, Social Studies, World Language, Health and Physical Education, Technology 

Education, Art, and Business in grades 7 and 8 and coordinators for ELA and Math in grades 9-

12. The middle school coordinator had no teaching duties. The high school coordinators taught 

three courses in the first semester and two courses in the second semester. 

 

These coordinators indicated that the principal was the school’s curriculum leader. He held 

bimonthly coordinators’ meetings and attended at least one meeting each year in every 

department. The principal was described as highly attentive to students’ MCAS test performance 

and strongly committed to the delivery of instruction aligned with the Massachusetts 

frameworks. He visited classrooms frequently and was visible in the school. Coordinators 

expressed appreciation for the principal’s support on the budget for instructional texts and 

materials and professional development. 

 

Coordinators indicated that teachers in their departments saw them as curriculum leaders. The 

coordinators led monthly vertical and horizontal department meetings. The MCAS test content 

and the alignment of curriculum with the frameworks were priority topics. 
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2. Teachers in all of the district’s schools: 

a. have access to the current curriculum, 

b. are trained in their use, and 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The school revised its ELA curriculum guide for grades 7-12 to align them with the 

frameworks in 2002, and again in 2004. The revised guides were distributed to staff. The school 

revised its math curriculum guide for grades 7-12 to align it with the frameworks in 2001, and 

again in 2004. Teachers were scheduled to receive the newly revised guide soon. 

 

The school used a standard template to format the revised and aligned guides. Each unit in ELA 

and math was defined and assigned required instruction time. The guides addressed: Concept 

Objectives, Textbooks and Instructional Materials, Instructional Methods (Skills/Techniques), 

Means of Assessment, Frameworks Strand and Standards, and Mahar Learner Outcome. 

Teachers were trained to the use the guides at monthly department meetings and, at the middle 

school level, during the 90-minute daily planning block for each team. No training programs 

were held for new teachers prior to the opening of school. New teachers were assigned mentors 

in their department. 

 

The curriculum template was developed during the summer of 2002. During the 2003-2004 

school year, ELA staff spent two days on curriculum development. The principal arranged for 

substitute teachers. Coordinators indicated that they observed classroom instruction and 

reviewed plan books periodically, often weekly, to make certain that curriculum guides were 

followed. The school had no formal policy on reviewing teacher plan books. 

 

3. The district has an established, well-documented process that involves teachers in the annual 

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

EQA Rating: Poor 
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Evidence: The school had no policy on standardized testing. Administration of the short form of 

the Metropolitan Achievement Test was discontinued in the middle of the period under review 

because of funding problems. During the first and second years of the period under review, test 

data from the California Test of Basic Skills (CTBS) was available for incoming Grade 7 

students from the three sending districts. This practice was discontinued. 

 

The school had no written process for the evaluation of student MCAS test data. Teachers had no 

formal training in data analysis. Coordinators sought their own training through DOE-sponsored 

workshops. During the period under review, teachers took and scored the Grade 8 MCAS tests in 

ELA and math to familiarize themselves with test content. 

 

The principal reviewed the MCAS test data with coordinators, who discussed it with teachers at 

grade-level and department meetings. The principal and coordinators analyzed test items to 

identify the school’s strengths and weaknesses in ELA and math by grade level. 

 

4. Modifications and/or revisions to curricula are: 

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

populations, and 

b. revised as necessary and disseminated to staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: During the interview process, coordinators indicated that the MCAS test results were 

reviewed in the aggregate and for special needs students. This was done annually, and 

curriculum changes were then made. The examples given were: increased instructional time in 

math at the middle school level (33% increase to 80 minutes daily), a greater emphasis on open- 

response MCAS test questions, more test-taking practices in the classroom, an increase in 

writing assignments across the curriculum, and more review and practice of computational skills 

in math. 

 

Of particular mention during the interviews were the necessity of reviewing and analyzing more 

thoroughly the MCAS test data for special education students and to focus on the improvement 
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of test scores in math. District administrators indicated that between 1999 and 2003, they met the 

adequate yearly progress (AYP) in ELA. In math, the school met the AYP for three of the last 

five years. The information regarding the curriculum modifications from the MCAS test analysis 

was disseminated to staff at regularly staff and department meetings, which occurred at various 

times during the school’s eight in-service sessions. 

 

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

a. horizontal instructional program articulation throughout the system, and 

b. sequencing and alignment of learning goals and expectations from one Grade to the next – K 

– 12. 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Academic coordinators indicated that horizontal curriculum meetings were held 

during the final two years of the period under review. They indicated that the school prioritized 

curriculum articulation as a result of the New England Association of Schools and Colleges 

(NEASC) self study and the report of the accreditation committee. The NEASC accreditation 

process spanned the period under review. The school’s two-year follow-up indicated that 

curriculum articulation is no longer deficient. Administrators held grade-level and department 

meetings and addressed articulation with the three sending communities through a grant-funded 

program during the final two years of the period under review. The grant covered the two 

sending communities in Franklin County, but not Petersham in Worcester County, which 

participated voluntarily. 

 

The district developed its standard template for curriculum guides in response to the NEASC 

process. A review of the ELA and math guides for grades 7-12 indicated alignment with the 

Massachusetts frameworks. The guides stated learning goals and expectations for students, 

making the guides user-friendly to teachers at all levels. 
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6. Staffing levels are adequate to deliver the district’s curriculum to all students and student 

subgroups. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In Mahar, there was no contract language specifically addressing class size. 

Administrators indicated historical satisfaction with class size in the school. They indicated that 

class sizes for regular education students were educationally sound. One school administrator 

indicated that an increase in staffing in special-needs programs could better serve students. 

Interviewees indicated that the school continued to refine its philosophy and its instructional 

methodologies for special-needs students. They specifically mentioned inclusion and pull-out 

programs. During the period under review, class sizes were in the mid-twenties, according to 

interviewees. Fiscal year 2004 budget cuts resulted in the loss of five plus teaching positions, one 

guidance counselor, and six non-teaching positions. 

 

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): 

• The district used the adequate yearly progress (AYP) index as a benchmark for student 

performance and analyzed the MCAS test data to inform changes to instructional practices. 

 

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 

 

  47



Evidence: The school did not have a formal process for evaluating student performance. For 

three of the years under review, the school relied solely on MCAS test data to evaluate student 

performance. The district changed its curriculum and instructional practices as a result of the 

annual review of the MCAS test scores. The discontinuation of standardized tests at the three 

feeder schools (CTBS) and in Grade 7 (Metropolitan) for three years of the period under review 

eliminated baseline grade-level data for students in reading, language arts, and math. Teachers 

relied on classroom assessments of student work. When the MCAS test results were first 

provided to the school in 1999, the school gave test-preparation practices addressing the MCAS 

test weaknesses to Grade 10 students in their health classes. This practice continued for three 

years of the period under review. 

 

District administrators indicated that the revised curriculum guides helped classroom teachers 

align their instruction with the state frameworks. Academic coordinators indicated that the 

school’s Title I and remedial reading programs supported instruction. There were no MCAS test 

tutoring services during the school day. Students in need of the MCAS test remediation were 

scheduled into a sequence of courses in which they took three years of English and math courses 

during their first three semesters in high school, and an MCAS test-preparation class in their 

fourth semester. In 2000, the school offered Grade 10 students an eight-week summer program in 

the MCAS test preparation. After-school MCAS preparation was also available to Grade 10 

students during the period under review. Remedial English and math courses were established 

for students who failed or scored “Needs Improvement” on the MCAS tests. 

 

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

of its schools, the students, their parents, and the community. 

 EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The school offered numerous after-school and evening programs for parents. Athletic 

events and musical programs were the most highly attended, although the school also offered 

parent information nights, guidance-sponsored college nights, dinners, and student achievement 

and National Honor Society (NHS) nights. District administrators indicated that parents eagerly 

raised money for the athletic and music programs, and that there were no user fees for student 
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participation. District administrators indicated a desire to increase parent participation other 

programs, especially academic ones. In addition to several programs for parents of Title I 

students, the school offered several programs for parents of special education students. 

 

The local Kiwanis organization sponsored the student Key Club. A local committee against 

racial discrimination worked closely with the school to sponsor student, parent, and community 

programs. The community participated in international nights to enhance understanding of 

cultural differences and customs. 

 

Administrators indicated that the student handbook included student academic expectations and a 

code of behavior. Interviewees indicated that the principal and vice-principals regularly 

reinforced these expectations at student assemblies and class meetings. During most of the period 

under review, the school mailed home monthly parent newsletters with information on student 

programs and academic expectations. In the final year under review, the school put the 

newsletters on the website, due to budget constraints. 

 

3. The district has allocated sufficient instructional time in the core content areas to promote 

academic achievement and a level of proficiency for all students. Instructional time in each 

content area: 

a. meets state requirements at each level, and 

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

achievement data. 

 EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: A review of student schedules indicated that instructional time in grades 7-12 met 

state requirements. The school reviewed MCAS data annually and compared it to DOE-reported 

state averages. The school considered its AYP index a benchmark for aggregate annual student 

performance. The school met its AYP in ELA in all five years under review. The school did not 

meet its AYP in math in two of those years. The 2003-2004 SIP indicated that MCAS results 

identified math as an area in need of improvement. To address this concern, the school trained all 
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math teachers in the accelerated math program that it implemented in February 2003. The district 

planned to monitor this program for effectiveness based on future MCAS test data. 

 

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

assignment or responsibility. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The school’s Certification Attachment B document indicated that 59 of the 64 

teachers were licensed and that eight teachers taught out-of-field for one or more periods each 

day. The district applied for and received waivers for the five unlicensed teachers. The document 

indicated that four of the five administrators were licensed and that six of the 12 

paraprofessionals rated as highly qualified on federal standards. Interviewees indicated that one 

teacher was national-board certified and that the non-certified administrator completed all 

necessary course- and paperwork for licensure and only lacked the official document from the 

DOE at the time of review in May 2004. 

 

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: The school aggressively sought student teachers in an effort to identify and encourage 

skilled personnel to teach in the school when openings occurred, particularly in light of 

increasing retirements. The school also obtained qualified teachers by participating in the 

Bridges to the Future Program sponsored by the University of Massachusetts. District 

administrators indicated that it was difficult to obtain qualified, certified teachers to fill vacancies 

that appeared in the past several years. 

 

Administrators indicated that it retained teachers by offering collegiality, an 85% contribution to 

their health insurance, a $7,500 retirement stipend for three years advance notice, an attractive 

salary schedule, reimbursement for professional development training and pursuit of graduate 
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courses, educationally sound class sizes, and a renovated and newly expanded school building. 

Interviewees indicated that many retired teachers returned to the school to volunteer. 

 

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

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

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

support equitable participation in quality educational programs for all students. 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• During the period under review, the district’s suspension rates were three times higher than 

the state average, and the district’s discipline policy was ineffective in reducing these rates. 

 

• All students had access to advanced-level classes, and the district ensured eligible students’ 

participation in AP exams by covering all costs. 

 

Indicators: 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district’s student attendance rate was 92.5% in 2000, 93.2% in 2001, and 93.1% 

in 2003. These rates were below the state averages for the same years. In 2002, Grade 9 students 

had the highest rates of chronic absenteeism, with 22.4% of all students in that grade absent more 

than 10% of their days in membership. 

 

The student handbooks clearly stated student attendance policies. Students were required to bring 

notes from their parents or guardians on the day they returned to school after an absence. If 

students failed to bring a note, they were given an office detention. Failure to serve an office 

detention resulted in a one-day suspension. If students were absent fifteen times in an every-day 

course during a semester, or eight times in an every-other-day class, they lost credit for the class. 

The district did not discriminate between excused or unexcused absences (with the exception of 

college visit or interviews, which were considered excused absences). An absence was an 
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absence and any day missed counted toward the eight- or 15-day limit. An appeals process was 

available to students who lost credit due to absences. 

 

According to the district’s figures, 95-105 students were either absent or tardy each day. The 

office secretary called any student absent from school. The district implemented a policy in 

which any student more than 15 minutes late to class was marked as absent. During the period 

under review, the district hired a second vice-principal, which allowed better monitoring of 

attendance. They kept track of students who had accrued four absences in every-other-day 

classes or seven absences in every-day classes, and held halfway-point meetings with the 

students and their parents to address the issue. If parents did not attend these meetings, the 

guidance office followed up with phone calls home. 

 

The district’s staff attendance survey indicated that staff members were absent 9.21 days on 

average during the 2002-2003 school year. This figure includes days absent for long-term illness 

(1.1), short-term illness (3.9), professional development (2.9), jury or military duty (0.06), and 

other reasons (1.25). 

 

Staff had to call the principal at home by 6:00 a.m. to report an absence. Absences for reasons 

other than illness required advance approval by the principal and superintendent. Staff members 

had to request personal days three days in advance, and the district granted no more than three 

personal-day absences on any given day. Upon returning, staff members filled out a reason-for-

leave form indicating the reason for absence. The leave forms were kept in personnel folders as 

the official log of absences. 

 

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

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

a. transition management, 

b. dropout prevention. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The district had a well-established process to facilitate the transition of Grade 6 

students from the sending towns to Mahar. Guidance counselors, the middle school vice- 

principal, and the principal held an evening meeting for parents at each of the Grade 6 schools to 

explain the orientation process for students entering Mahar in Grade 7. The guidance counselors 

also visited Grade 6 classes and spoke with the students about their orientation day, on which 

they visited Mahar to meet with teachers and specialists and tour the school. In 2003, the Grade 7 

students had orientation day off from school. On the night of the orientation day, parents and 

students were invited back to watch a PowerPoint presentation about Mahar and to tour the 

school once more. On the first day of school, all Grade 7 students met in the auditorium, where 

their homeroom teachers read the names of their students and led their classes to their 

classrooms. 

 

Special education teachers attended Grade 6 students’ Individualized Education Plan (IEP) 

meetings in the spring to review their IEPs and discuss needs and services. The Grade 6 teachers 

and parents of special education students noted the behavioral support or other services needed 

by each student. Once at Mahar, all students were heterogeneously grouped with an option to 

participate in band or chorus. 

 

Student transition from Grade 8 to Grade 9 began in the first semester of Grade 8, when all 

students completed an interest inventory assessment. In the second semester of Grade 8, students 

and guidance counselors revisited the resulting career objectives. At this time, the high school 

block schedule, credit policy, and attendance policy were explained to the students, and post-

high school education plans were discussed. Students filled out course selection sheets and were 

assigned to a sequence of English and math courses based on their MCAS test scores. At the 

beginning of Grade 9, a parent night was held to review students’ schedules and the credit policy. 

Although the district did not have a transition day for Grade 9 students, guidance counselors and 

general school aides helped students acclimate to the building on the first few days of school. 

District administrators stated that Grade 9 students often had the most difficulty with transition, 

as evidenced by their suspension, retention, and attendance rates. 
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In January 2004, the district implemented a high school transition program for students who 

were struggling in the regular high school program. The transition program was designed for 

approximately twelve special education students with support from licensed teachers, an 

instructional aide, and counselors. The program was designed “to provide students with success-

oriented learning experiences and …, develop the social and emotional skills necessary for high 

school.” District administrators indicated that this program was intended to help with students’ 

transition to the high school and prevent dropouts. 

 

The district offered a weekly, grant-funded, after-school program for middle school students. It 

met for four to five weeks and let students explore and expand their creative and recreational 

outlets, strengthen peer and social connections, and improve academic performance. Students 

could attend Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday sessions during the school year. The late bus 

provided transportation, and the program was available to all students at no cost. The guidance 

curriculum for all students in grades 7-12 included a “life after Mahar” unit taught several times 

a year, that addressed social, career, and college issues. 

 

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

quality educational programs for all students that address: 

a. high expectations for all students, 

b. participation in challenging courses, 

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The 2003-2004 student handbooks listed students’ academic, civic, and social 

responsibilities. District administrators stated that every class offered at Mahar was college 

preparatory, heterogeneously grouped, and challenging for all students because instruction was 

differentiated to meet their needs. The school also offered honors and AP courses. 

 

The district supported students who were struggling in classes with an after-school program and 

three-day after school academic help with teachers. High school students in the NHS tutored 
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middle school students as needed between 2:00 p.m. and 3:00 p.m. Tutoring for high school 

students was more informal. 

 

The student handbook listed the requirement of achieving a grade of eighty or higher in previous 

courses for participation in advanced-level courses, but district administrators indicated that they 

did not strictly enforce this policy. Any student who wished to enroll in an AP or honors course 

was allowed to do so. No student was denied access to a program in which he or she expressed 

interest. The district paid for all students in AP classes to take the mandatory AP exams. 

 

4. The district has well-documented policies and practices that respond to student behavior and 

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

issues in the areas of discipline, retention, suspension, and exclusion. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: The district’s suspension rates were higher than the state average for every year under 

review—often three times the state average. The district’s out-of-school suspension rates were 

16.6% in 2000, 18.9% in 2001, and 20.7% in 2002, compared to state rates of 6.1%, 6.2%, and 

6.4% in the same years. The district’s in-school suspension rates were 5.1% in 2000, 13.8% in 

2001, and 15.0% in 2002, compared to state rates of 4.9%, 4.9%, and 4.7% for the same years. 

 

District administrators indicated that Grade 9 students who had transition problems accounted for 

the high suspension and retention rates. Overall, district administrators believed that they 

responded to bad behavior and that consequences for student discipline often included 

suspension. 

 

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

students. These policies, and programs promote transient student involvement in high quality and 

challenging programs. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: During the period under review, the district designated a guidance counselor to be the 

home-school counselor. The guidance department met with homeless students and their families 

to ensure that they had access to appropriate services. The guidance counselor spoke with the 

social worker at the shelter and made plans for socially integrating the student into the school 

setting. Transportation was provided for homeless students. The cost was often shared with the 

receiving district. 

  

Eighteen foster children were enrolled in the school in the 2003-2004 school year. These 

students worked closely with the school psychologist to develop a schedule that met their needs 

as indicated by their previous school records. 

 

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 

 

Evidence: The principal and coordinators determined faculty assignments. District 

administrators described the process as fair and equitable and indicated that the skills and 

expertise of each teacher were considered. The English and math coordinators were deliberately 

assigned to the MCAS test preparation courses to ensure that the teachers with the most expertise 

taught the students with the greatest needs. Teachers were assigned to AP courses based on their 

skills, not seniority. 

 

Standard 7. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING: The district has 

adopted and implemented a Professional Development Plan developed through the analyses of 

data for all administrators, teachers, and other professional staff, paraprofessionals and teacher 

assistants, and professional support teams. 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• During the period under review, the district did not have a formal, written professional 

development plan to guide offerings or the allocation of funds. 

 

  56



 

 

 

 

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: Poor 

 

Evidence: The school did not have a formal, written professional development plan. The district 

gave the EQA team a sample of teachers’ individual professional development plans. The 

school’s planning council, which included teachers and administrators, met annually to advise 

the principal on professional development activities for the upcoming school year. The 

superintendent approved the activities, and they were listed on the school’s monthly calendar. 

The school had eight delayed openings during the school year. Professional development 

sessions were two and a half hours long. 

 

It was indicated that the principal’s professional development needs were met. The principal 

attended state and local workshops and the national principals’ conference. Vice-principals 

attended workshops with the principal’s approval. 

 

The planning council surveyed teachers to determine their needs and used survey results to plan 

programs. During the period under review, administrators indicated that professional 

development topics included: technology training, particularly on equipment installed during the 

building and renovation project; Connected Math; learning strategies; curriculum work in ELA 

and math; special education pull-out versus inclusion; and student behavioral issues. It was 

indicated that paraprofessionals attended the school’s professional development offerings. 
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Administrators indicated that the professional development and training needs of all staff were 

well supported. 

 

 

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: Poor 

 

Evidence: Because the district did not have a professional development plan, it was not updated 

annually. During the period under review, the district had a budget for professional development 

offerings in which monies were spent to meet the confines of the foundation budget each year. In 

addition, grant funds for special education were used for training. Interviewees mentioned a 

more formalized mentoring program as a priority in the planning for training. 

 

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 school increased its emphasis on the analysis of the aggregate MCAS test items 

in ELA and math each year during the period under review. The school paid particular attention 

to math since the school did not meet its math AYP for two of the years under review. 

Interviewees also indicated that the school paid attention to the MCAS test scores of special 

education students, and had their improvement as a goal. Administrators indicated that they 

planned a thorough review of MCAS test score data for students who received free and reduced 

lunch. 

 

Interviewees cited special education programs and the district’s service delivery models as the 

major topics for professional development related to program evaluation. Other programs did not 

inform professional development offerings because the district had no procedure for their regular 
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evaluation. A school administrator indicated that the school continued to explore the most 

educationally beneficial methods of service delivery to assist students with special needs. 

Interviewees indicated that the need to make connections between reading and writing prompted 

training in the Links program. Interviewees gave no clear indications that staff and administrator 

evaluations informed professional development offerings. 

 

4. The district’s Professional Development programs include training in the teaching of the 

curriculum frameworks, participatory decision-making, community and parental 

involvement, and other skills required for the effective implementation of education 

reform. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: During the period under review, the school familiarized staff with the Massachusetts 

frameworks in grade-level and department meetings, after-school stipend groups, and the eight 

delayed-opening days each year. The district revised its ELA and math curriculum guides twice. 

The latest copies followed a standard template to include assessment procedures and learner 

outcomes for students. There was no evidence of training in participatory decision-making. 

 

Interviewees cited the MCAS test information nights, parent council meetings, Title I parent 

meetings, and parent programs on adolescent development as examples of community and 

parental involvement. School administrators indicated that training on Massachusetts’s education 

reform began with a review of the common chapters. Selected teachers and administrators 

attended DOE-sponsored workshops in the region. 

 

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: Interviewees indicated that the district did not formally train staff in data analysis 

during the period under review. The ELA and math coordinators hired in the final two years of 
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the period under review sought their own training at DOE-sponsored workshops and through 

Test Wiz. 

 

The school provided professional development on the diverse learning styles of both special and 

regular education students. The 2001-2002 SIP indicated that the school offered professional 

development in methods for engaging difficult students. 

 

The 2003-2004 District Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP) addressed students’ learning 

needs, student behavior, instructional strategies, and the yearly comparative review of MCAS 

test data. The EQA’s review of the DCAP and the professional development offerings found 

evidence of alignment. 

 

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 teachers’ contract offered teachers reimbursement for graduate-level courses 

directly related to the teacher’s primary assignment. Teachers took courses at the following 

colleges in the past three years: the University of Massachusetts, Fitchburg State College, 

Plymouth State College, Lesley University, and Cambridge College. The yearly number of 

teachers involved indicated that the reimbursement option was well used in the advancement of 

teacher knowledge and skills. 

 

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: Poor 

 

Evidence: For the period under examination, the district encompassed one school, so the SIP 

served as the DIP. The 2003-2004 SIP addressed math performance, the lack of a Grade 9 

transition program, creating an effective special education service model, increasing parent 
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involvement, and maintaining public relations. Professional development offerings in 2003-2004 

addressed the same topics. Administrators indicated that the school used MCAS test results to set 

yearly priorities for teacher training and to address the school’s weaknesses in curriculum and 

instruction. 

 

Domain C: Student Academic Support Services 
 Standards      Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total

Domain C - Academic Support Services                   

S8 - Academic Support Services                   

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 N/A 0 

  Satisfactory 1 1 0 1 0 N/A 1 N/A 4 

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

  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 N/A  0 N/A 0 

 

Standard 8. STUDENT ACADEMIC SUPPORT SERVICES: The district provides 

appropriate academic support services in ELA, math, and other core content areas for students 

that are not meeting state performance expectations. The district engages in a comprehensive 

analysis of the results from student performance assessments and student needs in order to 

determine the content and scope of academic support services that are offered. 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• The district had a district curriculum accommodation plan (DCAP), but it was not integral to 

the district’s determination of appropriate academic services for students. 

 

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 
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Evidence: The district gave the EQA team a copy of its two-page 2003-2004 DCAP. The 

document addressed professional development, support services for students, direct instruction, 

data analysis and curriculum review, program planning, and communication with parents. The 

DCAP indicated that the school met regular education students’ needs with Title I ELA and 

math, before- and after-school tutorial and homework clubs, and ELA and math academic 

success programs during the day and after school. The DCAP listed direct instructional services, 

including the integration of study and organization methods into the school day, using the 

MCAS-format tests for classroom assessment, using the MCAS test vocabulary in classroom 

instruction and assessment, and using a research-based math program for all grades. 

 

Coordinators sent the DCAP to all district service providers. The DCAP was discussed at 

department meetings and used as a resource for preventative steps prior to the special education 

referral process. District administrators indicated that the DCAP guided teachers and principals 

in their immediate response to students requiring services. Teachers initiated the process by 

discussing student concerns at team meetings and developing action plans for individual 

students. The faculty handbook included a pre-referral form listing strategies for regular 

education students. Although district administrators noted the pre-referral form during 

discussions with EQA team members, it was not the same document as the DCAP. District 

administrators indicated that they wanted to keep the DCAP general and to take a more in-depth 

look when students required services. District administrators indicated that the DCAP was 

written for everyone and was usually discussed in larger forums. The guidance department 

indicated that they used DCAP as a reference tool. 

 

2. The district has a DCAP that is designed to assist the regular classroom teacher in: 

a. analyzing and accommodating diverse learning styles of all students in the regular classroom, 

and 

b. providing appropriate services and support within the regular education program. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district had a DCAP, but it did not assist the regular classroom teacher in 

analyzing and accommodating the diverse learning styles of all students. Interviewees indicated 
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that training was available for all staff in modifications and accommodations for regular 

education, but the DCAP did not list any specific type of training. The program planning section 

of the DCAP mentioned classroom interventions that reflected student success plans but did not 

list specific interventions or accommodations. 

 

The DCAP listed minimal regular education services, such as ELA and math academic success 

Programs during the school day, the integration of study and organization methods into the 

school day, the use of the MCAS test format in classroom assessments, the use of the MCAS test 

vocabulary in classroom instruction and assessment, and a research-based math program for all 

grades. 

 

District administrators indicated that paraprofessionals and aides helped accommodate diverse 

learning styles in the classroom, and that they assigned aides according to the make-up of student 

groups. During the period under review, the district hired consultants to address classroom 

behaviors. In 2002, the special education department offered professional development and in-

services on accommodation and behavioral strategies. District administrators also stated that 

each team of teachers was trained in the use of SMART boards to aid visual learners. 

 
3. Components of the DCAP include the following: 

a. direct and systematic instruction in reading; 

b. provision of services to address the needs of students whose behavior may interfere with 

learning; 

c. provisions encouraging teacher mentoring and collaboration and parental involvement; and 

d. assistance to classroom teachers, such as professional development, to help them analyze and 

accommodate the needs of students. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

 
Evidence: The DCAP did not contain a component that focused on direct and systematic reading 

instruction. District administrators indicated that all students in grades 7 and 8 enrolled in a 

semester of reading that focused on types of literature, such as fables, mythologies, short stories, 

tall tales, and non-fiction, and included reading comprehension skills and strategies. 
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The DCAP did not list provisions for addressing the needs of students whose behavior may 

interfere with learning. District administrators explained that the district lost a counselor position 

due to 2003-2004 budget constraints leaving only two counselors to handle all student in grades 

9-12 at a 200:1 student-to-counselor ratio. When patterns of student behavior emerged, the 

counselors conducted classroom observations. When needed, behavioral contracts were 

developed and implemented. Conflict resolution and peer mediation were also taught in grades7-

12. The DCAP addressed teacher mentoring through professional development. Mentors were 

assigned to all new staff to ensure adherence to frameworks and standards. 

 

The DCAP listed meetings between parents and administrators to discuss the MCAS test results, 

and meetings between guidance counselors and students to discuss improving test performance, 

encouraging parents’ collaboration. District administrators indicated that the school held several 

parent nights each year for various grade levels. There was a homework hot-line for parents to 

call, and a monthly on-line newsletter. Some guidance counselors sent bi-weekly reports on 

student progress to parents. During the period under review, the district provided training for all 

staff in modifications and accommodations for regular education students. Courses were 

modified to better meet the needs of all students. 

 
4. The district engages in a formal, comprehensive analysis of the results from student performance 

assessments and student needs to determine the content and scope of academic support services 

that are offered. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: According to the DCAP, the district analyzed the MCAS test results and compared 

them to the previous year’s results. The district identified strengths and weaknesses and made 

short- and long-term plans for curriculum changes in each academic area, and for small-group 

and individual student support. 

 

The district changed curricula and the content and scope of courses, such as remedial math and 

MCAS preparatory courses, in response to the MCAS test data analysis. The STAR diagnostic 

test was administered to determine students’ placement in accelerated math. After-school 
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programs were offered at the middle-school level. At the high-school level, a summer program 

was offered through a DOE grant, but it was discontinued due to remediation offered during the 

school-year day, causing low student participation. District administrators realized the 

importance of offering this course during the school year and day and “front-loaded” courses to 

meet the needs of students requiring additional help. In addition, the school offered remedial 

classes to Grade 7 students who failed or scored “Needs Improvement” on the MCAS tests. 

 

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: Poor 

 
Evidence: Each quarter, teachers reviewed their students’ scores on classroom assessments and 

discussed concerns with the guidance department. The school sent home mid-quarter evaluations 

of students’ progress, and bi-weekly reports on request. According to the DCAP, the district 

offered Title I ELA and math services. Before- and after-school tutorial and homework clubs 

existed. ELA and math academic success programs were offered during the school day and after 

school. Students who received a ‘Needs Improvement’ or ‘Warning/Failing’ score on the MCAS 

tests were required to participate in a special sequence of courses, including test-prep courses. 

Despite these courses and deficiency-reporting systems, there was no evidence that the district 

had a system, other than its reliance on the MCAS test results, for identifying students who were 

not meeting grade-level expectations. 

 

6. Early intervention reading programs are provided at the primary level to ensure that by the end of 

Grade 3 students are reading at the Proficiency level on the MCAS test. * 

EQA Rating: N/A   

 
Evidence: This indicator is not applicable, since the district served grades 7-12. 

 
7. The district develops Student Success Plans for all students who qualify for them, and the Plans 

contain the components required by statute. 
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* These indicators are not applicable to secondary and Vocational schools and districts. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: District administrators indicated that approximately 92% of students entering from 

Orange elementary schools earned a ‘Needs Improvement’ or ‘Warning/Failing’ score on the 

Grade 6 MCAS math test. In response to this large number of students needing support, the 

district performed an item analysis of their individual test results to determine specific strands or 

standards on which they needed to focus. The district monitored the performance of these 

students in the classroom. The math and ELA coordinators taught the test-preparation courses. 

 

During the final two years of the period under review, students in grades 9-10 who qualified for 

ISSPs had them. Students in grades 11-12 were watched more closely after the results of their 

MCAS tests were in, and individual meetings and action plans were developed to prepare them 

for the next retest. 
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Domain D: Leadership and Governance 
 

 Standards       Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total
Domain D - Leadership, Governance, & Organization                   
S9 - Organizational Leadership: Direction,                   
  Goal Setting, Policies & Planning                   
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Satisfactory 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 5 
  Poor 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 
S10 - Organizational & Human Resource                    
  Management                   
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Satisfactory 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 6 
  Poor 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 
Standard 9. ORGANIZATIONAL LEADERSHIP: DIRECTION, GOAL SETTING, 

POLICIES AND PLANNING: The district and each of its schools and programs implement 

improvement plans that are based on the analysis of recent and long-range student performance 

data. The district provides and maintains thorough, complete, and informative documentation on 

past and current initiatives, practices, policies, procedures, and achievements of the district and 

its students. District leaders provide clear direction for student, school, and district performance. 

Implementation of improvement plans is consistently assessed and modified based on ongoing 

analyses of student achievement data. 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• During the period under review, the district had no formal, standardized tool for the 

evaluation of administrators that encompassed the Principles of Effective Leadership. 

 

• In Mahar, the analysis of the MCAS test results led to a greater emphasis on math instruction. 

 

• During the period under review, the majority of school committee members did not correctly 

follow the procedure established by the district for evaluating the superintendent, or did not 

submit their evaluations on time. Less than half of the staff, and none of the student leaders, 

submitted evaluations of the superintendent. 
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• There was no evidence that the principal was evaluated during the period under review. 

 

• During the period under review, teacher evaluations were not completed promptly. 

 
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: The school committee policy handbook was not updated or revised consistently. 

Nineteen of the 34 policies were not reviewed or updated in more than ten years. The handbook 

was available in the superintendent’s office. Administrators and school committee members 

stated that policy review and implementation was reactive rather than proactive. The school 

committee created and approved policies as needs and concerns arose. The school committee’s 

many subcommittees worked in all areas of education. Administrators noted that the school 

committee was represented on the school council. The middle and high school handbooks were 

revised during the period under review. 

 

2. The District Improvement Plan (DIP) incorporates the district’s vision and mission statement, 

and the analysis of student achievement data drives the development, implementation, and 

modification of educational programs, services, and practices. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: Since the district encompassed only one school, the SIP served as the DIP. In May 

2003, the school committee approved the publication of a document entitled “Mission and 

Expectations,” which included a mission statement and academic, civic, and social expectations. 

There was rubric letter/number system associated with each set of expectations. The document 

did not mention data analysis or student achievement. 
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3. The School Improvement Plan (SIP) for every school is aligned with the district’s mission 

statement, and the analysis of student achievement data drives the development, implementation, 

and modification of educational programs, services, and practices. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The 2003-2004 SIP was developed by the school council and included components of 

the mission statement. The council focused 40% of the SIP on the MCAS math test results. The 

SIP listed goals associated with the analysis of student achievement and the modification of 

programs to better meet students’ needs. The 2001-2002 SIP, also developed by the school 

council, focused on student control and discipline and greater parent and community 

involvement. It did not address student achievement or data analysis. The SIP was presented to 

the school committee annually for approval, and the school council made an annual presentation 

to the school committee on progress toward previous SIP goals. 

 
4. District leaders monitor student achievement data throughout the year, considering the goals 

identified in the DIP and individual SIPs and implements programs, policies, and services that 

are most likely to result in improved student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The middle school coordinator and the middle school vice-principal analyzed MCAS 

and other test results. Practice MCAS tests were given to all Grade 6 students to determine 

strengths and weaknesses. School personnel stated that the educational levels of incoming grade 

7 and 8 students varied greatly, as there was no coordination among the three feeder schools and 

no consistent baseline data available for Grade 6 students. 

 

Analysis of the MCAS test data led the school to start a summer remedial program and an 

afternoon remedial program, increase time for math instruction in grades 7 and 8, adopt new 

math materials, restructure the scheduling of Grade 9 and Grade 10 math and English, and 

establish a Grade 11 remedial math and English curriculum, and establish a transitional special 

education program. All of these initiatives were instituted during the final year under review 

(2003-2004). 
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5. All of the district’s administrators are appropriately certified. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: During the period under review, all of the district’s administrators were certified, 

except for the special education director, who was awaiting licensure. 

 

6. The leadership reports annually to the school committee, staff, and community concerning the 

extent to which the implementation of the DIP and SIPs have or have not resulted in improved 

student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The school committee approved the mission and expectations document in May 2003. 

The superintendent provided an annual report to the community. The most recent report 

discussed the grants secured by the school, recognized personnel, mentioned the building project, 

and announced that the school attained AYP in both ELA and math in grades 8 and 10. The 

administration reported annually to the school committee on progress toward SIP goals and on 

new goals for the upcoming school year. The school committee reviewed the annual SIPs and 

approved them by vote. 

 

7. The superintendent is evaluated annually on the district’s state assessment results and 

implementation of the DIP. This performance evaluation serves as the basis for improving the 

future job performance of the superintendent. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

 
Evidence: School committee meeting minutes indicated that evaluations of the superintendent 

were haphazard. For example, the majority of people who could have evaluated the 

superintendent did not. The most recently dated superintendent evaluation found in the personnel 

file was for the 1994-1995 school year. An unsigned and undated evaluation was also in the file. 

It included ratings by both school committee members and staff. The evaluation tool did not 

address student achievement or data analysis. School committee members had mixed feelings 

about evaluation. Some indicated that evaluation was needed for growth, while others did not see 
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any reason to evaluate the superintendent. New members were not aware of the evaluation 

process. 

 

 

 

 

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: Unsatisfactory 

 
Evidence: There was no evidence that the high school principal was evaluated during the period 

under review. The vice-principals were formally evaluated in each year of the period under 

review. Of the evaluations that the EQA reviewed, none mentioned the analysis or use of state 

assessment results. The only comment associated with the MCAS test addressed the 

establishment of an adapted school schedule during the MCAS testing period. 

 

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): 

• Although the district had low professional-staff turnover during the period under review, the 

district worked with the University of Massachusetts-Amherst to recruit in anticipation of 

upcoming retirements. 

 
Indicators: 

1. The superintendent, in regular meetings with administrators and members of the school 

committee, develops a coherent vision or mission statement and DIP designed to achieve it. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: Since the district consisted of one school, the SIP and the DIP were the same. A 

district mission statement appeared in all staff and student handbooks and in the SIP. Parents, 

community members, school council members, teachers, and other school staff members were 

the stakeholders in the writing of the mission and expectations document. The document 

included rubrics for academic assessment in the areas of reading and writing. The school 

committee approved the document in May 2003. 

 

2. The superintendent effectively delegates the educational and operational management of the 

schools to the building principals and program directors. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The superintendent delegated the management of the school to the principal, vice- 

principals, coordinators, and department heads. The office of the superintendent was in the 

school building, and the superintendent and principal communicated frequently. 

  
3. The district leaders ensure that: 

a. all principals are aware of and understand published policies and district improvement plans; 

and 

b. the district uses system-wide and intra-district communication systems to keep all faculty and 

staff well informed and to provide avenues for response. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: Meetings between the superintendent and other administrators were not formally 

scheduled. Interviewees indicated that proximity negated the need for formality. Communication 

was good, and staff members were well-informed. Coordinators indicated that they were 

comfortable meeting with the superintendent to discuss problems in their departments. The 

principal attended the monthly school committee meetings, where he gave updates and reports 

and brought in staff members to discuss curriculum issues. During the period under review, there 

was a monthly parent newsletter, but it was placed on the school’s website due to budget 

constraints. 
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4. The district publishes a current organizational chart that indicates clear lines of responsibility. 

Job descriptions for all personnel on the organizational chart are current, published and available 

to all faculty and staff. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

 
Evidence: The organizational chart was not dated and was difficult to follow. It did not have 

clear lines of responsibility, and did not list classroom teachers and specialists. Job descriptions 

were updated only when a position was created or an opening occurred. Interviewees stated that 

this was an area that the district should address. Job descriptions were not published, and there 

was no process to ensure that they were available to all faculty and staff. 

 

5. The district has a process for the recruitment and hiring of staff that involves appropriate 

administrative and staff participation. The process is perceived as fair and open and focuses on 

identifying and acquiring the most qualified individuals for each position. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The NEASC report indicated that the school arranged to receive student teachers from 

the University of Massachusetts-Amherst. The district planned to become part of the 180-day 

“Bridges to the Future” program to bring masters students to the district to work in the 

classroom. This program was scheduled to begin during the 2004-2005 school year. Student 

teachers were eligible to be members of the candidate pools when vacancies occurred. Staff, 

coordinators, the school council, and the principal participated in the hiring process. They 

informed the superintendent and the school committee of their final decision. The superintendent 

met all final candidates prior to the issuing of their contracts. 

 

6. The district ensures that all personnel records are carefully compiled, maintained, and available to 

all appropriate faculty and staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The personnel records that the EQA team reviewed were well maintained and 

included data on attendance, professional development activities, recognitions, and evaluations. 

The superintendent stated that staff members were free to review their personnel folders on 

request. The superintendent’s secretary oversaw the process. 

 

 

7. The district actively undertakes efforts to provide teachers new to the district and to the profession 

with coaches and mentors in their respective roles. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

 
Evidence: The teachers’ contract stated that all new staff would attend a two-day orientation 

program the week before school began, but the district offered no such training during the period 

under review. It did not otherwise mention a mentor program. There was no formal mentor 

program during the period under review. Interviewees stated that a mentoring program was being 

developed. A coordinator was trained as a mentor and trained five others to work with new staff 

members. 

 

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 teacher contract offered financial rewards to staff members who remained in the 

district. School committee members stated that the contract encouraged staff members to remain 

in the district’s employ because, although starting salaries were low, the high end of the salary 

schedule was very generous and competitive. The contract also provided for materials and course 

reimbursement. Staff members’ educational accomplishments were regularly recognized at 

school committee meetings. 
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Domain E: Business and Financial Management 

 

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): 

 Standards      Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total
Domain E - Business & Financial Management                       
S11 - Budget Planning & Development                       
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 
  Satisfactory 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 6 
  Poor 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
S12 - Financial & Capital Asset Management                       
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
  Satisfactory 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 7 
  Poor 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

• School committee policies on the budget development process were limited. 

 

• The member communities contributed more than the required minimum contribution. 

 

• The district’s sound budget management allowed for the member communities’ assessments 

to be reduced each year during the period under review. 

 
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 
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Evidence: During the period under review, the school committee had no formal budget 

development policy. The budget development procedures began with the superintendent 

disseminating budget pages to individuals who had budget responsibility in the district. 

Curriculum coordinators, directors, and other staff discussed the projected budget needs for the 

upcoming fiscal year. The information was compiled and given to the principal, who shared it 

with the superintendent. The superintendent gave the budget to the school committee for 

discussion. A review of the school committee minutes indicated detailed discussion of the budget 

occurred at the required public budget hearing. The superintendent, the principal, and the 

coordinators and directors decided on budget reductions based on what was perceived as 

absolutely necessary to maintain programs. 

 

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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: Based on student data, the district adjusted math courses to run concurrently in the 

first semester. The district shifted resources to supply these courses with the needed texts and 

materials. District administrators indicated that student achievement data played a role when 

budget reductions were needed. During the period under review, reductions were made in areas 

other than ELA, math, and the sciences. As a result of data analysis, the school added a 

transitional special education program . The scheduling and the sequencing of courses were 

adjusted to improve student achievement. 

 

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: Poor 

 
Evidence: The school committee did not have a formal, documented school budget development 

process. The budget was developed at the administrative and building levels. The completed 

budget was shared with the school committee. The SIP was a part of the budget development 

process. For example, the district adjusted math and ELA courses to run concurrently in the first 
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semester, based on student data, and shifted resources to supply these courses with the needed 

texts and materials. 

 

The final step in the budget development process was submitting the budget for approval by the 

member towns at their annual meetings. According to school administrators, the superintendent 

and school committee chair meet with the finance committees in each town prior to the public 

hearing and final school committee vote. However, selectmen and members of the town finance 

committees stated that there was little to no communication about the budget until the school 

committee’s public hearing. 

 

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 resources to address components of the SIP. Resource allocation 

was also part of the budget process. The district adjusted math and ELA courses to run 

concurrently in the first semester, based on student data, and shifted resources to supply these 

courses with the needed texts and materials. 

 

District administrators indicated that student achievement data played a role when budget 

reductions were needed. During the period under review, any reductions were made in areas 

other than ELA, math, and the sciences. As a result of data analysis, the school added a 

transitional special education program . The scheduling and the sequencing of courses were 

adjusted 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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The superintendent and administrators reviewed programs and activities for cost 

effectiveness during the period under review. The superintendent tracked the price of oil in the 

market to determine when it was most advantageous to go out to bid. The district searched for a 
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less expensive electricity carrier. The central office handled all purchasing of toner cartridges to 

achieve maximum cost savings. The district participated in a purchasing cooperative when it was 

advantageous to do so. 

 

The construction project impaired the ability of the district to bring students in out-of-district 

placements back into the district. Once the construction project was completed, the district 

planned to create an in-house special education program to bring students back into the district. 

During the period under review, the school lunch program was primarily self-supported, with 

little expenditure from the district’s budget. 

 

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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: Each year, the district’s budget document included the budgeted expenditures for the 

previous two years, as well as the proposed expenditures, classified by function code and by 

accounts within function codes. The document presented revenue sources and assessment figures 

similarly. The superintendent sent a letter to the school committee presenting the proposed 

budget and assessments for the member towns, along with the current fiscal year’s budget and 

assessments for comparison. The budget document did not include information on grants. The 

superintendent communicated the amounts and uses of grants to the school committee and 

member communities in her annual report. 

 

7. The budget and district’s expenditures are adequate to provide for appropriate levels of staffing, 

professional development, materials, supplies, and equipment. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: During the period under review, the district’s expenditures provided appropriate 

levels of professional development, materials, supplies, and equipment. Professional 

development expenditures exceeded the DOE’s foundation minimum for each year under review. 

According to the district’s End-of-Year Pupil and Financial Report (EOYR), the district 

exceeded the professional development requirement for fiscal years 2000 to 2003. In FY2000, 
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the excess was $47,540 ($58,575 required, $106,115 actual); in FY2001, the excess was $63,363 

($80,600 required, $143,963 actual); in FY2002, the excess was $68,531 ($101,500 required, 

$170,031 actual); and in FY2003, the excess was $15,299 ($102,500 required, $117,799 actual). 

According to the EOYR, the district averaged 55% of its Net School Spending Expenditures by 

school committee (EOYR Schedule 1) on Instructional Services (Function Code 2000). The 

district reduced its staff during the latter part of the period under review. For the earlier part, 

staffing was adequate to meet the district’s educational needs. During the period under review, 

the district met the DOE’s foundation requirement for maintenance expenditures. 

 

The district’s annual audits indicated that the district was able to designate funds to reduce 

subsequent years’ assessments. The district’s “Combined Balance Sheet” of its yearly audits 

indicated that it was able to designate $267,431 in FY2000, $610,360 in FY2001, $669,774 in 

FY2002, and $540,000 in FY2003, to reduce the member towns’ assessments. 

 

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: The district’s towns exceeded the minimum required local contribution in fiscal years 

2000, 2001, 2002. In FY2002, the community of New Salem exceeded the minimum required 

local contribution by $15,578, Orange exceeded it by $156,235, Petersham exceeded it by 

$20,235, and Wendell exceeded it by $14,012. In FY2001, New Salem exceeded the minimum 

required local contribution by $86,726, Orange exceeded it by $966,395, Petersham exceeded it 

by $104,096, and Wendell exceeded it by $83,501. In FY2000, New Salem exceeded the 

minimum required local contribution by $48,617, Orange exceeded it by $571,794, Petersham 

exceeded it by $56,599, and Wendell exceeded it by $48,617. 

 

9. Financial and audit reports are prepared and submitted in a timely manner to appropriate 

agencies. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

 

  79



Evidence: Hirbour and Haynes, P.C. audited the district during the period under review. The 

FY2000 audit and Single Audit were dated August 21, 2000. The FY2001 audit and Single Audit 

were dated November 22, 2001. The FY2002 audit and Single Audit were dated November 12, 

2002. The FY2003 audit and Single Audit were dated October 29, 2003. 

 

The “Agreed Upon Procedures for Review of the End-of-Year Financial Report” document for 

FY2000 was dated August 21, 2000. It was dated December 17, 2001 for FY2001, November 19, 

2002 for FY2002, and January 20, 2004 for FY2003. 

 

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: Excellent 

 
Evidence: The district adjusted math and ELA courses to run concurrently in the first semester, 

based on student data, and shifted resources to supply these courses with the needed texts and 

materials. 

 

District administrators indicated that student achievement data played a role when budget 

reductions were needed. During the period under review, any reductions were made in areas 

other than ELA, math, and the sciences. As a result of data analysis, the school added a 

transitional special education program . The scheduling and the sequencing of courses were 

adjusted to improve student achievement. 

 

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. 
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Preliminary Finding(s): 

• Independent audit reports were completed on time, with no audit findings related to 

management of all district finances. 

 
• School committee policies on the financial management of the district were limited. 

 
 

• The school committee did not receive regular financial reports. 
 

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: Poor 

 
Evidence: The school committee had no formal policy on expenditures and transfers. Transfers 

were made at the administrative level. If the superintendent deemed a transfer to be significant, it 

was presented to the school committee. The district was a recipient of the Bartolomei Trust, 

which was used for science programs. The district was not the custodian of the trust. The district 

was in compliance with the student activity account requirements. Hirbour and Haynes, P.C. 

audited these yearly. 

 

2. Regular, timely, accurate, and complete financial reports are made to the school committee and 

the public. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

 
Evidence: During the period under review, the school committee did not formally require 

monthly financial reports. Reports were presented as needed during budget time, or as otherwise 

requested. The superintendent reported any unusual expenditures (emergencies or significant 

transfers) to the committee. The district’s treasurer did not provide a monthly treasurer’s report. 

The treasurer reported to the school building committee, primarily on the status and funding of 

the school construction project. Town officials indicated that no financial reports were sent to the 

town offices. The superintendent’s annual report included an annual financial report and was sent 

to the town and published in reports that are available to the public. 
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3. Required local, state, and federal financial reports and statements are filed in a timely and 

accurate manner. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The district’s audits were filed promptly. A review of the EOYR Compliance Review 

revealed some reporting errors in the End-of-Year Pupil and Financial Report for each year 

under review. Amendments were filed, and these findings did not recur from fiscal year to fiscal 

year. All grant amendments and final financial reports were filed on time. The district’s assistant 

treasurer communicated regularly with the grant managers regarding the need for amendments 

and for filing purposes. The independent auditor’s single Audit Act report had no findings 

related to grants for each year under review. 

 

4. The district uses efficient accounting technology that integrates district-level financial 

information with the financial information of each school, and allows financial managers and 

principals to accurately track spending against the budget on a regular basis. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The district used Compusense/Unifund financial accounting system software. The 

district’s financial managers did not have access to the system but received reports on request. 

The grant managers and cafeteria revolving account were reconciled and monitored regularly. 

The cafeteria and construction accounts were on their own accounting system, which was 

reconciled monthly with the district records. 

 

5. The district reviews student achievement data and the reviews are reflected in its financial 

decisions. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: District administrators indicated that student achievement data played a role when 

budget reductions were needed. During the period under review, any reductions were made in 

areas other than ELA, math, and the sciences. As a result of data analysis, the school added a 

transitional special education program. The scheduling and the sequencing of courses were 

adjusted to improve student achievement. The district adjusted math courses to run concurrently 

in the first semester, based on student data, and shifted resources to supply these courses with the 

needed texts and materials. 

 
6. The district regularly employs: 

a. certified business officials, 

b. purchasing agents with MCPPO credentials, 

c. appropriate independent financial auditing services and implements their recommendations 

to ensure efficient and quality financial systems. 

d. Objective and independent treasurers and auditor.* 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

 
Evidence: The district did not have a formal business manager position. The superintendent was 

the district’s chief procurement officer and reviewed all bids for compliance. The school 

committee awarded and approved contracts. The district’s independent auditor indicated that the 

yearly audit had no procurement findings. 

 

Hirbour and Haynes, P.C. audited the district during the period under review. The FY2000 audit 

and Single Audit were dated August 21, 2000. The FY2001 audit and Single Audit were dated 

November 22, 2001. The FY2002 audit and Single Audit were dated November 12, 2002. The 

FY2003 audit and Single Audit were dated October 29, 2003. 

 

The “Agreed Upon Procedures for Review of the End-of-Year Financial Report” document for 

FY2000 was dated August 21, 2000. It was dated December 17, 2001 for FY2001, November 19, 

2002 for FY2002, and January 20, 2004 for FY2003. All the findings of the EOYR were related 

to misposting. The district addressed all findings in the subsequent fiscal years. The district 
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employed an independent treasurer during the period under review. The district had an assistant 

treasurer on staff. 

 

7. The district uses reliable forecast mechanisms and control procedures to ensure that spending is 

within fiscal budget limits. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: During the period under review, the district prepared yearly cash flow analyses to 

determine the potential need for issuances of Revenue Anticipation Notes (RANs.) The district 

did not have to issue any RANs. The towns paid their assessments to the district quarterly, or 

early when the district asked. When cash flow was a potential issue, the district delayed the 

issuances of checks for a short period. The district encumbered the payroll at the beginning of 

each year. The district analyzed operating expenses for trends. The independent audits showed 

no findings or issues related to a deficiency in the district’s internal control system. 

 

The independent audits indicated that the district was able to use funds to reduce the assessments 

in the subsequent years. According to the FY2000 “Combined Balance Sheet,” the Fund Balance 

“designated for subsequent year’s assessment reduction” was $267,431. In FY2001 it was 

$610,360, in FY2002, $669,774, and in FY2003, $540,000. 

 

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: The superintendent was the district’s chief procurement officer, and reviewed all 

purchases and contracts for compliance with state bidding laws. The school committee approved 

and awarded contracts. The assistant treasurer used the reconciliation process to monitor special 
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revenue funds and revolving accounts, including the school lunch revolving account. The 

district’s EOYR Schedule 1 School Lunch Revolving Account Information indicated that the 

school lunch account was managed efficiently and effectively. Operating revenues were 

$245,796 in FY2000, and operating expenses were $243,119, for a surplus of $2,677. In 

FY2001, operating revenues were $255,745 with operating expenses of $260,769, for a deficit of 

$5,024. In FY2002, operating revenues were $291,580 with operating expenses of $279,518, for 

a surplus of $12,062. In FY2003, operating revenues were $290,483 with operating expenses of 

$285,627, for a surplus of $4,856. 

 

The school committee had a revolving accounts policy, which stated that no bills for revolving 

accounts were to be encumbered if they could not be paid within the fiscal year. It also required 

that no bills be carried over from one fiscal year to another. 

 

The principal monitored and tracked instructional assets. Teachers inventoried supplies and 

textbooks to determine what was needed. The technology coordinator monitored all technology 

equipment and inventoried it with identification numbers. The district was not in compliance 

with GASB No. 34 at the time of the EQA’s visit, but it intended to be GASB No. 34 compliant 

upon completion of the construction project and a formal vote of the school committee. 

 

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: The district’s maintenance director had a preventative maintenance plan during the 

period under review. The maintenance director and the superintendent reviewed it yearly. The 

construction and renovation project resulted in maintenance expenditures being used primarily to 

address safety and health issues. No significant funds were committed to areas that were going to 

be destroyed in the project. The building was clean, safe, and well-lit. During the period under 

review, the district met the DOE’s foundation requirement for maintenance expenditures. 
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10. Educational and program facilities are of adequate size, clean, safe, well-lit, well-maintained, 

and conducive to promoting the learning process. 

 * This portion of indicator 12-6 is applied to regional academic and vocational school districts. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The district was completing a $31 million construction and renovation project at the 

time of the EQA visit. Despite the construction, the building was clean, safe, and well-lit. There 

were security cameras at each corridor intersection. The EQA team noticed that access to the 

building was easy at every doorway. There were no security cameras at building doors. 
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Appendix A: Proficiency Index 
 
The Proficiency Index is a metric used to measure and compare all schools and school districts 

regarding their performance on each of the MCAS tests. There are three indices: The Average 

Proficiency Index (API), the English Language Arts Proficiency Index (EPI) and the Math 

Proficiency Index (MPI). The index is developed as follows: 

 
The Proficiency Index is a measure of the level of achievement a district, school, grade, or 

subgroup has made in relation to the proficiency achievement level on the annual MCAS test. The 

Proficiency Index is calculated as follows: 

Percentage of students scoring 200-208 on test   x  0 = A 
 Percentage of students scoring 210-218 on test   x  25 = B 
 Percentage of students scoring 220-228 on test   x  50 = C 
 Percentage of students scoring 230-238 on test   x  75 = D 
 Percentage of students scoring 240 or more on test  x 100 = E 
 
The Proficiency Index (PI) equals the sum of A + B + C + D + E = PI 
 
Example: The Governor Ambrose High School had the following results for the 2001 MCAS 
test: 
 12% of all students scored 200-208; therefore,  12% x 0  =  0 
 15% of all students scored 210-218; therefore,  15% x 25  =  3.75 
 21% of all students scored 220-228; therefore,  21% x 50  = 10.5 
   34% of all students scored 230-238; therefore,  34% x 75  = 25.5 
   18% of all students scored 240 or more; therefore, 18% x 100 = 18.0 
 
The Proficiency Index is calculated by adding: 0 + 3.75 + 10.5 + 25.5 + 18 = 57.75 
 

  The Proficiency Index for the Governor Ambrose High would be: 57.75 
  The MPI would use the same calculation for all students taking the math exam. 
  The EPI would use the same calculation for all students taking the ELA exam. 
 

The 100 point Proficiency Index is divided into six Proficiency Categories as follows: 90-100 is 

‘Very High’ (VH), 80-89.9 is ‘High’ (H), 70-79.9 is ‘Moderate’ (M), 60-69.9 is ‘Low’ (L), 40-

59.9 is ‘Very Low’ (VL), and 0-39.9 is ‘Critically Low’ (CL). 

 
 



Appendix B: Mahar’s Chapter 70 Funding and NSS FY1993-2003 

Foundation Pct Foundation Pct Required Chapter 70 Pct Required Pct Actual Pct Dollars Pct 

Enrollment Chg Budget Chg Local Aid Chg Net School Chg Net School Chg Over/Under Over/ 
FY 

         Contribution     Spending (NSS)   Spending   Requirement Un/over 

FY93 792  4,396,334  2,248,041 2,138,469  4,386,510  4,386,510    

FY94 790 -0.3 4,425,837 0.7 2,113,984 2,414,551 12.9 4,528,535 3.2 4,766,374 8.7 237,839 5.3

FY95 739 -6.5 4,245,165 -4.1 2,008,567 2,645,532 9.6 4,654,099 2.8 5,053,339 6 399,240 8.6

FY96 756 2.3 4,479,595 5.5 1,892,095 2,699,916 2.1 4,592,011 -1.3 5,261,360 4.1 669,349 14.6

FY97 781 3.3 4,737,246 5.8 1,881,868 2,877,329 6.6 4,759,197 3.6 5,559,600 5.7 800,403 16.8

FY98 805 3.1 5,005,370 5.7 1,794,436 3,084,543 7.2 4,878,979 2.5 6,116,602 10 1,237,623 25.4

FY99 775 -3.7 4,978,057 -0.5 1,800,246 3,256,411 5.6 5,056,657 3.6 6,423,521 5 1,366,864 27

FY00 781 0.8 5,102,711 2.5 1,783,360 3,388,702 4.1 5,172,062 2.3 6,575,558 2.4 1,403,496 27.1

FY01 806 3.2 5,404,181 5.9 1,899,931 3,529,753 4.2 5,429,684 5 6,987,707 6.3 1,558,023 28.7

FY02 812 0.7 5,692,801 5.3 2,088,996 3,800,828 7.7 5,889,824 8.5 7,599,980 8.8 1,710,156 29

FY03 820 1 5,854,291 2.8 2,132,150 3,800,828 0 5,932,978 0.7 7,964,378 4.8 2,031,400 34.2

Chapter 70 Aid 
as           

FY 
Dollars per Foundation 

Enrollment   Percentage of Foundation 
Pct of Actual 

NSS           
  Fnd. Budget Ch 70

Aid
Actual NSS   Ch 70 Required

NSS
Actual

NSS
 
          

FY93 5,551 2,700 5,539   48.6 99.8 99.8 48.8           
FY94 5,602 3,056 6,033   54.6 102.3 107.7 50.7           
FY95 5,744 3,580 6,838   62.3 109.6 119 52.4           
FY96 5,925 3,571 6,959   60.3 102.5 117.5 51.3           
FY97 6,066 3,684 7,119   60.7 100.5 117.4 51.8           
FY98 6,218 3,832 7,598   61.6 97.5 122.2 50.4           
FY99 6,423 4,202 8,288   65.4 101.6 129 50.7           
FY00 6,534 4,339 8,419   66.4 101.4 128.9 51.5           
FY01 6,705 4,379 8,670   65.3 100.5 129.3 50.5           
FY02 7,011 4,681 9,360   66.8 103.5 133.5 50           
FY03 7,139 4,635 9,713   64.9 101.3 136 47.7           
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