
Pittsfield Public 
Schools 

Aug ,ust 13  2003 



The Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Office of Educational Quality and Accountability 

Education Management Audit Council 
James A. Peyser, Chairman 

Mark Roosevelt, Vice-Chairman 

Maura Banta 

Jeffrey P. Howard 

Kathleen Madigan 

Joseph B. Rappa, Executive Director, Office of Educational Quality and Accountability 

Visiting Panel 
Philip Devaux, Senior Examiner/Chairman 

Linda Broughton, Examiner 

Stratos Dukakis, Examiner 

Sheila Engle, Examiner/Field Program Coordinator 

The Office of Educational Quality and Accountability would like to acknowledge the 
professional cooperation extended to the audit team by the Department of Education; the 
Pittsfield Public Schools Superintendent, Dr. William Travis; the school department staff of the 
Pittsfield Public Schools; and the City of Pittsfield’s Finance Director/Treasurer, Richard 
Bordeau. 

2




Table of Contents 

Executive Summary....................................................................................4


Part I: Overview of the EQA Review Process and the District .......................9


Part II: Tier I Analysis of Student Achievement and MCAS Data ..............10


Assessment of MCAS Results 1999-2002 ....................................................12


Part III: Summary and Preliminary Findings by Domain ..........................25


Recent Developments................................................................................54


Appendix: Proficiency Index ....................................................................55


3




Executive Summary 

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

Schools in early March of 2003. During 1999-2002, it had been one of the 50 lowest performing 

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

examination and the district’s performance on the 2002 Massachusetts Comprehensive 

Assessment System (MCAS) test. It should be noted that the EQA Tier II review and preparation 

of the report were conducted during a dispute between the Pittsfield Public Schools and the 

Massachusetts Department of Education (DOE) regarding the accuracy of student data reported 

in the 2002 MCAS. This examination has removed the data in question and takes no position 

regarding the on-going dispute. 

Tier I Data Analysis 

An analysis of the 1999-2002 MCAS data from Pittsfield revealed the following: 

Achievement: 

• 	 Pittsfield’s Combined Proficiency Index (CPI) of 66.9, which was based on the 2002 MCAS 
results, placed the district as the twenty-second lowest performing academic school district in 
the Commonwealth. The state’s average for the CPI was 74.3 in 2002. On the ELA 
Proficiency Index (EPI) and math Proficiency Index (MPI), the district scored 74.7 and 59.0, 
respectively. The state average for EPI was 81.6 and MPI was 67.0. 

• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, 63.9% of the students in Pittsfield scored in the ‘Needs 
Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. This figure was 13.7 percentage points 
above the state’s average percentages. 

• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, in ELA, 54.3% of the students and, in math, 73.7% of the students 
in Pittsfield scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. These 
figures were 14.1 percentage points in ELA and 13.3 percentage points in math above the 
state’s average percentages. 

• 	 On the MCAS retest administered in December of 2002, 91% of the Pittsfield Class of 2003 
had earned a Competency Determination (CD) as compared to 90% of the Class of 2003 
statewide. 

• 	 On the MCAS retest administered in December of 2002, 80% of the Pittsfield Class of 2004 
had earned a Competency Determination as compared to 84% of the statewide Class of 2004. 
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Equity of Achievement: 

• 	 The EQA was concerned with the lack of equitable achievement. There were significant gaps 
in student performance among the district’s subgroups. 

• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, 59.0% of the regular education and 94.2% of the special education 
students in Pittsfield scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. 
These figures were 14.6 and 11.3 percentage points above the state’s average percentages for 
these subgroups. Pittsfield’s special education students scored 14.4 percentage points higher 
in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category than the state’s special education students.  

• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, 82.6% of the FRL/Y students in Pittsfield scored in the ‘Needs 
Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. This figure was 6.5 percentage points above 
the state average for FRL/Y students.  

• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, special education, FRL/Y, and African-American students in 
Pittsfield scored between 12.8PI and 29.1 below the district average PI. 

Improvement: 

• 	 The EQA was concerned with the district’s performance level and lack of improvement in 
math. 

• 	 Between 1999-2002, on the MCAS test, Pittsfield experienced a 5.4% point reduction in the 
percentage of students scoring in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. 

Equity of Improvement: 

• 	 The EQA was concerned with the lack of equitable improvement. There were persistent gaps 
in performance among the district’s subgroups, particularly in math. 

• 	 Between 2000-2002, Pittsfield’s aggregate student achievement figures, regular education, 
FRY/N, and White students’ results all improved by between 10.2 and 14.6 PI points, but 
special education and FRL/Y students improved by only 7.9 and 6.9 PI points, respectively. 

Participation and Access: 

• 	 The EQA was concerned with the district’s dropout and absenteeism rates. 
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• 	 The district had met state participation rates. On the 2002 MCAS test, Pittsfield’s student test 
participation rates in ELA and math were 95.3% and 97.9%, respectively. These figures were 
0.3% and 2.9% above the state standard for state assessment participation. 

Tier II Summary of Preliminary Findings by Domain 

Assessment and Evaluation: 

• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on eight and ‘Poor’ on two of the ten 
performance indicators this domain. 

• 	 The district excelled at data collection, analysis, and distribution, and, in many cases, had 
used data to inform decision-making. 

• 	 The district’s MCAS test scores indicated a continuing need to focus on K-12 math in a more 
formal and systematic manner and to increase its emphasis on secondary ELA. 

• 	 The district had no tangible link between student performance and program and personnel 
evaluation processes. 

Curriculum and Instruction: 

• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on three, ‘Satisfactory’ on six, and 
‘Poor’ on five of the fourteen performance indicators in this domain. 

• 	 Low district-wide MCAS math scores did not result in attention to curriculum revision. The 
district’s math curriculum did not prepare students to meet state learning standards. 

• 	 The district’s funding levels were not adequate to support staffing needs. 

• 	 Professional development was designed to support teachers’ re-certification needs and the 
goals of both the district improvement plan and individual school improvement plans. 

• 	 Considering the district’s low MCAS math test scores, the district’s professional 
development offerings were limited in math. 

Student Academic and Support Services: 

• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on four, ‘Satisfactory’ on seven, and 
‘Poor’ on two of the thirteen performance indicators in this domain. 

• 	 The district collected, analyzed, and disseminated data and used its analyses to inform 
decision making, particularly as it related to its elementary schools. 
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• 	 The elimination of several truant officer positions, due to budget constraints, had a slightly 
negative impact on student attendance rates during the period under examination. 

• 	 The district offered a number of initiatives to ensure the safety and participation of all student 
populations. 

Leadership and Governance: 

• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on three, ‘Satisfactory’ on nine, and 
‘Poor’ on two of the fourteen performance indicators in this domain. 

• 	 The district had an ongoing, comprehensive system for planning, which utilized consultant 
expertise and training and was communicated on a wide scale to stakeholders. 

• 	 Data analysis played an integral part in the planning process, but the focus had been on ELA, 
despite continuous poor achievement profiles for all grades and subgroups in math. 

• 	 The elimination of the district’s curriculum leadership positions, due to fiscal restraints, 
resulted in less expertise and staff to deliver the needed changes and led to a multi-year cycle 
for curriculum review and revision. The revision cycle lacked the urgency necessary for 
comprehensive reform, particularly in the area of math curriculum development. 

Business and Finance: 

• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on three, ‘Satisfactory’ on nine, and 
‘Poor’ on one of the thirteen performance indicators in this domain. 

• 	 The district provided strong documentary evidence of a comprehensive budget development 
and planning process. 

• 	 The overall restrictive fiscal picture resulted in the elimination of 65 positions during the past 
two years and relegated long-term planning to areas minimizing financial commitment. 

• 	 The historical conflict between municipal and school finance personnel substantively 
restricted the school district’s potential for improvement. 

• 	 The district could not produce or did not have written agreements with municipal officials 
regarding the cost allocation for health insurance. This was particularly significant due to the 
disagreement surrounding the allocation of costs for the City and the district.  
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Recent Developments: 

• 	 In FY2003, the district purchased a new math series and provided the EQA with purchase 
orders as documentation. As part of this, the district is piloting the new math series by 
implementing four training sessions. 

• 	 The district has a community/crisis intervention team. To date, the team has trained 48 
members (24 from the district and 24 from the community) to respond to emergencies. 

• 	 Presently, the district is collecting data on low-achieving students and tracking the 
remediation initiatives to identify effectives models. 

• 	 The district has assembled a committee to re-examine issues of time and learning. 

• 	 In FY2001, the district bought 30 minutes more a day (15 minutes for instructional time and 
15 minutes for professional development) and in the upcoming teachers’ contract the district 
will buy an additional 15 minutes of instructional time. 

• 	 In FY2002-03, the district is piloting a ten-week/block computer laboratory. 

• 	 At the high school, the district is revisiting the curriculum to determine where they can 
include more instructional time for math and science. 
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Part I: Overview of the EQA Review Process and the District 

On March 10-12, 2003, the EQA conducted an independent examination of the Pittsfield Public 

Schools 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 examination process for 

school districts involves two tiers of investigation and utilizes ten standards. The basis of this 

report is the result of the source documents, correspondence sent prior to the on-site visit, 

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

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. 

Pittsfield is a small city located in Berkshire County in northwestern Massachusetts, 

approximately 20 miles north of the Massachusetts Turnpike. Education, healthcare, and social 

services are the largest sources of employment in Pittsfield, followed by retail sales. According 

to the 2000 U.S. Census, it has a population of 45,793 people and a median family income of 

$46,228, while the median family income in Massachusetts is $61,664. Pittsfield has a 

Mayor/City Council form of government and a seven-person school committee. According to 

recent DOE data, the Pittsfield Public Schools have 13 schools serving Grades PreK-12. The 

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

6,726 students enrolled in the district in FY2002. The demographic/subgroup composition in the 

Pittsfield Public Schools is: White, 87.7%; African-American, 8.0%; Hispanic-American, 2.8%; 

Asian-American, 1.4%; Limited English Proficiency (LEP), 0.8%; Free or Reduced Lunch 

(FRL), 28.7%; and Special Education (SPED), 15.4%. 

This report finds the Pittsfield Public Schools to be a low performing school district marked by 

average to below average student achievement on MCAS. Since 1999, Pittsfield has 

demonstrated some slight improvement in MCAS test scores, but in the 2002 administration of 

the MCAS test, 63.9% of its students scored below standard on the test. 

9




Part II: Tier I Analysis of Student Achievement and MCAS Data 

At Tier I, while particular attention was paid to the 2002 MCAS test, the EQA review of 

Pittsfield’s MCAS test results (1999-2002) 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? 

The district’s students were not achieving at the state average proficiency standards. 

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

student subgroups? 

The EQA was concerned with the lack of equitable achievement. There were significant gaps 
in student performance among the district’s subgroups. 

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

over time? 

The EQA was concerned with the district’s performance level and lack of improvement in 
math. 

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

subgroups changed over time? 

The EQA was concerned with the lack of equitable achievement. There were noticeable gaps 
in performance among the district’s subgroups, particularly in math. 

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

required programs and assessments? 

The district had met state participation rates in the state assessment. The EQA was concerned 
with the high dropout and absenteeism rates. 

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

district. Descriptive analyses of the test results for 2002 MCAS test revealed significant 

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

A discussion of the analyses follows. 

Pittsfield vs. Massachusetts: 

• 	 The aggregate of students at Pittsfield scored lower than the aggregate of the state’s students. 

• 	 White students in Pittsfield scored lower than the state’s White students.  

• 	 Regular education students in Pittsfield scored lower than the state’s regular education 

students. 

• 	 Special education students in Pittsfield scored lower than the state’s special education 

students. 

• 	 Free and Reduced Lunch Program (FRL/Y) students in Pittsfield scored lower than the 

state’s FRL/Y students. 

Pittsfield’s totals vs. Pittsfield’s subgroups: 

• 	 African-American and Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL/Y) students in Pittsfield scored lower 

than all other subgroups Pittsfield except special education students.  

• 	 Special education students in Pittsfield scored lower than all other subgroups in Pittsfield. 
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Assessment of MCAS Results 1999-2002 

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

students meeting or exceeding state proficiency standards? 

Preliminary Finding(s) 
• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, 63.9% of the students in Pittsfield scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. This figure was 13.7 percentage points 

above the state’s average percentages. 

• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, in ELA, 54.3% of the students and, in math, 73.7% of the students 

in Pittsfield scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. These 

figures were 14.1 percentage points in ELA and 13.3 percentage points in math above the 

state’s average percentages. 

Figure/Table 1: 

MCAS 2002 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 1: 

• 	 Pittsfield had 7.3% and 6.5% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories than did the state on the 2002 MCAS test. 

Figure/Table 2: 

MCAS 2002 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level by Subject 
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State ELA Pittsfield ELA State MTH Pittsfield MTH 

Advanced 11.8 5.2 14.4 6.5 

Proficient 48.1 40.6 25.3 19.8 

Needs Improv. 30.7 41.1 36.0 43.4 

Warning/Failing 9.5 13.2 24.4 30.3 

Analysis of Figure/Table 2: 

• 	 Pittsfield had 6.6% and 7.5% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories in ELA than did the state on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Pittsfield had 10.4% and 3.7% more of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ categories in ELA than did the state on the 2002 MCAS test. 
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• 	 Pittsfield also exceeded the state’s percentage of students in ELA scoring in the 

‘Warning/Failing’ category by almost twice, 13.2% to 9.5%, respectively. 

• 	 Pittsfield had 7.9% and 5.5% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories in math than did the state on the 2002 MCAS test.  

• 	 Pittsfield had 7.4% and 5.9% more of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ categories in math than did the state on the 2002 MCAS test. 

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

subgroups? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, 59.0% of the regular education and 94.2% of the special education 

students in Pittsfield scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. 

These figures were 14.6 and 11.3 percentage points above the state’s average percentages for 

these subgroups. In addition, Pittsfield’s special education students scored 14.4 percentage 

points higher in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category than did the state’s special education 

students. 

• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, 82.6% of the FRL/Y students in Pittsfield scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. This figure was 6.5 percentage points above 

the state’s average for FRL/Y students.  

• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, special education, FRL/Y, and African-American students in 

Pittsfield scored between 12.8 and 29.1 below the district average PI. 
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Figure/Table 3: 

MCAS 2002 Data 
Percent of Regular,Disabilites and LEP students at each proficiency 

level 
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*Insufficient data for LEP students 

Analysis of Figure/Table 3: 

• 	 Pittsfield had 8.4% and 6.1% fewer regular education students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories than did the state’s regular education students on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Pittsfield had 10.9% and 3.7% more of its regular education students score in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than did the state’s regular education 

students on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Pittsfield had the 1.0% and 9.7% fewer of its special education students score in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories than did the state’s special education students on the 

2002 MCAS test. 
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• 	 Pittsfield had 2.1% and 14.4% more of its special education students score in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than did the state’s special education 

students on the 2002 MCAS test. 
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Figure/Table 4: 

MCAS 2002 Data 
Percent of students by FRL (Y or N) at each proficiency level 

B
el

ow
 S

ta
nd

ar
d

 A
bo

ve
 S

ta
nd

ar
d 100


80


60


40


20


0 
20


40


60


80


100 
State FRL Yes Pittsfield FRL Yes State FRL No Pittsfield FRL No 

Advanced 2.8 0.2 15.9 7.0 
Proficient 21.1 17.2 40.9 32.9 
Needs Improv. 41.9 39.6 31.0 42.7 
Warning/Failing 34.2 43.0 12.2 17.4 

Analysis of Figure/Table 4: 

• 	 Pittsfield’s FRL/Y students scored 2.6% and 3.9% lower than did the state’s FRL/Y students 
in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Pittsfield’s FRL/Y students scored 2.3% lower and 9.8% higher than the state’s FRL/Y 
students in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories on the 2002 MCAS 
test. 

• 	 Pittsfield’s FRL/N students scored 8.9% and 8.0% lower than did the state’s FRL/N students 
in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Pittsfield’s FRL/N students scored 11.7% and 5.6% higher than did the state’s FRL/Y 
students in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories on the 2002 MCAS 
test. 
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Figure/Table 5: 

MCAS 2002 Data 
Percent of students by race at each proficiency level 
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*Insufficient data for Asian, and ‘Other’ categories 

Analysis of Table 5: 

• 	 Pittsfield’s White students scored 9.1% and 8.9% lower than did the state’s White students in 
the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Pittsfield’s White students scored 10.1% and 7.9% higher than did the state’s White students 
in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Pittsfield’s African-American students scored 1.1% and 5.8% lower than did the state’s 
African-American students in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories on the 2002 MCAS 
test. 

• 	 Pittsfield’s African-American students scored 2.4% and 4.5% higher than did the state’s 
African-American students in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories on 
the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Pittsfield’s Mixed race students scored 9.0% and 7.9% lower than did the state’s Mixed race 
students in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories on the 2002 MCAS test. 
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• 	 Pittsfield’s Mixed race students scored 10.9% and 6.0% higher than did the state’s Mixed 
race students in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories on the 2002 
MCAS test. 

Table 6: 

ELA Math 

A PITTSFIELD 74.7 59.0 

B Regular 79.5 63.1 

C Disability 45.6 34.1 

D Free Lunch (Y) 61.9 37.5 

E Free Lunch (N) 77.5 63.2 

F African-American 60.3 41.5 

G White 76.7 61.2 

H Other 63.4 51.8 

Analysis of Table 6: 

• 	 On average, in Pittsfield, the math PI was 15.7 points below that for ELA system-wide. The 
statewide average for this gap was 12.6 PI points. 

• 	 In Pittsfield, regular education, FRL/N, and White students scored higher on the MCAS test 
in both ELA and math than did special education, and FRL/Y, and African-American 
students in the district. 
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Table 7: 

Appendix (n-values by category) 
ELA Math 

PITTSFIELD Advanced 73 90 
Proficient 567 276 

Needs Improv 574 603 
Warning/Failed 184 422 

Regular Advanced 73 87 
Proficient 553 270 

Needs Improv 485 545 
Warning/Failed 89 294 

Disability Advanced 0 3 
Proficient 13 6 

Needs Improv 87 56 
Warning/Failed 93 121 

LEP Proficient 1 0 
Needs Improv 2 2 

Warning/Failed 2 7 
Free Lunch (Y) Advanced 1 0 

Proficient 66 15 
 Needs Improv 113 74 
 Warning/Failed 66 137 

Free Lunch (N) Advanced 72 90 
Proficient 501 261 

Needs Improv 461 529 
Warning/Failing 118 285 

African-American Advanced 1 1 
Proficient 13 7 

Needs Improv 41 21 
Warning/Failing 18 42 

Asian-American Advanced 0 2 
Proficient 3 4 

Needs Improv 5 4 
Warning/Failing 3 3 

Hispanic-American Advanced 2 1 
Proficient 3 0 

Needs Improv 13 11 
Warning/Failing 10 15 

White Advanced 65 81 
 Proficient 504 243 
 Needs Improv 460 505 
 Warning/Failing 132 312 

Mixed Advanced 2 2 
Proficient 34 16 

Needs Improv 37 47 
Warning/Failing 11 33 
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Analysis of Table 7: The table above illustrates how Pittsfield’s various student subgroups 

scored on each category of the 2002 MCAS test. 

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

time? 

Preliminary Findings: 

• 	 Between 1999-2002, on the MCAS test, Pittsfield experienced a 5.4% point reduction in the 

percentage of students scoring in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories.  

Figure/Table 8: 

MCAS 1999 - 2002 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 8: 

• 	 Between 1999-2002, the number of students in Pittsfield that scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories on the MCAS test increased by 2.3% and 3.0%.  

• 	 Between 1999-2002, the number of students in Pittsfield that scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ category increased by 3.3% and in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category decreased 

by 8.7% on the MCAS test. 

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

change over time? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 Between 2000-2002, Pittsfield’s aggregate student achievement figures, regular education, 

FRY/N, and White students’ results all improved by between 10.2 and 14.6 PI points, but 

special education and FRL/Y students improved by only 7.9 and 6.9 PI points. 

22




Table 9: 

Proficiency Index Trend Data (by subgroup) MCAS 2000, 2001, and 2002 

MCAS Year EPI MPI 
PITTSFIELD 2000 68.1 53.7 

2001 73.5 58.7 
2002 74.7 59.0 

Regular 2000 73.1 58.0 
2001 78.1 62.5 
2002 79.5 63.1 

Disability 2000 41.0 30.5 
2001 47.2 36.6 
2002 45.6 34.1 

Free Lunch (Y) 2000 61.9 44.4 
2001 63.5 48.4 
2002 61.9 37.5 

Free Lunch (N) 2000 70.2 56.9 
2001 76.9 62.2 
2002 77.5 63.2 

African-American 2000 52.6 39.5 
2001 57.2 42.2 
2002 60.3 41.5 

White 2000 71.0 56.7 
2001 75.6 60.7 
2002 76.7 61.2 

Mixed 2000 61.2 46.0 
2001 72.1 58.4 
2002 72.9 53.8 

Analysis of Table 9: The table above illustrates how the district’s various student subgroups 

scored according to the Proficiency Index on the 2000, 2001, and 2002 MCAS tests.  

• 	 Most subgroups in Pittsfield, with the exception of FRL/Y, had seen growth in their ELA and 

math PI ratings between 2000-2002.  

• 	 Between 2000-2002, Pittsfield’s aggregate student achievement figures, regular education, 

FRY/N, and White students’ results all improved by between 10.2 and 14.6 PI points, but 

special education and FRL/Y students improved by only 7.9 and 6.9 PI points. 
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5. Participation and Access: Are all eligible students attending and participating in all 

required programs and assessments? 

Preliminary Finding(s)/ Analysis of Table 10: 

• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, Pittsfield’s student test participation rates in ELA and math were 

95.3% and 97.9%, respectively. These figures were 0.3% and 2.9% above the state standard 

for test participation in the state assessment.  

Table 10: 

Tested

 NTA

 NTM

 NTO 

English 

94.07% 

2.34% 

0.28% 

3.31% 

Mathematics

97.88% 

0.21% 

0.42% 

1.48% 
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Part III: Summary and Preliminary Findings by Domain 

Domain A. Assessment and Evaluation 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
D

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

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

Standards    Indicators Total 
omain A – Assessment & Evaluation 

S1 - Student Assessment 
Excellent N/A N/A 
Satisfactory N/A N/A 
Poor N/A N/A 
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 

S2 - Evaluation 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

Standard 1. STUDENT ASSESSMENT: District administrators 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 review and improve curricula, 

instructional practices, and supplementary remedial programs. The district regularly employs 

criteria-referenced tests, norm-referenced tests, and other standardized tests in addition to MCAS 

to assess student progress. 

Preliminary Findings: 

• 	 The district excelled at data collection, analysis, and distribution, and, in many cases, had 

used data to inform decision-making. 

• 	 The district’s MCAS test scores indicated a continuing need to focus on K-12 math in a more 

formal and systematic manner and to increase its emphasis on secondary ELA. 

Indicator 1. The district has clear assessment policies and procedures. Administrators and 

teachers are well informed about the content and purposes of the assessment programs. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: A review of the district’s documents and information presented during the interviews 


determined that the superintendent and the district leadership team spent considerable time and 


energy analyzing MCAS test results and other standardized test data.  A focus group interview


with the principals affirmed that test result data were given to them the day the scores arrive.


There was much evidence presented in the form of reports, charts, graphs, and a power point 


presentation to illustrate the district’s commitment and capacity to analyze aggregated and 


disaggregated data.


Indicator 2.  Administrators and teachers use test results to improve curricula, instructional 


practices, and develop targeted support and remedial programs.


EQA rating: Satisfactory


Evidence: A review of the district’s professional development plan and interviews with district 

leadership indicated that teachers and administrators were provided with training in data 

collection and its analysis. It was noted in the meeting with principals that three years ago every 

principal was trained in data analysis and that each principal dealt with his or her own data at a 

faculty and staff meeting. 

Indicator 3.  Administrators, teachers, students, and parents are well informed of the content, 

purposes, and benefits of the assessment program. 

EQA rating: Not Addressed 

Evidence: No evidence was collected on this indicator during the Tier II site visit. 

Indicator 4. The district’s schools consistently use the results of the MCAS test, other 

standardized test results, and classroom teacher assessments to improve the curricula and quality 

of instruction. EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district had extensive reporting procedures and its website conveyed the 

information to staff and the community. The district was maintaining historical data on MCAS 
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for a longitudinal study of low achieving students. The district described its past intervention 

strategies as “very placement-based, very structured.” 

Indicator 5.  The district focuses on the participation and the assessment results of all student 

population subgroups: minority students, special needs, limited English proficient, and 

participants in free lunch programs. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In addition to data analysis, there was some evidence of initiatives that were 

specifically targeted towards specific student subgroups (FRL/Y and African-American 

students). For example, summer learning academies at elementary schools, 21st century grant, 

Bay State readers grant to name a few. 

Indicator 6.  The district pays particular attention to the participation and assessment results of 

all subgroups: regular education students, minority students, students with disabilities, and 

students with limited English proficiency. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district reported that the training initiatives resulted in reduced referrals to special 

education programs, fewer new Individual Education Plans (IEPs), increased building based 

collaboration and accountability, and the use of better data breakdowns by subgroups. 

Indicator 7.  Classroom assessment standards and practices are linked with the state curriculum 

frameworks standards. The district regularly disseminates assessment analysis to appropriate 

staff. EQA rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district regularly disseminated assessment analysis to appropriate staff.  The 

district had developed district-wide benchmark skills in ELA for grades K-5 that were linked 

with state curriculum framework standards.  In general, The Report of School and District Cycle 

II Performance Ratings indicated ‘Moderate’ Performance Ratings in ELA, although one of the 

elementary schools and the middle school had ‘High’ Performance Ratings.  In general, with the 
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exception of two elementary schools with Improvement Ratings of ‘Moderate,’ Performance 

Ratings for math ranged from ‘Very Low’ to ‘Low.’ 

While the district had concentrated a considerable amount of time and energy on improvements 

in the ELA curriculum, the district’s MCAS test scores in math were among the lowest in the 

state. District leadership reported in interviews that curriculum development in math will 

commence as soon as the ELA curriculum was completed. When asked about an approximate 

timeline for beginning the revision of the math curriculum, interviewees, given the current 

funding situation, agreed that it could be as late as the 2004-2005 school year. Given the low 

district-wide performance in math, this was a concern. 

Standard 2. EVALUATION: The district employs a system of school, program, and personnel 

evaluation that focuses on accountability and the improvement of student achievement.  There is 

an ongoing process to monitor the quality and effectiveness of the curriculum and instruction and 

to implement strategies and action plans to improve leadership, instruction, and student 

performance. 

Preliminary Findings: 

• 	 The district had no tangible link between student performance and an evaluation process that 

would link student assessment data, program, and personnel performance. 

Indicator 1.  The district regularly engages in an evaluation process at all levels that coordinates 

student assessment data, program, and personnel performance evaluation results. The district 

incorporates pertinent findings and recommendations from all external evaluations. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The superintendent used the district goals and school improvement plans in reviewing 

the performance of principals.   
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Indicator 2.  The district formulates strategies to improve leadership, instruction, and student 


performance as needs arise from evaluations.


EQA rating: Poor


Evidence: A sampling of teacher and administrative evaluation procedures included only a 

minimal reference to student performance. 

Indicator 3. Through its evaluation system, the district consistently monitors the quality and 

effectiveness of existing programs and holds administrators and schools accountable for student 

performance and improvement. EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district demonstrated that it had centralized data collection system to track 


student attendance, retention, and truancy rates. The data revealed to the EQA team substantially 


different rates in the district’s secondary schools, such as Taconic High School and Pittsfield


High School. 


Indicator 4.  The district and each school annually evaluate the accomplishments of established 


goals and discontinue or change ineffective initiatives.


EQA rating: Satisfactory


Evidence: There was evidence of the coordination of district goals and the school improvement 

plans. The deputy superintendent checked school improvement plans for alignment with the 

district goals. 
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Domain B. Curriculum and Instruction 

Standards   Indicators 
Domain B – Curriculum & 

  Instruction 
S3 - Curriculum 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S4 - Professional Development 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

1 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

2 

0 
1 
0 
0 

1 
0 
0 
0 

3 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

4 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

5 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

6 

1 
0 
0 
0 

1 
0 
0 
0 

7 

0 
0 
1 
0 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

8 

0 
1 
0 
0 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

Total 

1 
4 
3 
0 

2 
2 
2 
0 

Standard 3. CURRICULUM: The district and each of its schools have an academically sound, 

documented curriculum that prepares students to meet state learning standards. All teachers have 

complete curriculum guides that are aligned with the state curriculum frameworks and the local 

curriculum and are trained in their use.  A regular analysis of student assessment data provides a 

sound basis for review and revision of the curriculum and the development of the district budget 

and the district, school, and individual improvement plans. 

Preliminary Findings: 

• 	 Low district-wide MCAS math scores did not prompt immediate attention to curriculum 

revision. In its current form, the district’s math curriculum did not prepare students to meet 

state learning standards. 

• 	 The district’s funding levels were not adequate to support staffing needs. 

Indicator 1.  The district has developed functional, high quality curriculum guides in all content 


areas that include the requisite information. 


EQA rating: Poor


Evidence: In the 2001-2002 School Year, the district finished curriculum mapping for ELA and 

used benchmarks skills to ensure that each grade level was aligned with the state frameworks. 
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The district was in the process of developing thematic units for secondary ELA to provide 


suggested resources, teaching strategies, methods of assessment, and model lessons.  All eight


elementary schools were using the same approach to reading, the Mid Continental Reading Lab. 


Instruction in SRA was district-wide. Completing the secondary ELA portion will finish the 


entire ELA curriculum, and then the district plans to move forward with curriculum mapping in 


math. In interviews with district leadership, the district acknowledged that math was problematic 


for the district, because the existing math curriculum was “more computational than algebraic.”


Indicator 2.  Every teacher has full access to the curriculum guides, is trained in their use, and 


employs them in the classroom.


EQA rating: Satisfactory


Evidence: Individual teachers had access to a searchable database that was linked to the state’s 

curriculum frameworks and hard copies were also available in the library or office at each site. 

Interviews with the district leadership indicated that teachers were able to access a website for 

monitoring student progress in ELA that not only provided a method of establishing student 

achievement against grade-level state learning standards, but also provided a way of tracking 

student progress from year to year. This satisfied the continual progress/monitoring component 

required under the federal No Child Left Behind law. Regular progress reports provided, among 

other things, a level of standardization for the district’s curriculum renewal cycle and future 

curriculum mapping initiatives. 

Indicator 3.  There is a comprehensive District Curriculum Articulation Plan that addresses the 

diverse student learning needs. The curriculum is modified to increase the success rate of all 

populations, including ELL, vocational education students, and students with disabilities. 

EQA rating: Poor 

Evidence: There was a District Accommodation Plan to address the diverse learning needs of 

students. However, the MCAS test scores indicated that the district’s subgroups lag behind in 

achievement. The district was conducting a study of low achieving students and had tracked 

remediation initiatives. They believed that two of their high poverty elementary schools had 
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“made tremendous gain.” Regarding instruction and remediation, interviews indicated that only 

during the latter part of the time under examination, the district was moving away from a “one 

size fits all” and using “instruction to inform assessment.” 

The district, through its own analyses of data, was aware of its low achievement in math, but 

because of the curriculum development cycle, district leadership could only speculate on an 

approximate date for math curriculum development work to begin.  

Indicator 4.  The district has a process involving teachers in the annual review and revision of 

curriculum. EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: A review of the district’s documents and interviews determined that the district had a 

standing curriculum committee and offered summer professional development workshops in 

curricula development and design.  

Indicator 5.  A curriculum leader guides every school in the district. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: A principal or assistant principal provided curriculum leadership at the school level. 

Indicator 6. Instructional time in each content area meets the state requirements and the 

educational needs of students as determined through an analysis of student performance. 

EQA rating: Excellent 

Evidence: In the 2001-2002 contract, the district “bought 30 minutes more a day,” of which 15 

minutes were allocated for additional instructional time, and 15 minutes were allocated for 

professional development.  In the next contract year, the district will “buy 15 additional minutes 

for instructional time.”  Interviews with district leadership determined that due to additional cuts 

in staff, the district might increase instructional time because more positions may have to be 

eliminated.  
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Indicator 7. Funding levels are realistic for adequate staffing, professional development, 

textbooks, instructional materials, and equipment. 

EQA rating: Poor 

Evidence: For FY1999, the total per pupil expenditure for Pittsfield for all day programs was 

$6,597, and for the state it was $6,692. In FY2000, the per pupil expenditure for all day 

programs was $7,071 for Pittsfield, and for the state it was $7,149. For FY2001, the per pupil 

expenditure for all day programs was $8,141 for Pittsfield, and for the state it was $7,561. In 

FY2002, the preliminary per pupil expenditure for all day programs was $8,079 for Pittsfield, 

and for the state it was $7,960. 

Since the 1990s, budget reductions resulted in staff and program reductions that included 

consolidating the assistant superintendents positions from three to two. The curriculum 

department lost nine positions and currently had one full-time curriculum coordinator with 

district-wide responsibility for all disciplines except for fine arts, which had a part-time 

coordinator. Later budget cuts included the elimination of their in-house suspension program. 

Provided in the district’s contract with its teachers was a sum of $50,000 that allows for teachers 

to be paid for curriculum work. Overall, the district implemented a four-to-six year cyclical 

curriculum development and implementation process, with the first four years focused on design 

and development, and the last two years focused on modifications and/or revisions. 

Indicator 8.  Instructional program articulation exists across Grades PreK-12 and is aligned with 

the state curriculum frameworks. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district used a number of initiatives to ensure instructional program articulation 

the district developed benchmark skills for Grades K-5 for ELA with plans to continue to add 

additional grade levels and benchmark skills for mathematics.  Additionally, among other things, 

the district uses SRA, a common text (Harcourt Brace), Mid Continental Reading Lab, and 

weekly progress reports to further promote program articulation. The district’s curriculum was 
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aligned with the state curriculum frameworks. The district was in the process of reviewing and 

revising its ELA curriculum in response to recent MCAS test scores. 

Standard 4. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT:  Administrators and teachers in the district 

collaboratively develop professional development programs and activities that will increase their 

knowledge and skills and the quality of the learning environment of students. The school 

committee and the community demonstrate support of sound professional development programs 

as vital to school reform and improvement of student learning. 

Preliminary Findings: 

• 	 Professional development was designed to support teachers’ re-certification needs and the 

goals of both the district improvement plan and individual school improvement plans.  

• 	 Considering the district’s low MCAS math test scores, the district’s professional 

development offerings were limited in math. 

Indicator 1. The district has implemented a professional development plan based on the analysis 

of student assessment, MCAS data, district and school improvement plans, observations, and 

program evaluations. EQA rating: Poor, but Improving 

Evidence: The district leadership evidenced esprit de corps that was palpable throughout the 

on-site period. A yearly, two-day administrative retreat provided a forum for the district 

leadership to come together to evaluate their progress in implementing district-wide goals, 

deciding which goals have been met, which goals require continued attention, and which goals 

may need to be re-written. Interviews with district leadership indicated that the ELA-related 

professional development offerings were more than double the math-related offerings due to the 

curriculum revision cycle. The district’s plans for a four-year professional development cycle 

included rich offerings in ELA that aligned with their improvement goals.    

The district was slower to respond professional development for math, particularly in the early 

part of the period under examination. When the district begins work on the math curriculum, 
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there will be more professional development opportunities in the design and development of 

math curriculum. Despite this, the EQA examiners were concerned that the district’s continually 

low math scores did prompt immediate attention to professional development needs. 

Indicator 2.  Teachers are involved in planning the professional development program. 

EQA rating: Excellent 

Evidence: The district administered three professional development surveys to teachers: first, 

teachers were surveyed to assess their professional development needs; second, teachers were 

surveyed immediately following the delivery of any district-wide or school-wide professional 

development activities; third, teachers were surveyed for their overall satisfaction of the quality 

and type of professional development offerings. Additionally, the district had study groups for 

professional development; the study groups met to review the RFPs of any potential professional 

development providers. 

Indicator 3.  The district and schools assist teachers to identify professional development needs 

and facilitate access to in-service programs, university courses, and professional conferences. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with the district leadership determined that teachers’ individual 

professional development plans were developed in collaboration with building principals of their 

designees. The district’s professional development plan was designed, in part, as a five-year plan 

to allow teachers enough time to accrue enough professional development points (PDPs) to 

satisfy re-certification requirements.   

Indicator 4.  Administrators and teachers enroll in courses that are directly related to their 

assignments. EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: There were ten days in the teachers’ contract that were delegated for professional 

development. Reportedly, 100% of teachers and many administrators attended the half-day 

professional development sessions that were offered throughout the year. Professional 
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development study groups were offered on a first-come, first-served basis; the district reserved 

25 seats. A district administrator signed requests for professional development and ensured that 

selections were related to job assignments. 

Indicator 5.  Administrators and teachers take an active part in professional organizations and 

committees that relate to improving education in the district. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Teachers and administrators both belonged to a variety of professional organizations 

and committees, including the Berkshire County Collaborative. Additionally, the district had 

professional development study groups with both teachers and administrators; part of their 

function was to inform future professional development needs and identify professional 

development providers. 

Indicator 6.  The district offers incentives to staff for continued professional development and 

training. The professional development plan is assessed annually to ensure that the most useful 

and beneficial programs are included. 

EQA rating: Excellent 

Evidence: The district’s professional development plan was designed, in part, as a five-year 

plan to allow teachers time to accrue enough professional development points (PDPs) to satisfy 

re-certification requirements, and advance upwards on the district’s salary scale. The district 

offered a range of professional development opportunities from on-line graduate courses to field-

based research projects. 
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Domain C: Student Academic and Support Services 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
D

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

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

Standards Indicators 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, & 
 Discipline 

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

Standard 5. ACADEMIC SUPPORT SERVICES: The district provides academic support 

services in all core content areas for students who are not meeting grade level performance 

expectations. A comprehensive analysis of results from student performance assessments 

determines the content and scope of support services that are offered. 

Preliminary findings: 

• 	 The district collected, analyzed, and disseminated data and used its analyses to inform 

decision-making, particularly as it related to its elementary schools. 

Indicator 1. The district uses data from classroom teachers and standardized tests for Grades K

12 to identify students who are not meeting grade level performance expectations and provides 

them with supplementary and remedial services. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with the district leadership and a review of the district’s documentation 

determined that the district used a variety of assessments to analyze student achievement. The 

district leadership team stated that in the past (the early part of period under examination), 

“things were very placement-based,” but for the latter part of the period under examination, the 

district began using “assessments to inform instruction.” 
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The district reported using four different ELA programs with accompanying texts.  Additionally, 

teachers completed weekly progress reports online. They further reported that the, “prevention 

approach is more intense in some places than others” and that “some [schools] are using a 

problem-solving model.”  

Indicator 2.  Early intervention reading programs are provided at the primary level to ensure that 

all students are at the proficiency level on the MCAS test at the end of Grade 3. 

EQA rating: Excellent 

Evidence: EQA examiners noted the district’s ability to generate data and use its analysis to 

inform their decision-making process. Recent initiatives of data-driven decisions included the 

implementation of Dynamic Indicator of Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS), which included 

assessment and instruction to improve student achievement. As a result, assessment scores had 

increased at the elementary level.    

Indicator 3.  The district has developed a well-staffed, comprehensive support services program 

at all levels to address the needs of under-performing students. 

EQA rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district leadership stated, “the key is to identify early” and provide targeted 

intervention. The district tested every Grade 3 student twice; students determined to be at risk 

were served first using differentiated instructional strategies. If that did not work, they modified 

the curriculum. All of the district’s eight elementary schools used the same approach, Mid 

Continental Reading Lab, and SRA was used district-wide. Additionally, the district used Direct 

Instruction, one of the components of which was an instructional program of scripted lessons 

designed to accelerate learning by maximizing efficiency in the design and delivery of 

instruction. The district leadership reported that they were focusing on creating independent 

study skill strategies for reading and problem solving. The district was also implementing 

Reading Mastery Intervention, a very “structured approach that is working very well with [their] 

low end [students].” Additionally, the district used Direct Instruction, which was an instructional 
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program of scripted lessons designed to accelerate learning by maximizing efficiency in the 

delivery of instruction. 

However, the district leadership acknowledged that at the high school, they needed to have a 

“paradigm shift,” because the high school was “still very traditional; they were using 

computational skills [in math] not algebraic skills.” Recently, to address the needs of some of 

their students the district began a five-year program for students who may not graduate in the 

traditional four years. Additionally, over the pat four years the district had been forced to cut 

over 100 positions, which have seriously altered the school district’s ability to fully staff 

programs and services. 

Indicator 4.  The district has allocated funds for each of its schools to initiate and implement 

these programs.  EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: At the time of the on-site review, there had been no district funds allocated to 

implement programs to service under-performing schools. 

Indicator 5.  The district successfully applies for all eligible federal and state grants. 

EQA rating: Excellent 

Evidence: The district had successfully applied for state and federal grants for which they were 

eligible.  

Indicator 6. District policies and practices conform to the requirements of the Education Reform 

Act and provide services for under-performing students. EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district had a comprehensive policy manual that provided direction regarding 

services for under-performing services and conformed to the requirements of the Massachusetts 

Education Reform Act. 
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Standard 6. Participation, Safety, and Discipline: The district has documented attendance, 

absenteeism, mobility, retentions, dropouts, codes of conduct, and school safety practices and 

ensures consistent and effective implementation in all district schools. Codes of conduct and 

school safety rules are reviewed with all students and made available to parents and other 

interested parties. The staff stresses that in order to succeed, students must be present, 

participate, and have a safe learning environment, all must share responsibility to achieve that 

goal. 

Preliminary Finding: 

• 	 Recent reductions in attendance rates were reversed by the elimination of truant officer 

positions due to budget restraints. 

• 	 The district, in cooperation with other municipal offices and groups, implemented initiatives 

to improve student behavior and participation. 

Indicator 1.  The district ensures that all its schools have a clear, written code of conduct and 

expectations for attendance, participation in programs, retention, and promotion, including a 

process for resolving student conflicts that is communicated to all staff and students. 

EQA rating: Excellent 

Evidence: The district ensured that all schools had a clear, written code of conduct. 

Expectations regarding attendance, participation in programs, retention, and promotion were 

clearly communicated to staff, students, and parents, and there was a written process for 

resolving student conflict. 

Attendance rates had increased as a result of the hiring of truant officers. In 1998, the district’s 

average number of days absent was 13.0; by 2000, the rate had improved to 12.1. However, these 

positions were eliminated due to budget constraints, and in 2001, the average number of days 

absent was 13.7. Currently, however, there was a new suspension program at the middle school 

level that operates in conjunction with the juvenile resource center at the Sheriff’s Department. 

The district was hopeful that this would improve student attendance. 
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Indicator 2.  The district ensures that behavioral problems in each of its schools do not interfere 

with instructional and learning time. 

EQA rating: Excellent 

Evidence: The district ensured that behavior problems did not interfere with instructional 

learning time. Operating in conjunction with the Juvenile Resource Center at the Sheriff’s 

Department, there was a new suspension program at the middle level. In addition, the district had 

the District Attorney’s SCORE, a peer mediator program, at each middle school. Peer mediation 

programs at each of the regional and alternative high schools. The district used Responsive 

Classroom Train the Trainers in several elementary schools. Also, the district had a 

Community/School Crisis Intervention Team that had been professionally trained to respond to 

emergencies.  

Indicator 3. Schools have well-documented and well-planned programs to encourage attendance 

and participation. EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s dropout rate was higher than the state average. The administration 


attributed the increase in the dropout rate to increased local graduation requirements, higher state 


standards, and a transient population. Recently, the district conducted a survey to determine 


reasons for their dropout rate and was in the process of using the results to address future 


initiatives. 


Indicator 4.  The district tracks students who have ceased to participate in school programs and 


provide them and their families with information and assistance to return to school.


EQA rating: Poor 


Evidence: Interviews determined that the district did not provide information and assistance to 

the families of students who dropout of school to encourage them to return.   
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Indicator 5.  The district maintains accurate records on attendance, suspension, discipline, and 

dropouts and analyzes these records to improve participation and involvement of all students. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s dropout rate was higher than the state average. District administrators 

attributed the increase in the dropout rate to increased local graduation requirements, higher state 

standards, and a transient population. Since 1999, the district changed the graduation 

requirement to mandate that all students to take three credits of math, which must include algebra 

I, geometry, and algebra II. Recently, the district conducted a survey to determine reasons for 

their dropout rate and was in the process of using the results to address future initiatives.   

Indicator 6.  Safety procedures within schools were well understood and practiced regularly. 

EQA rating: N/A 

Evidence:  N/A 

Indicator 7.  The district makes a concerted effort to involve parents in the discipline of their 

children. EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s expectations for attendance, participation in programs, retention, and 

promotion were clearly communicated to staff, students, and parents, and there was a written 

process for resolving student conflict. 

Indicator 8. The district works cooperatively with other municipal groups and agencies to insure 

the safety and participation of all students in schools and in the community at large. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district had well documented safety programs and periodically met with 

municipal officials to ensure the safety of the students. 
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Domain D: Leadership and Governance 

Standards   Indicators 
Domain D – Leadership & Governance 
S7 - Vision and Planning 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S8 - Organizational Structures, 
Policies & Practices 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

1 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

2 

1 
0 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

3 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

4 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

5 

0 
0 
1 
0 

1 
0 
0 
0 

6 

0 
1 
0 
0 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

7 

1 
0 
0 
0 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

8 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

Total 

2 
4 
2 
0 

1 
5 
0 
0 

Standard 7.  Vision and Planning:  The district and each of its schools have clear, credible, and 

academically sound improvement plans that are based on a detailed analysis of student 

performance data and reflect the District Vision Statement.  The results achieved through 

implementation of these plans are shared annually with the staff, school committee, and 

community. 

Preliminary Findings: 

• 	 The district had an ongoing, comprehensive system for planning, which utilized consultant 

expertise and training and was communicated on a wide scale to stakeholders. 

• 	 Data analysis played an integral part in the planning process, but the focus had been on ELA, 

despite continuous poor achievement profiles for all grades and subgroups in math. 

Indicator 1. The leaders in the district have articulated a vision that reflects the values of the 

community and the educational needs of students. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district leadership spent a considerable amount of time and effort compiling, 

organizing, and analyzing both school and social data on student achievement and the rationale 
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for the divide between success and failure. However, due to budgetary constraints the district 

was not able to implement programs that utilized the data.  

Indicator 2.  The vision is effectively communicated to all stakeholders and implemented in all 

district and school planning. 

EQA rating: Excellent 

Evidence: The school committee was not highly involved in the planning process but did review 

and approve the school improvement plans and district goals. The gradual elimination of more 

than ten central office leadership positions, combined with education reform’s elevation of the 

importance of principals, resulted in an increasing involvement of principals in the operational 

management of the school district. As a result, the district leadership ensured the direct 

involvement of the principals in summer retreats and other planning opportunities regarding the 

policies and improvement plans of the district. The annual report was discussed at a televised 

meeting, placed on the district website, and covered by the local media.   

Indicator 3.  The district and its schools have an inclusive, comprehensive planning process. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s planning process evolved with the participation of district 

administrators and outside consultants. The district’s goal statements were developed at a two-

day summer administrative retreat. The school-level planning with principals, involving teachers 

and parents, was enhanced by a DOE sponsored workshop for school council members. The 

school improvement plan was distributed to every faculty member by e-mail. 

Indicator 4. The District Improvement Plan (DIP) and the School Improvement Plans (SIPs) 

reflect the District Vision and are linked to the analysis of student data that drives development, 

implementation, and change of educational strategy. 

EQA rating: Poor 
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Evidence: There was evidence of the coordination of district goals and the school improvement 

plans. The deputy superintendent checked school improvement plans for alignment with the 

district goals. 

Indicator 5.  Based on an analysis of student performance assessments, administrators, and staff 

evaluate progress on the DIP and SIP goals of each school.  Necessary changes are made. 

EQA rating: Poor 

Evidence: There was no evidence of a formal process to create mid-year corrections or make 

adjustments in the DIP or SIP. The superintendent used the district goals and school 

improvement plans in reviewing the performance of principals.  The superintendent’s primary 

form of reporting progress on the district’s goals came in the form of an annual report usually 

authored in August of each year. 

Indicator 6. Job accountabilities are established for the administrators and teachers in 

implementing the goals in district and school action plans. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  Job accountabilities and expectations for improving district and school improvement


initiatives were clearly defined.


Indicator 7. The district provides annual accountability and progress reports on district and


school plans to the school committee and community.


EQA rating: Excellent 


Evidence: A report was discussed at a televised meeting, placed on the district website, and 

covered by the local media. There was an annual statement of goals that was much more specific.  

The annual report (August, 2002) began very specifically with six bulleted paragraphs about 

“Improving Student Performance,” but it was a list of activities rather than a summary of pupil 

performance indicators either for grade level groups or subgroups. 
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Indicator 8.  The school committee is highly involved in the planning process and gives high 

priority to the goals of the district and school improvement plans in the annual budget. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The school committee was not highly involved in the planning process but did review 

and approve the school improvement plans and district goals.   

Standard 8. Organizational Structures, Policies, and Practices: The district has an 

organizational structure that has clear lines of authority and responsibility, promotes efficient 

operations, and facilitates accomplishment of the goals of the district and schools to improve 

student achievement.  An on going analysis of student performance data and the improvement of 

the curriculum and instruction are the focal points of the district leadership. 

Preliminary Findings: 

• 	 The down sizing of the ranks in the district’s curriculum leadership positions, due to fiscal 

restraints, resulted in less expertise and staff to deliver needed changes. This led to a multi

year cycle for change that lacks the urgency necessary for comprehensive reform, 

particularly in the area of curriculum development in math. 

Indicator 1.  The superintendent, in meetings with senior administrators and members of the 

school committee, develops a coherent vision statement and District Improvement Plan (DIP) 

designed to achieve it. EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The process used to develop a vision statement and district improvement plan was 

initially begun with assistance from a consultant, and during a two-day administrative retreat, the 

district’s senior administrators developed a draft of a vision statement and a district improvement 

plan. The draft was then submitted to and subsequently approved by the school committee.  

Indicator 2.  The superintendent delegates the educational and operational management of the 

schools to the building principals. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: School leaders had the apparent authority to adjust the structure and schedule of the 

schools, but little fundamental change was apparent, especially at the elementary level. 

Indicator 3.  The district leadership ensures that all principals have an opportunity to discuss 

published policies and district improvement plans. The district uses system-wide and inter-site 

communication systems to keep all staff well informed and to provide avenues for response. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The elimination of central office leadership positions, combined with education 

reform’s elevation of the importance of building principals, had resulted in an increasing 

involvement of principals in the operational management of the school district.  As a result, the 

district leadership had ensured the direct involvement of the principals in summer retreats and 

other planning opportunities regarding the policies and improvement plans of the district. A 

technology-based communications system for administration and teachers allowed for 

comprehensive and timely communications. 

Indicator 4.  The district publishes and makes available to all staff a current organizational chart 

that indicates lines of responsibility and job descriptions.  

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district had a particularly comprehensive policy manual on a CD-ROM that 

included all job descriptions and articulated lines of responsibility.   

Indicator 5.  The district ensures that all district records are carefully compiled and maintained 

and are available to all. EQA rating: Excellent 

Evidence: The compilation of data was aided by a technological format that allowed instant 

access to records, including a voluminous policy manual available on CD-ROM. 
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Indicator 6.  The superintendent is evaluated annually using the District Improvement Plan 

(DIP) as one set of criteria and receives a written report that identifies strengths and weaknesses. 

This report serves as a basis for subsequent improvement goals and professional development 

plans. EQA rating: N/A 

Evidence: N/A 

Indicator 7.  School leaders organized the structure and schedules of their schools such that 

instructional practices are improved. 

EQA rating: N/A 

Evidence: N/A 

Indicator 8. District employment policies and practices encourage skilled personnel to remain in 

the district’s employment. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The recruitment and retention of personnel continued to be a district priority. 

Significant testimony was received regarding the district’s inability to retain staff who come to 

Pittsfield to gain experience, and then move to districts that offer higher pay and improved 

working conditions, particularly in the field of math, special education, etc. 
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Domain E: Business and Financial Management 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
D

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

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

Standards  Indicators Total 
omain E – Business & Financial 

  Management 
S9 - Budget Planning & Development 

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

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

Standard 9. Budget Planning and Development: The district has a budget planning and 

development process that ensures effective use of available resources for district and school 

improvement initiatives. The school committee, the superintendent, teachers, parents, and 

members of the community all have varying degrees of responsibility to ensure that the school 

budget meets the educational needs of all students. 

Preliminary Findings: 

• 	 The district provided strong documentary evidence of a comprehensive budget development 

and planning process. 

• 	 The overall restrictive fiscal picture resulted in the elimination of 65 positions during the past 

two years and relegated long-term planning to areas minimizing financial commitment. 

• 	 The historical conflict between municipal and school finance personnel substantively 

restricted the school district’s potential for improvement. 
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Indicator 1.  There are procedures for the development of the district budget to ensure input 

from all staff. EQA rating: Excellent 

Evidence: The financial accounting and reporting procedures were extremely well defined by 

policy and practice. Required reports were generated by an efficient technological system. 

Accurate reports were generated for staff use. 

Indicator 2. Relevant budget decisions are premised on a systemic analysis of student 

performance data as well as other pertinent information. EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district had a comprehensive analysis of student performance levels and 

subsequent needs, but was severely handicapped by a restrictive budget that had resulted in the 

reduction of 65 staff positions in the past two years.   

Indicator 3.  The district has long-term goals, action plans, and improvement plans, which are 

used to integrate school and district-wide needs and goals in the budget development process. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the past four years, the City had been in financial crisis and this had impacted the 

district’s finances. The district’s budget planning process incorporated goals, action plans, and 

improvement initiatives at the district and school levels. 

Indicator 4.  The district allocates its resources to accomplish targeted initiatives and objectives 

at the district and school levels to improve student achievement. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district allocated its resources to accomplish improvement initiatives and 

objectives at the district and school levels.  
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Indicator 5.  The district employs a cost-effectiveness process in evaluating all of its programs, 

initiatives, and activities as part of the budget process. 

EQA rating: Poor 

Evidence: The school committee, via its finance sub-committee review of the administration, 

proposed an educational plan to assure that the district met the needs of the students and 

facilitated improved student achievement.  

However, the district has three areas of significant concern related to cost-effectiveness and the 

evaluation of its programs: 1) agreement for allocation of costs related to the health insurance 

cost of school employees; 2) the allocation of City employee’s time related to school issues; and 

3) other operational costs charged to the schools by the City. For example, the City is allocating 

health insurance costs by a ratio of personnel not by actual health insurance expense. Further, the 

time spent on school related issues by the City Accountant, the payroll specialist, the benefits 

analyst, and the City Treasurer are in dispute. Finally, there are district/City disputes regarding 

miscellaneous supplies expense, uniform allowances and mileage reimbursements for the nurses, 

postage, and time devoted to maintenance issues by the operations maintenance staff. 

Consequently, the historical conflict between municipal and school finance personnel 

substantively restricted the school district’s potential for improvement. 

Indicator 6.  The budget document itself is clear, complete, and understandable and provides 

complete information on all fund sources as well as previous history and trends. 

EQA rating: Excellent 

Evidence: The review of the financial documentation revealed excellent budget preparation. 

The budget document provided a complete analysis including fund sources, school budgets, 

enrollment projections, capital improvements, staffing requirements, and other data that met the 

needs for effective decision-making.  It was clear, complete, and understandable. 
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Standard 10. Financial Accounting and Reporting: The district maintains adequate 

accounting and financial reporting procedures to inform district-level and school-level decision-

making, ensure effective managerial control over the use of funds and facilitate public 

accountability. 

Preliminary Findings: 

• 	 The district could not produce or did not have written agreements with municipal officials 

regarding the cost allocation for health insurance.  This was particularly significant due to the 

continued disagreement surrounding the allocation of costs for the City and the district. 

Indicator 1.  School committee policies and administrative procedures establish clear processes 

and expectations regarding the expenditure, transfer, and investment of funds within the district 

budget. EQA rating: Excellent 

Evidence: The district had established clear processes and expectations regarding the 

expenditure, transfer, and investment of funds within the district budget. 

Indicator 2. Regular, timely, and complete financial reports are made to the school committee 

and the community. EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Periodic financial reports were provided to the school committee for their review and 

approval. 

Indicator 3.  Required local, state, and federal financial reports and statements are filed in a 

timely and accurate manner. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Local, state, and federal reports were filed appropriately and accurately. 
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Indicator 4. The district has 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 the MUNIS accounting system that provides for site-based 

management and the necessary technology to achieve this objective. The grant manager 

maintained an account ledger that was then integrated into the MUNIS system. 

Indicator 5.  The district reviews student achievement data and such reviews are reflected in its 

financial decisions. EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district leadership used student performance data to develop a budget that will 

increase student performance. 

Indicator 6. The district regularly employs appropriate independent financial audits and 

implements their recommendations to assure quality financial systems. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Audits of the City and school department had been conducted for the past three years 

by the accounting firms of Melanson and Heath and also Thomas J. Scanlon.  

Indicator 7. The district uses reliable forecast mechanism and control procedures to ensure 

spending is within fiscal budget limits. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The MUNIS financial systems provided adequate information to assure controls that 

will provide fiscal control of the budget. There was an encumbrance system to assure that the 

budget is not overspent. 
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Recent Developments 

• 	 In FY2003, the district purchased a new math series and provided the EQA with purchase 

orders for documentation. As part of this, the district is piloting the new math series by 

implementing four training sessions. 

• 	 The district has a community/crisis intervention team. To date, the team has 48 trained 

members (24 from the district and 24 from the community) to respond to emergencies. 

• 	 Presently, the district is collecting data on low-achieving students and tracking the 

remediation initiatives to identify effectives models. 

• 	 The district has assembled a committee to re-examine issues of time and learning. 

• 	 In FY2001, the district bought 30 minute more a day (15 minutes for instructional time and 

15 minutes for professional development) and in the upcoming teachers’ contract the district 

will buy an additional 15 minutes of instructional time. 

• 	 In FY2002-03, the district is piloting a ten-week block computer laboratory. 

• 	 At the high school, the district is revisiting the curriculum to determine where they can 

include more instructional time for math and science. 
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Appendix: 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 Combined 

Proficiency Index (CPI), 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 five 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). 
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