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

On February 26-27, 2003, the Office of Educational Quality and Accountability (EQA) 

conducted an independent examination of the Southbridge Public Schools (SPS) for the period 

between 1999-2002. 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 fact-finding process for school districts 

involves two tiers of investigation and utilizes ten standards.  

Southbridge, a semi-rural town with a 2000 U.S. Census population of 17,214 people, is located 

in the south central portion of Worcester County. Southbridge has a town manager/town council 

form of government and a six-person school committee. The Southbridge Public School District 

has five schools serving grades PreK-12 with 2,600 total students enrolled in the district. There is 

a total of 255 Southbridge students enrolled in the Southern Worcester City Vocational School 

(Bay Path). According to recent Massachusetts Department of Education (DOE) data, the 

demographic/subgroup composition in the Southbridge Public Schools is: White, 62.1%; 

Hispanic-American, 34.4%; African-American 1.7%; Asian-American, 1.8%; Limited English 

Proficiency (LEP), 5.4%; Free or Reduced Lunch (FRL), 36.2% and Special Education (SPED), 

20.4%. 

This report finds the Southbridge Public Schools to be a very low performing school district in 

math and a moderate performing district in English Language Arts (ELA). In general, the school 

district is marked by significantly below average student achievement on standardized tests. The 

Southbridge School District has demonstrated little improvement in its Massachusetts 

Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS) test scores between 1999-2002. 
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Part II: Tier I Student Achievement Report 
At Tier I, the EQA review of the MCAS test results is framed by the following five essential 

questions: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

most current test data: a comparative analysis of the data using State and district results by grade, 

ethnic and student category and a school-based analysis; a “performance gap” analysis, and a 

series of t-tests to determine whether the average responses for students in Southbridge 

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

The t-test is a statistic that one would use to test whether or not the means of two sets of sample 

data are significantly different. This statistical test enables a comparison between the means of 

individual subgroups against the total district/school population. Statistically, when the values 

from the t-test are less than or equal to 0.05, there is a significant difference between any two 

groups. Significant differences were detected in all three types of analyses. Descriptive analyses 

of the test results for 2002 MCAS tests revealed marked differences between Southbridge 

students and the State. Significant differences were detected in the gap analysis and t-tests 

applied to the data. A discussion of the analyses follows: 
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Descriptive Analysis: The following is a descriptive analysis generated to compare various 

elements of the Southbridge results from the 2002 MCAS test with the State and significant 

subgroups of the State’s student population. 

1) Achievement: Student achievement data on the MCAS test indicates that the district 

experienced a marginal increase of 2.4% among students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories between the 2001 and 2002 administration of MCAS (see Figures/Tables 

1 and 2, below). In the 2002 administration of the MCAS test, only 6.6% of the district’s 

students scored in the ‘Advanced’ category, as compared to 13.1% the State’s students scoring in 

that same category. Additionally, 30.6%, a slight increase of 1.7% of students from 2001 results, 

of the district’s students scoring in the ‘Proficient’ category, as compared to 36.7% of the State’s 

students scoring in the same category. The district had 4.2% fewer of its students score in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ category than it did in 2001. The district’s students scoring in the 

‘Warning/Failing’ category increased by 1.9% between 2001 and 2002. The 2002 data shows 

that 62.9% of Southbridge’s students scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ 

categories, as compared to 50.2% of the State’s students scoring in that same category.  

Figure/Table 1: 

MCAS 2001 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level 

80 
60 
40 
20 

0 
20 
40 
60 
80 

100 

100 

B
el

ow
 S

ta
nd

ar
d

   
A

bo
ve

 S
ta

nd
ar

d 

State Southbridge 

Advanced 
Proficient 

Needs Improv. 
Warning/Failing 

11.6 
36.1 
34.7 
17.7 

5.9 
28.9 
45.8 
19.4 
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Figure/Table 2: 

MCAS 2002 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level 
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State Southbridge 

Advanced 
Proficient 
Needs Improv. 
Warning/Failing 

13.1 
36.7 
33.3 
16.9 

6.6 
30.6 
41.6 
21.3 

When the data were disaggregated into ELA and math, the performance gap between the State’s 

students and the district’s follows the same pattern (see Figure/Table 3, below). In the 2002 

MCAS ELA subtest, the district had 6.4% of its students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category, 

while the State 11.8% of its students scoring in that same category. In this subtest, the district 

had 41.7% of its students score in the ‘Proficient’ category, as compared to 48.1% of the State’s 

students scoring in that same category. In the ELA subtest, the district had 42.3% score in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ category, as compared to 30.7% of the State’s students scoring in that 

same category. The district had 21.3% of its students score in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category, as 

compared to 16.9% of the State’s students scoring in that same category. 

In the math subtest of 2002, the district had 6.8% of its students achieve in the ‘Advanced’ 

category, while the State had 14.4% of its students in that same category. In this same subtest, 

the district had 19.1% of its students score in the ‘Proficient’ category, as compared to 25.3% of 

the State’s students in that same category. In the math subtest, the district had 40.9% of its 

students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ category, as compared to 36.0% of the State’s 

students in that same category.  In this subtest, the district had 33.2% of its students score in the 
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‘Warning/Failing’ category, as compared to 24.4% of the State’s students scoring in that same 

category. 

Figure/Table 3: 

MCAS 2002 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level by Subject 
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11.8 
48.1 
30.7 
9.5 

6.4 
41.7 
42.3 
9.6 

14.4 
25.3 
36.0 
24.4 

6.8 
19.1 
40.9 
33.2 

The data below in Figure/Table 4 is disaggregated by grade level and subtest and demonstrates 

gaps in student performance. Grade 4 students in the State average for ELA outperformed the 

district’s Grade 4 students in the ‘Advanced’ category, 7.7% and 1.4%, respectively. The district 

had 39.2% of its students score in the ‘Proficient’ category in the ELA subtest, and the State had 

46.5% score in that same category. In Grade 4, the district had 52.6% of its students score in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ category for ELA, as compared to 36.9% of the State’s students in that 

same category. In the ‘Warning/Failing’ category of the ELA subtest, the district’s students 

scored slightly better than the State’s students, 6.7% and 8.8%, respectively.    

In math at Grade 4, the district had 4.7% of its students score in the ‘Advanced’ category, as 

compared to 12.3% of the State’s students scoring in that same category. In Grade 4, in the math 

subtest, 50.2% of the district’s students scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ category, as 
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compared to 42.1% of the State’s students scoring in that same category. In the math subtest, the 

district had 27.7% of its students score in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category, as compared to18.1% 

of the State’s students scoring in that same category 

Figure/Table 4: 

MCAS 2002 Data - Grade 04 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level by Subject and Grade 
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State ELA Southbridge ELA State MTH Southbridge MTH 

Advanced 7.7 1.4 12.3 4.7 
Proficient 46.5 39.2 27.6 17.4 

Needs Improv. 36.9 52.6 42.1 50.2 
Warning/Failing 8.8 6.7 18.1 27.7 

The 2002 MCAS data for Grade 7/8, illustrates the continuation of the achievement gaps (see 

Figure/Table 5). In Grade 7, in the ELA subtest, the district had 2.2% of its students score in the 

‘Advanced’ category, as compared to 19.8% of the State’s students scoring in that same 

category. In the Grade 8 math subtest, the district had 4.0% of its students score in the 

‘Advanced’ category, as compared to 20.6% of the State’s students scoring in that same 

category. The district had 14.4% of its students score in the ‘Proficient’ category, as compared to 

24.7% of the State’s students in that same category. The district had 41.7% of its students score 

in the ‘Needs Improvement’ category in the ELA subtest, as compared to 26.8% of the State’s 

students in that same category. Thirty-four percent of the district’s students scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ category in the math subtest, compared to 31.4% of the State’s students in that 
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same category.  However, in the math subtest, 47.5% of the district’s students scored in the 

‘Warning/Failing’ category, as compared to the State average of 23.3%. Overall, the district had 

81.7% of its Grade 8 students achieve in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ 
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categories. 

Figure/Table 5: 

MCAS 2002 Data - Grade 07/08 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level by Subject and Grade 
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State ELA Southbridge ELA State MTH Southbridge MTH 

Advanced 19.8 2.2 20.6 4.0 
Proficient 40.9 44.0 24.7 14.4 

Needs Improv. 26.8 41.7 31.4 34.2 
Warning/Failing 12.4 12.1 23.3 47.5 

As illustrated in Figure/Table 6, below, the performance gap is reduced at the Grade 10 level. 

Higher percentages of students in the district scored above the State average in all four categories 

in the ELA subtest. In the math subtest, the district had 43.8% of its students score in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, as compared to the State average of 45.3%, and in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, the district had 56.2%, as compared to 

the State average of 54.7%. 
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Figure/Table 6: 

MCAS 2002 Data - Grade 10 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level by Subject and Grade 
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State ELA Southbridge ELA State MTH Southbridge MTH 

Advanced 19.8 21.7 20.6 14.6 
Proficient 40.9 41.9 24.7 29.2 

Needs Improv. 26.8 26.4 31.4 36.2 
Warning/Failing 12.4 10.1 23.3 20.0 

Preliminary Finding: 

• 	 A significant number of the district’s students are not reaching State proficiency 

standards, particularly students in Grades 4 and 7/8 in both ELA and math.   

2. Equity of Achievement: The EQA reviewed and analyzed data to address the question of 

equity of achievement for the district’s subgroup populations. The following figure/table 

represents the achievement of the district’s students by Free or Reduced Lunch/Yes (FRL/Y) and 

the Free and Reduced Lunch/No (FRL/N) achievement, as compared to the State averages for 

those same populations in the 2002 administration of the MCAS test.  

Figure/Table 7 shows that when the data are disaggregated by subgroup, special education 

students in the district were less likely to score in the ‘Advanced’ or ‘Proficient’ categories than 

were similar students in the State. The State average for students in these categories was 17.1%, 

as compared to the district’s 4.2%. 
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Figure/Table 7: 
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MCAS 2002 Data 
Percent of Regular,Disabilites and LEP students at each proficiency 

level 
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State Reg Southbridge Reg State Disability Southbridge Disability 

Advanced 15.1 7.6 1.8 0.7 
Proficient 40.5 35.0 15.3 3.5 

Needs Improv. 32.1 40.2 40.8 50.4 
Warning/Failing 12.3 17.2 42.1 45.5 

* Insufficient response data for LEP analysis 

Fewer special education students in the district scored in the ‘Advanced’ or ‘Proficient’ 

categories than did regular education students within the district. A total of 42.6% of regular 

education students scored in these two categories, as compared to 4.2% of the special education 

students scoring in those same categories.  
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Figure/Table 8: 

MCAS 2002 Data 
Percent of students by race at each proficiency level 
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State Hispanic	 SoBrdg. State White SoBrdg. White State Mixed SoBrdg. Mixed 

Hispanic 

Advanced 2.0 1.9 15.4 8.6 11.2 9.7 
Proficient 16.7 17.3 41.4 38.6 35.4 28.2 

Needs Improv. 39.6 48.7 31.8 38.1 35.3 37.9 
Warning/Failing 41.7 32.1 11.4 14.7 18.2 24.3 

*Insufficient response data for African-American, Asian-American students and other categories. 

Hispanic-American students were less likely to score in the ‘Advanced’ or ‘Proficient’ 

categories, (19.2%) than were White students (47.2%). The district had 47.2% of its White 

students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, as compared to the State average of 

56.8% in those same categories.  
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Figure/Table 9 illustrates the variation of achievement between Free and Reduced Lunch 

program (FRL/Y) participants and non-Free and Reduced Lunch program (FRL/N) participants 

in both the district and the State. 

Figure/Table 9: 
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MCAS 2002 Data 
Percent of students by FRL (Y or N) at each proficiency level 
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State FRL Yes Southbridge FRL Yes State FRL No Southbridge FRL No 

Advanced 2.8 0.8 15.9 9.9 
Proficient 21.1 19.8 40.9 36.7 
Needs Improv. 41.9 47.3 31.0 38.4 
Warning/Failing 34.2 32.3 12.2 15.0 

At both the district and State levels, students in the FRL/Y population were less likely to achieve 

at the ‘Advanced’ or ‘Proficient’ categories than were students designated as FRL/N. In 

particular, in the district, 79.6% of the FRL/Y students scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ categories, whereas 53.4% of the district’s FRL/N students scored in those 

same categories.    
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Figure/Table 10 shows the variation of subgroup achievement when plotted on a graph of ELA 

(X–axis) and math (Y–axis) Proficiency Index points.  The district’s subgroups are all achieving 

in a range of depressed math scores at all grade levels. 

Figure/Table 10: 

ELA vs Math PI (by subgroup) 
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Preliminary Finding: 

• 	 There is a variation in student achievement and a lack of achievement among the district’s 

subgroups. 
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Improvement: Since 1999, the district has increased the percentage of students scoring in the 

‘Advanced’ category from 2.5% to 6.6%. However, this number has remained relatively constant 

since 2000 (the 6.6% of students scoring in this category in 2000 dropped to 5.9% in 2001 and 

returned to 6.6% in 2002). The percentage of students scoring in the ‘Proficient’ category has 

increased from 23.7% in 1999 to 30.6% in 2002. The district has remained the same in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ category, with 41.5% in 1999, and 41.6% in 2002. The district’s 

percentage of students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category has decreased from 32.3% in 

1999 to 21.3% in 2002. There was slight improvement shown between the 1999 and 2000 

MCAS test scores; however, the scores have not improved during the past two years. 

Figure/Table 11: 

MCAS 1999 - 2002 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level 
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Advanced 2.5 6.6 5.9 6.6 
Proficient 23.7 29.9 28.9 30.6 

Needs Improv. 41.5 35.2 45.8 41.6 
Warning/Failing 32.3 28.3 19.4 21.3 
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According to school officials, this may explain the increase in scores at the Grade 10 level. There 

has been some movement on the part of the district to increase the number of students who score 

in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 26.2% in 1999 and 37.2% in 2002. A decrease of 

10.9% in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and Warning/Failing categories has been noted. In 1999, 

73.8% of the students fell into these categories, as compared to 62.9% in 2002.  

Preliminary Finding: 

• The district has not shown significant overall improvement in student achievement. 

Equity of Improvement: The EQA recognizes that there has been some improvement in the 

district’s MCAS test performance, particularly in ELA. However, with the exception of the 

district’s Grade 10 students, there has been no equitable improvement in district performance in 

math. Figures 12 and 13, and Table 14 indicate that the district has a mixed record of meeting 

State performance standards. Hispanic-American students and those who participate in the Free 

and Reduced Lunch programs actually do slightly better than the State average for the same 

groups over time. However, White, regular education students in the FRL/N population 

consistently achieve below similar State subgroups over time. The gap between subgroups over 

the past three years has been variable but persistent, especially in math. 

Figure 12: Three-year trends in ELA Subgroup Proficiency Indexes (2000-2002) 
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Figure 13: Three-year Trends in Math Proficiency Indexes by Subgroup (2000-2002) 
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Table 14: Proficiency Index performance by Subgroup in ELA and math (2000-2002) 

Southbridge:

ALL 

Regular 

Disability 

FRL/Y 

Hispanic 

White 

MCAS Year ELA PI Math PI 
00 73.0 56.5 
01 75.7 58.4 
02 77.3 58.3 
00 78.4 62.1 
01 78.3 61.3 
02 81.2 62.2 
00 41.7 29.4 
01 52.4 45.1 
02 51.4 36.6 
00 60.3 45.9 
01 66.0 50.8 
02 67.1 44.3 
00 53.9 39.4 
01 64.1 44.6 
02 64.6 45.8 
00 79.5 64.2 
01 82.2 66.3 
02 84.3 65.6 

State: 

ALL 

Regular 

Disability 

FRL/Y 

Hispanic 

White 

MCAS Year 
00 
01 
02 
00 
01 
02 
00 
01 
02 
00 
01 
02 
00 
01 
02 
00 
01 
02 

ELA PI 
74.2 
79.5 
81.6 
79.2 
84.1 
85.8 
47.1 
55.3 
58.1 
57.3 
62.4 
65.5 
50.0 
57.1 
60.3 
79.1 
84.3 
86.4 

Math PI 
63.0 
67.3 
67.0 
67.4 
71.9 
71.4 
39.4 
43.5 
42.6 
45.2 
48.1 
47.6 
37.6 
42.6 
42.1 
68.4 
72.8 
72.7 
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Preliminary Finding: 

• There is a lack of equitable improvement among the district’s subgroups, particularly in 

math.  

Participation: The Federal standard of the No Child Left Behind Act, ESEA reauthorization 

2001, is that a minimum of 95% of all students in all groups must participate in the State test. 

This Federal standard will begin to apply to school districts in Massachusetts on the spring 

administration of the 2003 MCAS test. Southbridge has met this standard in math and is slightly 

below in ELA. However, when overall participation data is disaggregated by grade and 

subgroup, the participation standard is not consistently met. 

Table 15: 

ELA Math 
Tested 94.75% 95.77% 
NTA 0.17% 0.35% 
NTM 0.00% 0.53% 
NTO 5.08% 3.35% 

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

Table 16: 

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

ELA Math 
Tested Regular 488 462 

Disability 71 71 
LEP 1 10 

NTA Regular 0 2 
Disability 1 0 

NTM Disability 0 1 
LEP 0 2 

NTO Regular 4 1 
Disability 2 7 
LEP 24 11 
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Preliminary Finding: 

• 	 Students are generally participating in the MCAS test, but district attendance, retention, and 

suspension records indicate patterns of inequity in the promotion, attendance, and 

participation of Hispanic-American students in the district. 

Part III: Summary and Preliminary Findings by Domain 
An EQA team composed of four examiners interviewed the superintendent of schools and the 

district leadership. The interview process was guided by questions derived from the Tier II 

analysis of documents in the domain areas of: A, Assessment and Evaluation; B, Curriculum and 

Instruction; C, Student Academic Support Services; D, Leadership and Governance; and E, 

Business and Financial Management. 

Throughout the entire Tier II process, the overarching purpose was to determine the level of the 

capacity of district leaders to implement initiatives most likely to result in improved academic 

achievement for all students. The EQA team gathered information through a series of focused 

interviews with the superintendent and the district leadership team. Additionally, further 

documents were reviewed on site. The following reflects the consensus and summary of the 

EQA examiners for each domain. 
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Domain A: Assessment and Evaluation 

Standards 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total 
Domain A – Assessment and Evaluation 
S1 - Student Assessment 

Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
Satisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
Poor 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 N/A 3 
Unsatisfactory 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 N/A 4 

S2 – Evaluation 
Excellent 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 
Satisfactory 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 
Poor 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 
Unsatisfactory 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A 4 

The assessments used by the district are the MCAS test and teacher generated tests. The 

leadership team indicated that the IOWA test system had been used in past years; however, this 

was abandoned as a cost cutting measure. 

The district has not provided training to staff in the analysis of MCAS test data, according to the 

leadership team. Principals at the elementary school, middle school, and secondary levels and the 

two curriculum coordinators at the middle and senior high levels are responsible for the 

distribution and review of MCAS test results. There is an informal process in place that ensures 

that administrators and teachers all have access to the data. The district uses Test Whiz for 

MCAS data analysis. According to the principals at the elementary levels, since the Grades K-1 

school does not participate in the MCAS test, “the elementary levels share their MCAS results to 

familiarize the staff with testing items and MCAS expectations.”  

Each school has a different way of dealing with the MCAS data. At the high school, data are 

disseminated by the principal and the two coordinators (ELA and math), and the teaching staff is 

not directly involved. All data are discussed at the department level, and, according to the 

coordinators, they are “trying to get their students more involved.” At another school, the 

principal explained that staff, “reviews all of the questions and uses test items as part of the daily 

curriculum.” Another principal said that the school staff was, “reviewing the areas of weakness 

and using open-ended questions.” There were some links between the schools, as teachers in 

Grade 4 were “sharing information with the teachers at the Grade[s] 2/3 school.” The 
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administrative team consistently commented that, “staff spent a lot of time with ELA because of 

the transient population and the number of second language students.” 

The administrative team reported that the district recognizes that their math scores are low, but 

they have not placed significant emphasis in this area because of their commitment to the ELA 

content areas (e.g. Writing Across the Curriculum). In an interview, a district administrator 

explained that, ”if we can improve our ELA scores the math section will also increase because of 

the emphasis on word problems.” The district is now starting to review the program in place and 

have purchased textbooks that are aligned with the State Curriculum Frameworks. There is no 

math coordinator at the elementary level, and the math curriculum at this level only consists of 

benchmarks that are aligned with the State frameworks. There is a math coordinator who 

services grades 6-12, with the majority of the time spent at the high school. 

Approximately one-third of Southbridge’s Grade 8 students enter the Bay Path Vocational 

School rather than the Southbridge High School at Grade 9. It was explained that, “many of these 

students are very low performing.” Interviewees continued to explain that, “the majority of the 

students going on to the vocational school have not passed the Grade 8 MCAS.” The result of 

losing a large number of low performing students from the district would contribute to the 

increase in the MCAS test scores at Grade 10. 

The district leadership does not recognize that the aggregate performance on the MCAS test has 

been relatively unchanged for the past three years. In interviews, they cite specific areas of 

improvement at various levels in the district but did not take into account areas where little or no 

advancement had been made. Cycle II data shows that the district has made moderate gains in 

ELA, but this is offset by the very low performance in math. 

The district leadership believes that the DOE participation data is inaccurate. They explained that 

they are following DOE regulations regarding student exemptions from MCAS test participation. 

However, they do acknowledge that there could be an internal problem regarding the consistency 

in the way data is reported to the testing service. 

20




The district has open house sessions on a yearly basis to review the MCAS test, but these 

sessions are poorly attended by parents/guardians in spite of a variety of techniques utilized by 

staff and administration to encourage parents to attend the meetings. It should be noted that the 

Mary Wells Junior High has been declared an under-performing school by the Massachusetts 

DOE. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 The district spends time looking at MCAS test data, but it does not effectively analyze it or 

use it consistently to make decisions. 

• 	 The district has issues around the collection and accurate reporting of test data to the State. 

• 	 The district recognizes the facilities for students in special education and Transitional 

Bilingual Education (TBE) are not equal to those of their regular education peers. 

Throughout the entire on-site visit, the district leadership team cited a lack of space as the 

major issue. 

• 	 The EQA examiners credit the superintendent with her prompt attention to the modifications 

in the principals’ contracts that specifically articulate the principals’ roles in implementing 

school improvement plans, reducing levels of suspensions and retentions, and reducing 

inappropriate referrals to special education. This same sense of urgency, however, was not 

apparent as it pertained to the attendance issue with teachers and the rate of retention among 

Hispanic-American students. 
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Domain B: Curriculum and Instruction 

Standards 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total 
Domain B - Curriculum and Instruction 
S3 - Curriculum 

Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Satisfactory 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Poor 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 4 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 

S4 - Professional Development 
Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
Satisfactory 0 1 1 0 0 1 N/A N/A 3 
Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
Unsatisfactory 1 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 1 

The district does not have a procedure in place for a regular revision of curriculum. In grades K

8, the district uses the Addison-Wesley series for math, and a Harcourt series for ELA programs. 

During the on-site visit, the EQA examiners noted that the district selected these based on the 

fact that the texts were aligned with the State Curriculum Frameworks at the time of purchase. In 

an interview, district administrators disagreed about what constitutes a curriculum. Some 

believed the textbook to be the curriculum, but others disagreed. Nevertheless, the district’s 

curriculum is aligned with the State Curriculum Frameworks across the grade levels; however, 

there is little coordination between programs across the district.  

The district’s professional development plan provides for course work, seminars, institutes, DOE 

sponsored activities, and educator-designed activities. The administration noted that, “There is 

ample opportunity for professional development; however, with the exception of the two days 

provided via the contract, participation by teachers is voluntary.” During the document review 

and on-site interviews, the EQA team did not find any evidence of a connection between 

professional development activities and student improvement in the district.  

Teachers in the district are required to submit a five-year plan that is reviewed every two years 

with a building administrator. The goal is to make sure that teacher-identified goals are aligned 

with the schools’ and the district’s goals. All requests from members of the staff to participate in 
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professional development activities must be authorized by the building administrator and 

reviewed again by the superintendent. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 The EQA team determined that while the district clearly articulates the commitment to 

improved student achievement, they could not say with any degree of certainty that this 

commitment is evidenced in any practice or plan likely to result in improved student 

achievement. 

• 	 There is confusion in the district as to the actual nature of the curriculum. Additionally, the 

district has no formal curriculum revision process. 

• 	 Although the district offers many opportunities for professional development, these are 

optional. Additionally, professional development activities do not appear to have any 

connection to improvement of student achievement. 
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Domain C: Student Academic Support Services 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
D

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 1 1 2 
1 1 0 0 0 0 2 
0 0 1 1 0 0 2 

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

Standards Total 
omain C – Student Academic Support Services 

S5 - Academic Support Services 
Excellent N/A N/A 
Satisfactory N/A N/A 
Poor N/A N/A 
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 

S6 - Participation, Safety, and Discipline 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

The district was not able to provide the EQA with an exact count of Limited English Proficiency 

(LEP) students who require special education services. The special education and bilingual 

directors, who are both in their first year of service, indicated that, “they are working hand-in-

hand, trying to pull everything together and have definite documentation about every student.” It 

was reiterated during interview sessions that, “the lack of consistent directors of special 

education and bilingual education has been very difficult on the system.” 

Student Handbooks are produced in a bilingual format, as are the district’s goals. The 

Department of Education’s Coordinated Program Review (CPR) states that parents of special 

education students receive notices in their native language. The EQA team did not see any 

notices translated into another language other than Spanish, and this was documented during the 

on-site visit. 

There was much discussion during the Tier II site visit with the administrative team surrounding 

the high cost of tuitioning-out services for special education. In further discussions during the 

interview process, it was explained that, “the community many years ago did not want to deal 

with students who had disabilities, and so, therefore, a great number are placed outside of the 

district.” The superintendent commented, “There is not enough room in any school to bring in 

additional programs.” The superintendent did say that, “[T]hey are presently attempting to lease 

space to start their own alternative school for disruptive students.” 
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The special education and LEP staffs examine MCAS test data in order to address the needs of 

their students. Individualized Educational Plans (IEPs) for special education students are 

generated to meet these needs. As a result, additional support is provided through the following: 

summer programs, peer tutoring, and some after school offerings. At the elementary level, there 

is an extensive Title I staff available for additional support, and, according the administrators, 

this support is “primarily in the area of reading.” 

District administrators noted that, “[T]here are many students who are misidentified as special 

education students. Student support services are not always consistent, and sometimes services 

are provided when they are not warranted.” Of the students who are tuitioned-out of the district, 

5% are designated as ‘severe/emotional;’ 20% are designated as ‘medical/low functioning’ and 

75% are designated as ‘behavioral.’ In addition, there are 20 junior high school/high school 

students who receive their education in an out-of-district day program located in a facility less 

then one mile from the center of town. Also, individuals serving in the district as 

paraprofessionals have two designations: tutorial assistants (who have 4-year degrees), and aides 

(those without 4-year degrees). 

According to a district administrator and building administrators, the district’s special education 

services use a number of models to address the needs of their population and include the 

following: pullout, inclusion, and separate class models. During interviews administrators 

explained that the district’s expectation for inclusion was that, “the regular education teacher is 

responsible for delivering the curriculum, and the special education teacher must make 

appropriate modifications.” There is some concern on the part of district administrators that the 

inclusion model is not delivered appropriately. According to the most recent CPR (May 2002), 

the district did not have a bilingual special education program at each level. Each building 

operated different models of inclusive education. Inclusion did not exist at some schools. At the 

junior high school, there was no help available when students are included in the mainstream. At 

the elementary school level and junior high schools, they have both TBE and ESL classrooms, 

but there are no programs at the high school. Summer programs are available for all students. At 

the high school, there is an after school MCAS test preparation class.  
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Double periods focusing on literacy and writing are scheduled at the junior high school. Also, the 

junior high schools offer both peer tutoring by student peers and teacher to students at risk. 

According to the elementary principals, “the curriculum at the elementary is text-book driven 

with support from the Title I staff.” At the junior high and high school, where there is no Title I 

staff, there are coordinators for curriculum but few support staff available. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 The EQA examiners remain concerned that teachers who have the greatest influence on 

direct learning in the classroom are demonstrating a high rate of absenteeism (11.9 days per 

educator). In addition, the student attendance rate is 93.2% 

• 	 There has been inconsistent leadership in the areas of special education and bilingual 

education. 

• 	 There are issues in the district around record management for special education and bilingual 

students. 

• 	 The EQA has concerns around the high level of out-of-district spending. This concern is 

heightened by evidence that this out-of-district spending focuses on special needs and low 

performing behavioral students. 

• 	 The district leadership team is concerned that students are being misidentified with regard to 

special education services. The CPR (2002) noted that the district is including students on 

their special education child count that receive no specialized instruction and/or related 

services. 

• 	 The whole concept of inclusion within the district has yet to be clearly defined; therefore, the 

issues with bilingual education, special education, and language acquisition within the 

general classroom remain highly problematic. The EQA examiners found no evidence of a 

plan to seek a solution. 
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Domain D: Leadership and Governance 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
D

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

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

Standards Total 
omain D – Leadership and Governance 

S7 - Vision and Planning 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S8 - Organizational Structures, 
Policies and Practices 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

There are a total of 255 Southbridge students at Bay Path Vocational School. At the end of Grade 

8, approximately one-third of the class transfers to Bay Path rather than remain at the high 

school. Of this one-third, a majority did not pass the MCAS test, according to one school 

administrator. Also, according to school administrators, “It is a community ‘thing’ that a great 

number of students go to Bay Path, as did their parents.” The data also shows that there is 

consistently a large decrease in the special education population from Grade 8 to Grade 10. It 

was unclear in discussions if this was due solely to students transferring to the vocational school 

or due to IEP revision.  

The district did not provide documentation regarding system-wide policies; however, onsite the 

EQA team was able to question administrators about the district policies pertaining to the ten 

Tier II standards. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 The examination at Tier II revealed little evidence that the data available to the district has 

informed initiatives directed towards improved student achievement. The EQA team is 

convinced that the district is committed to the idea of change; however, the question remains 

whether or not the district has the capacity to sustain the change that will be necessary for 

improved student achievement.  
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Domain E: Business and Financial Management 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
D

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 0 1 0 0 1 3 
0 1 0 1 1 0 3 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
1 1 1 1 0 0 1 5 
0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

Standards Total 
omain E - Business and Financial

  Management 
S9 - Budget Planning and Development 

Excellent N/A N/A 
Satisfactory N/A N/A 
Poor N/A N/A 
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 

S10 - Financial Accounting and Reporting 
Excellent N/A 
Satisfactory N/A 
Poor N/A 
Unsatisfactory N/A 

In the budget, there was a $190,000 in question, which was used for reimbursement for staff 

participation in professional development activities. It must be noted that until the 2002-2003 

School Year there was no business manager solely for the school district. The Town Treasurer 

oversaw the finances of both the school department and the rest of the town. Essentially, the 

position of school business manager was a half-time position. This came about because of budget 

restraints seven years ago. During the 2001-02 school year, the School Committee members 

began questioning the allocation of school department versus town funding and the many errors 

discovered during the budget proposal process. A full-time position was allocated for the 2002

2003 School Year. 

Principals must appear before the school committee to discuss their individual budgets, and 

during interviews it was indicated that, “[T]here is limited teacher/parent input when the budget 

is built at the school level.” A district official indicated that Data National is used, and it should 

be updated. The Town Manager/Treasurer must approve any financial transaction of $5,000 or 

more. 

28




Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 The superintendent has lacked appropriate and adequate support to fulfill her responsibilities. 

Until last year, there has not been a full-time business manager, and the superintendent has 

been acting as the director of special education and pupil personnel services. 

• 	 The district will have to review the process of entering data into The End of the Year Report 

to insure that the figures reported are accurate and reported in the correct sections. 

• 	 The district meets the State’s minimum expenditure for professional development.  

• 	 The technical process of establishing an accounting structure for the operating budget is a 

necessary change; however, that change also needs to be accompanied by a clearly 

articulated written plan to deal with the short and long-term budgetary planning process. 
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Appendix A: Tier II Management Portfolio Review and Analysis 

The Tier I analysis of the district’s data and documentation was used to determine that the 

Southbridge Public Schools be referred for a Tier II review. The following questions formed the 

basis for a two-day review of the district’s superintendent and her district leadership team: 

Questions and/or Concerns in Domain A: Assessment and Evaluation 

1. 	 It was unclear from the district’s documentation that administration and staff analyze MCAS 

test data on an on-going basis. 

2. 	 A review of the documentation raised a question as to an explanation of the reason for such a 

variance in math scores among the levels. 

3. 	 The district was unaware that the aggregate performance on the MCAS test was relatively 

unchanged for the past three years. 

4. 	 Data from the DOE indicates that many students are not participating in the MCAS test, and 

consistently the district has not met the Federal 95% participation rate, which will apply to 

school districts in Massachusetts in the spring of 2003.  

Questions and/or Concerns in Domain B: Curriculum and Instruction 

1. 	A review of the documentation by the EQA questioned if the professional development 

activities offered were linked to student achievement. 

2. 	The administration has a process to ensure that the teachers’ professional activities are 

aligned with the district’s goals. 

3. 	A review of the district’s documentation prompted a number of questions relative to the 

district’s plan for the revision of curriculum.  
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Questions and/or Concerns in Domain C:  Student Academic Support Services 

1. 	A review of the recent Massachusetts Department of Education CPR indicated that there 

were a disproportionate number of LEP students in special education classes. 

2. 	 The Massachusetts Department of Education CPR also revealed that that not all notices being 

sent home are provided in several languages. 

3. 	 A review of the district’s MCAS test results posed questions relative to the improvement of 

special education and LEP scores. 

4. 	 A review of the budget and End of Year Report indicated a large percentage of students 

receiving out-of-district services. 

5. 	 A review of the budget showed that money was spent on tutors, and review of other 

documentation did not define their role. 

6. 	 It was unclear from the documentation how special education services are delivered in the 

district. 

7. 	 It was unclear from the documentation how LEP services are delivered in the district. 

8. 	It was unclear if a district-wide coordinated effort is in place to ensure that all students 

receive the support services to improve performance on the MCAS test. 

Questions and/or Concerns in Domain D: Leadership and Governance 

1. 	 The documentation did not provide information regarding the number of students leaving the 

district after Grade 8 to attend other institutions for grades 9-12. 
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2. 	Documents reveled that student enrollment numbers showed a decrease in the number of 

students moving from Grade 8 to Grade 9 at Southbridge High School.  

3. 	 The EQA could not determine the total number of students by grade level who attend Bay 

Path Regional Vocational School. 

4. 	 It was unclear from the documents what policies and expectations the district has that 

support the first 10 of the EQA’s standards. 

5. 	 An examination of the documents did not describe what district-wide leadership exists for 

special education and bilingual education. 

Questions and/or Concerns in Domain E: Business and Financial Management 

1. 	The End of the Year Report illustrated that the largest expenditure for professional 

development was on materials and supplies. Questions remain about the utility and usage of 

these materials and supplies. 
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