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Executive Summary 

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

Schools in late March of 2004. During 2000-2003, it was among the ‘Low’ performing school 

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

examination and the district’s performance on the 2003 Massachusetts Comprehensive 

Assessment System (MCAS) test. However, since the EQA’s data analysis examined grades 4, 8, 

and 10 on the MCAS test the results might differ from the DOE’s figures. 

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

results. The state average for the API was 75.7 in 2003. This placed Brockton among the 
‘Low’ academic school districts in the Commonwealth. In ELA, the district’s ELA 
Proficiency Index (EPI) was 72.2, and the state average for EPI was 82.2. In math, the 
district’s math Proficiency Index (MPI) was 54.9, and the state average for MPI was 69.3. 

•	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 67.6% of the students at Brockton scored in the ‘Needs 
Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. This figure was 19.4 percentage points 
higher than the state average percentages in those categories. 

•	 On the 2003 MCAS test, in ELA, 58.1% of the students in Brockton scored in the ‘Needs 
Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 19.0 percentage points higher than the 
state’s average percentages in those categories.   

•	 On the same test, in math, 77.4% of the students scored in those categories, 20.2 percentage 
points higher than the state’s average percentages in those categories.  

•	 In 2003, in Brockton the Proficiency Indices of 72.2 for ELA and 54.9 for math were 10 and 
14.4 points less than the statewide averages. 

•	 The MCAS test performance of all the district’s students did not meet or exceed state 
proficiency standards. 

•	 On the MCAS retest administered in the spring of 2003, 94.7% of the Brockton Class of 
2003 earned a Competency Determination (CD), as compared to 95% of the statewide Class 
of 2003. 

•	 On the MCAS retest administered in the spring of 2003, 83.7% of the Brockton Class of 
2004 earned a Competency Determination, as compared to 89% of the statewide Class of 
2004. 
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Equity of Achievement/Proficiency: 
•	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 62.0% of the regular education students at Brockton scored in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 20.9 percentage points higher than 
the state’s average percentages for this subgroup of students in those categories.  

•	 On the same test, 91.7% of the special education students at Brockton scored in these 
categories, 12.7 percentage points higher than the state’s average percentages for this 
subgroup of students in those categories. 

•	 Also, on the same test, 97.8% of the LEP students at Brockton scored in these categories, 
14.5 percentage points higher than the state’s average percentages for this subgroup of 
students in those categories. 

•	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 76.2% of the FRL/Y students at Brockton scored in the ‘Needs 
Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 2.9 percentage points higher than the state’s 
average percentages for this subgroup of students in those categories. 

•	 On the same test, 56.1% of the FRL/N students at Brockton scored in these categories, 17.0 
percentage points higher than the state’s average percentages for this subgroup of students in 
those categories.   

•	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 77.6% of the African-American students at Brockton scored in the 
‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 3.0 percentage points higher than 
the state’s average percentages for this subgroup of students in those categories.   

•	 On the same test, 44.8% of the Asian students at Brockton scored in these categories, 4.0 
percentage points higher than the state’s average percentages for this subgroup of students in 
those categories.   

•	 Also, on the same test, 77.7% of the Hispanic-American students at Brockton scored in these 
categories, 0.7 percentage points lower than the state’s average percentages for this subgroup 
of students in those categories. 

•	 Again on the same test, 53.8% of the White students at Brockton scored in these categories, 
12.6 percentage points higher than the state’s average percentages for this subgroup of 
students in those categories. 

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

•	 The MCAS test performance of all the district’s LEP, special education, FRL/Y, and African-
American, and Hispanic-American students varied substantially and in a less than 
satisfactory manner to the district’s regular education, FRL/N, and White students, 
respectively. 
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Improvement: 
•	 In Brockton, 8.1% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 

2003 than in 2000 and 11.1% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

•	 In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 9.1 points 
and, in math, by 6.7 points. 

•	 In ELA, 10.6% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 
than in 2000 and 11.9% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

•	 In math, 5.3% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 
than in 2000 and 9.9% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

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

Equity of Improvement: 
•	 Between 2000-2003, Brockton’s student achievement figures for all the district’s subgroups, 

regular education, special education, LEP, FRL/Y, African-American, Asian-American, and 
White students’ results improved by less than the state average in both ELA and math. 

•	 Between 2000-2003, Brockton’s student achievement figures for FRL/N and Asian-
American students’ results improved by more than the state average in ELA and less than the 
state average in math. 

Participation and Access: 
•	 Overall, all eligible students were not participating in ELA assessments at required levels and 

were participating in math assessments at required levels. 

•	 Special education and LEP students were not participating in either ELA or math 
assessments at required levels. 

Summary of Preliminary Findings by Domain: 

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

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

•	 In Brockton, student assessment was a high priority in the district and emphasis was placed 
on developing a district-wide approach to the analyses of student assessment data. This was 
conducted under the supervision of the supervisor of assessment, data analysis, research, and 
evaluation. 

•	 Over the last two years under review, in order to support the district’s goal of keeping student 
assessment as a high priority, the district created the instructional resource specialist and 
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reading resource teacher positions in each of the district schools. These officials reviewed 
school assessment data and modeled and mentored teachers. 

•	 During the period under review, in Brockton, new programs directly resulted from the 
analyses of assessment data.  

•	 During the period under review, the district did not meet the state Competency Determination 
(CD) standard. 

•	 For the period under review, the district had issues with student attendance and also 
participation in required assessment activities. The district failed to meet state participation 
standards for assessments. 

•	 The district had a computerized database system that allowed trends in both student and staff 
attendance to be gathered, monitored, and evaluated. Recently, analysis of this type of data 
led to some changes in policy and support structures. 

•	 In an effort to improve student achievement through the analysis of standardized nationally 
normed test data, the district administered the IOWA tests in grades 2-8 in order to engage in 
cohort analysis on a longitudinal basis. 

•	 Based on analysis of the IOWA and MCAS test data, the district’s curriculum and time 
allotment schedules were modified and revised at the elementary level.  

•	 Based on the district’s analysis of the IOWA and MCAS test data, instructional resource 
specialists and reading resource specialists were added in all district schools halfway through 
the period under review to assist classroom teachers in the delivery of instruction. 

•	 In an effort to improve student achievement in the district, a mandatory process for annual 
assessment of student performance was implemented at the building level. 

Curriculum and Instruction: 
•	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on one, ‘Satisfactory’ on fourteen, and 

‘Poor’ on seven, and ‘Unsatisfactory’ on two of the twenty-five performance indicators in 
this domain. 

•	 The district, in an effort to improve student achievement, added the positions of Instructional 
Resource Specialists (IRS) and Reading Resource Specialists (RRS) to all schools in the 
district to assist classroom teachers in the delivery of instruction.  

•	 Curriculum guides in the district were revised as a result of data analysis and were described 
as living documents that were never stagnant. In 2003, the district curriculum leaders were 
working to include assessment measures, benchmarks, and rubrics as additions to the 
curriculum guides. 
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•	 As evidenced in the district’s improvement plan (DIP), school improvement plans (SIPs) and 
through the interview process with district administrators, the improvement of student 
achievement was the district’s highest priority goal. 

•	 The district became more focused on the analysis of student test data to improve instruction, 
particularly when it hired a supervisor of assessment, data analysis, research, and evaluation 
who trained principals and district curriculum leaders in data interpretation on the IOWA and 
MCAS tests. 

•	 In Brockton, the community school program offered an array of educational and academic 
support programs for students, parents and citizens who were able to pursue academic make
up work, academic and enrichment courses, a general education diploma (GED), or a high 
school diploma. 

•	 In Brockton, through the process of student test data analysis, the district identified core 
academic areas ‘In Need of Improvement’ and revised and implemented curriculum and 
program offerings aimed at improving student achievement. 

•	 For the period under review, the district had troubles in the area of student attendance. The 
district took steps to address this problem, but had yet to be in successful meeting the state’s 
standard of 95%. 

•	 Interviews with some administrators and principals referred to student mobility as being an 
issue in the district. The district did not have any formal systems in place to address this 
problem. 

•	 The district had good systems in place to appropriately identify special education students. 
As a result, the district had a special education enrollment rate that was much lower than 
other urban districts. 

•	 Annually, during the period under review, the district developed a professional development 
plan for certified staff. However, there was no professional development plan for 
paraprofessionals or assistant teachers available or in use. 

•	 Between 2000-2003, the professional development plan included descriptions of proposed 
workshops regulations for license renewal and included forms for applying for in-service 
points. 

•	 Professional development for parents and community were not included in the plan. Also, 
professional development on shared decision-making was not listed in the plan, except for 
one course in mediation for conflict resolution. 

•	 The plan was described during interviews as both a menu of professional development 
offerings and a “guide” that was used as a conduit for the awarding of in-service points to 
workshop participants for a broad array of professional development opportunities. 
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•	 The plan awarded in-service points for “seat-time,” exclusive of student achievement 
measures. 

•	 In Brockton, the professional development plan’s governance integrated the adult learning 
needs of the district and integrated both the district improvement plan (DIP) and the 16 
school improvement plans (SIPs) into its planning. 

•	 In Brockton, some professional development points were awarded for teacher in-service that 
took place in pullout time and during scheduled instructional time. 

•	 The district’s professional development plan bypassed and exceeded collective bargaining 
language, addressing tuition reimbursement for college courses by contracting directly with 
universities to provide graduate credit courses to teachers. 

•	 Although by state regulatory requirements individual professional development (IPD) plans 
needed to be related to district and school goals, the district’s IPD plans were kept in 
personal files outside of the district and were unavailable for examination. 

•	 The district allocated time and resources to the development and implementation of its 
professional development plan. 

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

performance indicators in this domain. 

•	 The district made a commitment to accommodate students in subgroups in the least 
restrictive environment possible. They implemented many programs and support structures to 
achieve this goal, including educational planning teams (EPTs) in every school, as well as 
various counselors and specialists. 

•	 The district implemented a Grade K plus program to help students read at grade level by the 
end of Grade 3. However, due to limited finances and space constraints the district was 
unable to provide access to this program for all students who were in need. 

Leadership and Governance: 
•	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on two, ‘Satisfactory’ on thirteen, and 

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

•	 Since 2001, motivated by the MCAS test graduation standard and curriculum frameworks, 
the district’s leadership revamped its priorities with the rewriting of the district’s 
improvement plan (DIP) and the related school improvement plans (SIPs). 

•	 The data analysis of the MCAS and IOWA test results was the focal point in the district. This 
was evident in all district and school improvement plans, a central office administrative 
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position for data analysis, and the utilization of the Massachusetts Department of Educations 
DOE’s PIMS process in all elementary schools. 

•	 In Brockton, the evaluation of programs and administrative personnel at the district level was 
rigorous and ongoing and correlated to data analysis and student achievement. However, the 
Proficiency Indices (PIs) in ELA and math from 2001-2003 demonstrated little appreciable 
improvement in student achievement. 

•	 The superintendent designed a DIP and related SIPs and a pattern of administrative meetings 
and oversight systems, including data analysis that resulted in a specific focus on student 
achievement in the schools. 

•	 The school committee’s extensive use of standing sub-committees led to a higher level 
involvement in the decision-making process, and, as a result, the level of commitment was 
much higher than was typically found in many school districts. 

•	 Classroom instruction was being impacted by staff turnover rates that made it difficult to 
recruit and retain a diverse, certified staff in specialized areas, particularly at the secondary 
level, which impacted classroom instruction. 

Business and Finance: 
•	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on nineteen and ‘Unsatisfactory’ on 

one of the twenty performance indicators in this domain.  
•	 For the fiscal years under review, 2000-2003, Brockton received a total of $415,527,308 in 

state Chapter 70 Aid. 

•	 The district’s budget documents provided a historical review and summary of district 
spending for staff and maintenance. 

•	 The district’s increase in grant funding enabled the district to supplement its programs and 
services. 

•	 As reported by the DOE, the district’s actual Net School Spending (NSS) amount was below 
the required amounts in FY2002 and FY2003. 

•	 During the period of time under review, the district placed considerable financial resources 
($29 million) into its buildings and facilities to ensure its buildings were generally well 
maintained. 

•	 The district’s financial management system was strengthened because of the dual role of the 
City’s chief financial officer overseeing all municipal finances. 

•	 The district expended funds in the area of professional development on initiatives both at the 
central office level, as well as at the building level through the challenge for change grant 
program. 
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Part I: Overview of the EQA Review Process and the District 

On March 23-25, 2004, the EQA conducted an independent examination of the Brockton Public 

Schools for the period between 2000-2003. This examination applied the standards related to the 

EQA’s five major domains of inquiry, which include: A, Assessment and Evaluation; B, 

Curriculum and Instruction; C, Student Academic Support Services; D, Leadership and 

Governance; and E, Business and Financial Management. The EQA’s examination process for 

school districts involved two tiers of investigation and utilized twelve standards. The basis of this 

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

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

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

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

Brockton is a medium-sized city located in Plymouth County in southeastern Massachusetts. 

Educational, health and social services are the largest sources of employment in Brockton, 

followed by retail sales. According to the 2000 U.S. Census, it has a population of 96,304 people 

and a median family income of $45,235, while the median family income in Massachusetts is 

$61,664. Brockton has a Mayor/City Council form of government and an eight-person school 

committee. The Brockton Public Schools have 25 schools serving Grades K-12. The most recent 

Massachusetts Department of Education (DOE) figures indicate that there were 16,471 students 

enrolled in the district on October 1, 2003. The demographic/subgroup composition in the 

Brockton Public Schools is: 45.9% African-American, 37.8% White, 12.4% Hispanic-American, 

2.9% Asian-American, Limited English Proficiency (LEP), 7.4%; Free or Reduced Lunch/Yes 

(FRL/Y), 58.2%; and Special Education (SPED), 12.7%. During the ten years of education 

reform in Massachusetts, Brockton’s state Chapter 70 Aid increased by 69% from $36,607,534 

in FY1993 to $112,706,501 in FY2002. For the fiscal years under review, 2000-2003, Brockton 

received $92,108,653; $98,005,653; $112,706,501; and $112,706,501 for a total of $415,527,308 

in state Chapter 70 Aid. 

This report finds the Brockton Public Schools to be a ‘Low’ performing school district, which is 

marked by student achievement that is ‘Moderate’ in English Language Arts (ELA) and ‘Very 
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Low’ in math on the Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS) test. Since 

2000, Brockton has also demonstrated little improvement on its ‘Low’ MCAS test scores, but in 

the 2003 administration of the MCAS test, 67.6% of its students scored below standard. 

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

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

Brockton’s MCAS test results (2000-2003) is framed by the following five essential questions. 

However, since the EQA’s data analysis examined grades 4, 8, and 10 on the MCAS test the 

results might differ from the DOE’s figures. 

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

district’s students meeting or exceeding state proficiency standards? 

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

student subgroups? 

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

over time? 

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

subgroups changed over time? 

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

required programs and assessments? 

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

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

and district results by grade, ethnicity, and student category, a school-based analysis, a 

“performance gap” analysis, and a series of analyses to determine whether the mean 

responses for students in the district differed significantly from those of the state and 
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between student subgroups within the district. The data used by EQA differed from that 

appearing on the DOE web site in two ways:  1) the EQA used data only from the MCAS 

tests administered to students in grades 4, 7, 8, and 10, while the DOE web site data also 

included data from students in grades 3 and 6; and 2) the EQA data reflected a less 

restrictive definition of limited English proficient (LEP) and Free and Reduced Lunch 

(FRL) than that used by the DOE. Descriptive analyses of the test results for 2003 

MCAS test revealed significant differences between students in the district and the 

average scores of students in Massachusetts.  

A discussion of the analyses follows.   

Brockton vs. Massachusetts: 
•	 The aggregate of students in Brockton scored lower than the aggregate of the state’s students. 

•	 The regular education students in Brockton scored lower than the state’s regular education 
students. 

•	 The special education students in Brockton scored lower than the state’s special education 
students. 

•	 The FRL/Y in Brockton scored lower than the state’s FRL/Y students.   

•	 The FRL/N students in Brockton scored lower than the state’s FRL/N students. 

•	 The African-American students in Brockton scored lower than the state’s African-American 
students. 

•	 The Asian-American students in Brockton scored lower than the state’s Asian-American 
students. 

•	 The Hispanic-American students in Brockton scored higher than the state’s Hispanic-
American students. 

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

Brockton’s totals vs. Brockton’s subgroups: 
•	 The African-American and Hispanic-American students in Brockton scored lower than all 

other subgroups in Brockton except LEP and special education students. 

•	 The LEP students in Brockton scored the lowest of all subgroups in Brockton. 

•	 The FRL/Y students in Brockton scored lower than the FRL/N students in Brockton. 
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• The African-American, Hispanic-American, and White students in Brockton all scored lower 

than the Asian-American students in Brockton. 
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Assessment of MCAS Test Results 2000-2003 
1.	 Proficiency/Achievement: To what extent is the MCAS performance of all the district’s 

students meeting or exceeding state proficiency standards? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 67.6% of the students at Brockton scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. This figure was 19.4 percentage points 

higher than the state average percentages in those categories. 

•	 On the 2003 MCAS test, in ELA, 58.1% of the students in Brockton scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 19.0 percentage points higher than the 

state’s average percentages in those categories.   

•	 On the same test, in math, 77.4% of the students scored in those categories, 20.2 percentage 

points higher than the state’s average percentages in those categories.  

•	 In 2003, in Brockton the Proficiency Indices of 72.2 for ELA and 54.9 for math were 10 and 

14.4 points less than the statewide averages. 

•	 The MCAS test performance of all the district’s students did not meet or exceed state 

proficiency standards. 
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Figure/Table 1: 
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MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level 

State	 Brockton 

Advanced 14.2 6.8 
Proficient 37.6 25.6 

Needs Improv. 32.2 39.5 
Warning/Failing 16.0 28.1 

Analysis of Figure/Table 1: 

•	 Brockton had 7.4% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 12.0% fewer score in the 

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

•	 Brockton’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category was less than one-half 

that of the state’s students in that category, 6.8% to 14.2%. 

•	 Brockton had 7.3% more of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 12.1% more 

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

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level by Subject and Grade 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 2: 

•	 Brockton had 5.0% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 13.5% fewer in the 

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

•	 Brockton had 11.9% more of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 7.1% more 

in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories in ELA than the state’s students, on the 2003 MCAS 

test. 

•	 Brockton had 9.5% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 10.7% fewer in the 

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

•	 In math, Brockton’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category was less than 

one-half that of the state’s students in that category, 6.4% to 15.9%. 

•	 Brockton had 2.8% more of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 17.4% more 

in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories in math than the state’s students on the 2003 MCAS test. 
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Figure/Table 3: 
Proficiency Index (MCAS 2003) by Grade 

ELA Math 
Brockton 72.2 54.9 
Grade 04 70.2 59.4 
Grade 07 70.9 NA 
Grade 08 NA 43.2 
Grade 10 74.7 60.8 

Analysis of Figure/Table 3: 

•	 On average, in Brockton, the math PI was 17.3 points below that for ELA system-wide. (The 

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

•	 In ELA, the Proficiency Index in Grade 10 was 2.5 points greater than the district average 

and in Grade 4 it was 2.0 points and in Grade 7, 1.3 points less than the district average. 

•	 In math, the Proficiency Index in Grade 10 was 5.9 points and in Grade 4, 4.5 points greater 

than the district average and in Grade 8 it was 11.7 points less than the district average.  

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

student subgroups? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 62.0% of the regular education students at Brockton scored in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 20.9 percentage points higher than 

the state’s average percentages for this subgroup of students in those categories.  

•	 On the same test, 91.7% of the special education students at Brockton scored in these 

categories, 12.7 percentage points higher than the state’s average percentages for this 

subgroup of students in those categories. 

•	 Also, on the same test, 97.8% of the LEP students at Brockton scored in these categories, 

14.5 percentage points higher than the state’s average percentages for this subgroup of 

students in those categories. 
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•	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 76.2% of the FRL/Y students at Brockton scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 2.9 percentage points higher than the state’s 

average percentages for this subgroup of students in those categories. 

•	 On the same test, 56.1% of the FRL/N students at Brockton scored in these categories, 17.0 

percentage points higher than the state’s average percentages for this subgroup of students in 

those categories.   

•	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 77.6% of the African-American students at Brockton scored in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 3.0 percentage points higher than 

the state’s average percentages for this subgroup of students in those categories.   

•	 On the same test, 44.8% of the Asian students at Brockton scored in these categories, 4.0 

percentage points higher than the state’s average percentages for this subgroup of students in 

those categories.   

•	 Also, on the same test, 77.7% of the Hispanic-American students at Brockton scored in these 

categories, 0.7 percentage points lower than the state’s average percentages for this subgroup 

of students in those categories. 

•	 Again, on the same test, 53.8% of the White students at Brockton scored in these categories, 

12.6 percentage points higher than the state’s average percentages for this subgroup of 

students in those categories. 

•	 On the 2003 MCAS test, LEP, special education, Hispanic-American, African-American, and 

FRL/Y students in Brockton all scored below the district average PI in both ELA and math. 

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

American, and Hispanic-American students varied substantially and in a less than 
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satisfactory manner to the district’s regular education, FRL/N, and White students, 

respectively. 

Figure/Table 4: 

MCAS 2003 Data 
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State Reg Brockton State Brockton State LEP Brockton 
Reg Disability Disability LEP 

Advanced 16.8 8.1 2.3 0.6 3.4 0.0 
Proficient 42.2 29.9 18.7 7.8 13.3 2.3 

Needs Improv. 30.4 40.6 41.3 39.4 34.5 25.3 
Warning/Failing 10.7 21.4 37.7 52.3 48.8 72.5 

Analysis of Figure/Table 4: 

•	 Brockton had 8.7% fewer regular education students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 12.3% 

‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s regular education students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

•	 Brockton’s percentage of regular education students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category was 

less than one-half that of the state’s regular education students in that category, 8.1% to 

16.8%. 

•	 Brockton had 10.2% more of its regular education students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 

and 10.7% ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s regular education students on the 

2003 MCAS test. 

20




•	 Brockton’s percentage of regular education students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ 

category exceeded that of the state’s regular education students in that category by two times, 

10.7% to 21.7%. 

•	 Brockton had 1.7% fewer of its special education students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

10.9% fewer in the ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s special education students, on the 

2003 MCAS test. 

•	 Brockton’s percentage of special education students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category was 

almost one-fourth that of the state’s students in that category, 0.6% to 2.3%. 

•	 Brockton had 1.9% fewer of its special education students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 

and 14.6% more in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s special education 

students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

•	 Brockton had 3.4% fewer of its LEP students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 11% fewer in the 

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

•	 Brockton’s percentage of LEP students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category was less than that 

of the state’s students in that category, 0.0% to 3.4%. 

•	 Brockton had 9.2% fewer of its LEP students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 23.7% 

more in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s LEP students on the 2003 MCAS 

test. 

21




Figure/Table 5: 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of students by FreeLunch status at each proficiency level 

100


80

B

el
ow

 S
ta

nd
ar

d
 A

bo
ve

 S
ta

nd
ar

d 
60 
40 
20 

0 
20


40


60


80


100


State FRL (Y) Brockton FRL (Y) State FRL (N) Brockton FRL (N) 

Advanced 3.6 3.8 18.0 10.8 
Proficient 23.2 20.1 42.9 33.0 

Needs Improv. 41.3 41.5 28.9 36.8 
Warning/Failing 32.0 34.7 10.2 19.3 

Analysis of Figure/Table 5: 

•	 Brockton had 0.2% more of its students eligible for FRL/Y score in the ‘Advanced’ and 3.1% 

fewer in the ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s FRL/Y students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

•	 Brockton had 0.2% more of its students eligible for FRL/Y score in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and 2.7% more in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s FRL/Y 

students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

•	 Brockton had 7.2% fewer of its FRL/N students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 9.9% fewer in 

the ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s FRL/N students on the 2003 MCAS test.  

•	 Brockton had 7.9% more of its FRL/N students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 9.1% 

more in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s FRL/N students, on the 2003 

MCAS test. 
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Figure/Table 6: 

Be
lo

w
 S

ta
nd

ar
d

 A
bo

ve
 S

ta
nd

ar
d 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of students by race at each proficiency level 
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State Afr- Brockton State Asian Brockton State Brockton State Brockton 

Amer Afr-Amer Asian Hispanic Hispanic White White 

Advanced 3.3 3.1 23.2 16.5 2.6 4.4 16.6 11.3 
Proficient 22.0 19.3 35.9 38.8 19.0 18.0 42.2 34.9 

Needs Improv. 41.4 41.6 27.6 27.9 39.9 42.9 30.3 36.8 
Warning/Failing 33.2 36.0 13.2 16.9 38.5 34.8 10.9 17.0 

Analysis of Figure/Table 6: 

•	 Brockton had 0.2% fewer of its African-American students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

2.7% fewer in the ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s African-American students on the 

2003 MCAS test. 

•	 Brockton had 0.2% more of its African-American students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 

and 2.8% more in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s African-American 

students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

•	 Brockton had 6.7% fewer of its Asian-American students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 2.9% 

more in the ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s Asian-American students on the 2003 

MCAS test. 
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•	 Brockton had 0.3% more of its Asian-American students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 

and 3.7% more in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s Asian students on the 

2003 MCAS test. 

•	 Brockton had 1.8% more of its Hispanic-American students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

1.0% fewer in the ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s Hispanic students on the 2003 

MCAS test. 

•	 Brockton had 3.0% more of its Hispanic-American students score in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and 3.7% fewer in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s Hispanic-

American students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

•	 Brockton had 5.3% fewer of its White students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 7.3% fewer in 

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

•	 Brockton had 6.5% more of its White students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 6.1% 

more in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s White students on the 2003 MCAS 

test. 
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Figure/Table 7: 
N-values by category 

ELA Math 
Brockton Advanced 267 238 

Proficient 1314 602 
Needs Improv 1583 1367 

Warning/Failing 601 1500 
Regular Advanced 265 235 

Proficient 1259 581 
Needs Improv 1301 1198 

Warning/Failing 280 1034 
Disability Advanced 2 3 

Proficient 47 18 
Needs Improv 213 116 

Warning/Failing 159 278 
LEP Proficient 8 3 

Needs Improv 69 53 
Warning/Failing 162 188 

Free Lunch/Y Advanced 87 73 
Proficient 606 253 

Needs Improv 1003 768 
Warning/Failing 455 1027 

Free Lunch/N Advanced 180 165 
Proficient 708 349 

Needs Improv 580 599 
Warning/Failing 146 473 

African-American Advanced 67 43 
Proficient 487 188 

Needs Improv 814 645 
Warning/Failing 373 889 

Asian-American Advanced 15 24 
 Proficient 60 32 
 Needs Improv 36 30 
 Warning/Failing 9 31 

Hispanic-American Advanced 21 18 
Proficient 116 45 

Needs Improv 224 160 
Warning/Failing 91 221 

White Advanced 160 151 
Proficient 636 326 

Needs Improv 497 519 
Warning/Failing 123 347 
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Table 8: 
Proficiency Index (MCAS 2003) Free/Reduced lunch Status, Student Status, and Race 

ELA vs Math PI (by subgroup) 
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ELA PI 

ELA Math 

A BROCKTON 72.2 54.9 

B Regular 77.5 58.4 

C Disability 53.2 38.9 

D LEP 45.5 37.4 

E FRL/Y 65.5 48.4 

F FRL/N 79.4 62.4 

G African-American 65.1 45.8 

H Asian-American 82.2 70.4 

I Hispanic-American 64.4 46.5 

J White 80.6 65.2 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 8: 
•	 In Brockton, Asian-American, White, FRL/N, and regular education students scored 10.0, 

8.4, 7.2, and 5.3 Proficiency Index points higher on the MCAS test in ELA than the district 

average of 72.2. 

•	 In Brockton, LEP, special education, Hispanic-American, African-American, and FRL/Y 

students scored 26.7, 19.0, 7.8, 7.1, and 6.7 Proficiency Index points lower on the MCAS test 

in ELA than the district average of 72.2.  

•	 In Brockton, Asian-American, White, FRL/N, and regular education students scored 15.5, 

10.3, 7.5, and 3.5 Proficiency Index points higher on the MCAS test in math than the district 

average of 54.9.  

•	 In Brockton, LEP, special education, African-American, Hispanic-American, and FRL/Y 

students scored 17.5, 16.0, 9.1, 8.4, and 6.5 Proficiency Index points lower on the MCAS test 

in math than the district average of 54.9.   

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

over time? 

Preliminary Findings: 
•	 In Brockton, 8.1% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 

2003 than in 2000 and 11.1% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

•	 In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 9.1 points 

and, in math, by 6.7 points. 

•	 In ELA, 10.6% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000 and 11.9% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

•	 In math, 5.3% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000 and 9.9% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 
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• The MCAS test performance level for in the district improved in the aggregate from 2001

2003. 

Figure/Table 9: 

100 
80 
60 
40 
20 

0 
20 
40 
60 
80 

100B
el

ow
 S

ta
nd

ar
d

 A
bo

ve
 S

ta
nd

ar
d 

MCAS 2000 - 2003 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level 

2000 2001 2002 2003 

Advanced 3.5 5.4 5.6 6.8 
Proficient 20.8 26.5 24.8 25.6 

Needs Improv. 36.5 41.5 39.9 39.5 
Warning/Failing 39.2 26.6 29.7 28.1 

Analysis of Figure/Table 9: 

•	 In Brockton, 6.8% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 25.6% in the ‘Proficient’ 

categories in 2003 in contrast to 3.5% and 20.8% of all students achieving in these categories 

in 2000. 

•	 In Brockton, 39.5% of all students scored at the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 28.1% in the 

Warning/Failing’ categories in 2003 in contrast to 36.5% and 39.2% of all students scoring in 

these categories in 2000. 
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Figure/Table 10: 

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

Advanced 3.1 5.3 6.6 7.1 4.0 5.4 4.8 6.4 
Proficient 28.3 35.5 34.4 34.9 13.3 17.6 15.3 16.2 

Needs Improv. 40.7 41.9 42.2 42.1 32.3 41.1 37.7 36.9 
Warning/Failing 27.9 17.4 16.8 16.0 50.4 35.9 42.3 40.5 

Analysis of Figure/Table 10: 

•	 In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 9.1 points, 

from 63.1 to 72.2. 

•	 In math, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 6.7 points, 

from 48.2 to 54.9. 

•	 In ELA, 42.0% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 in 

contrast to 31.4% of all students achieving in these categories in 2000.  
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•	 In ELA, 58.1% of all students scored at the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ 

categories in 2003 in contrast to 68.6% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000. 

•	 In math, 22.6% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

in contrast to 17.3% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000.  

•	 In math, 77.4% of all students scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ 

categories in 2003 in contrast to 82.7% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000. 

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

subgroups changed over time? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 Between 2000-2003, Brockton’s student achievement figures for all the district’s subgroups, 

regular education, special education, LEP, FRL/Y, African-American, Asian-American, and 

White students’ results improved by less than the state average in both ELA and math. 

•	 Between 2000-2003, Brockton’s student achievement figures for FRL/N and Asian-

American students’ results improved by more than the state average in ELA and less than the 

state average in math. 
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Figures 11A-D: 

Proficiency Index Trend Data (by subgroup) MCAS 2001, 2002, and 2003


GRAPHIC Format: (bars = Brockton; dots = State)
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Table 11: 

Trend Data by Subgroup (Brockton.) 
 Trend Data by Subgroup (State) 


ELA Math ELA Math 
ALL ‘01 70.9 56.1 ALL ‘01 79.5 67.3 

‘02 71.3 51.6 ‘02 81.6 67.0 
‘03 72.2 54.9 ‘03 82.2 69.3 

Regular ‘01 74.6 58.7 Regular ‘01 84.1 71.9 
‘02 74.9 53.9 ‘02 85.8 71.4 
‘03 77.5 58.4 ‘03 87.2 74.5 

Disability ‘01 44.8 37.3 Disability ‘01 55.3 43.5 
‘02 44.0 32.8 ‘02 58.1 42.6 
‘03 53.2 38.9 ‘03 62.0 46.4 

LEP ‘01 44.2 47.0 LEP ‘01 48.7 41.6 
‘02 46.3 35.8 ‘02 49.7 39.6 
‘03 45.5 37.4 ‘03 48.1 46.5 

FRL/Y ‘01 62.0 47.6 FRL/Y ‘01 62.4 48.1 
‘02 61.4 44.7 ‘02 65.5 47.6 
‘03 65.5 48.4 ‘03 66.7 51.3 

FRL/N ‘01 75.9 61.0 FRL/N ‘01 84.1 72.6 
‘02 76.0 54.8 ‘02 86.0 72.2 
‘03 79.4 62.4 ‘03 87.8 75.8 

African-
American ‘01 65.7 47.9 

African-
American ‘01 61.8 45.6 

‘02 64.6 42.5 ‘02 64.2 44.4 
‘03 65.1 45.8 ‘03 67.1 48.6 

Asian-
American ‘01 75.9 70.9 

Asian-
American ‘01 78.1 73.5 

‘02 73.6 58.0 ‘02 81.9 73.7 
‘03 82.2 70.4 ‘03 81.7 77.4 

Hispanic-
American ‘01 62.0 46.6 

Hispanic-
American ‘01 57.1 42.6 

‘02 61.5 45.5 ‘02 60.3 42.1 
‘03 64.4 46.5 ‘03 61.6 46.3 

White ‘01 79.2 65.2 White ‘01 84.3 72.8 
 ‘02 80.3 62.4 ‘02 86.4 72.7 

‘03 80.6 65.2 ‘03 86.9 74.5 

Analysis of Figures/Table 12: 

•	 In Brockton, between 2001-2003, all students increased by 1.3 Proficiency Index points in 

ELA and decreased by 1.2 points in math, as compared with increases of 2.7 and 2.0 points 

statewide. 

•	 In Brockton, between 2001-2003, regular education students increased by 3.0 Proficiency 

Index points in ELA and decreased by 0.2 points in math, as compared with increases of 3.1 

and 2.6 points statewide. 
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•	 In Brockton, between 2001-2003, special education students increased by 4.7 Proficiency 

Index points in ELA and decreased by 2.5 points in math, as compared with increases of 6.7 

and 2.9 points statewide. 

•	 In Brockton, between 2001-2003, LEP students decreased by 1.3 Proficiency Index points in 

ELA and decreased by 9.6 points in math, as compared with a decrease of 0.6 in ELA and an 

increase of 4.9 points in math statewide. 

•	 In Brockton, between 2001-2003, FRL/Y students increased by 3.5 Proficiency Index points 

in ELA and 0.8 points in math, as compared with increases of 4.3 and 3.2 points statewide. 

•	 In Brockton, between 2001-2003, FRL/N students increased by 3.8 Proficiency Index points 

in ELA and by 1.4 points in math, as compared with increases of 3.7 and 3.2 points 

statewide. 

•	 In Brockton, between 2001-2003, African-American students decreased by 0.2 Proficiency 

Index points in ELA and decreased by 1.9 points in math, as compared with increases of 5.3 

and 3.0 points statewide. 

•	 In Brockton, between 2001-2003, Asian students increased by 6.0 Proficiency Index points in 

ELA and decreased by 0.4 points in math, as compared with increases of 3.6 and 3.9 points 

statewide. 

•	 In Brockton, between 2001-2003, Hispanic-American students increased by 2.5 Proficiency 

Index points in ELA and by 0.2 points in math, as compared with increases of 4.5 and 3.7 

points statewide. 

•	 In Brockton, between 2001-2003, White students increased by 1.5 Proficiency Index points 

in ELA and by 0.0 in math, as compared with increases of 2.6 and 1.7 points statewide. 
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5. 	Participation and Access: Are all eligible students attending and participating in all 

required programs and assessments? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
•	 Overall, all eligible students were participating in both ELA and math assessments at 

required levels. 

•	 Special education and LEP students were not participating in either ELA or math 

assessments at required levels.  

Table 13: 
ELA Math 

Tested 93.86% 95.27% 
ALT 1.40% 1.11% 
NTA 0.48% 0.54% 
NTM 0.40% 0.36% 
NTO 3.86% 2.71% 
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N-values for NTA, NTM, and NTO by Student Status: 
ELA Math 

Tested Regular 3089 3030 
Disability 418 412 

LEP 239 244 
ALT Disability 56 43 
NTA Regular 16 18 

Disability 3 3 
NTM Regular 12 12 

Disability 3 2 
LEP 1 0 

NTO Regular 71 37 
Disability 54 40 

LEP 29 28 

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

NTO = Not Tested, Other 

Analysis of Table 13: 
•	 On the 2003 MCAS test, Brockton’s cumulative student test participation rates in ELA and 

math were 95.26% and 96.38%, respectively.  These figures were based upon ELA and math 

participation rates on the regular MCAS test of 93.86% and 95.27%, respectively, and on the 

alternative assessment of 1.40% and 1.11%, respectively. The cumulative figures were 0.26% 

and 1.38% above the state’s standard for test participation, which is 95%. 

•	 In Brockton, 96.9%, 88.8%, and 88.9% of regular education, special education, and LEP 

students participated in the 2003 MCAS test in ELA. 

•	 In Brockton, 97.8%, 91.0%, and 89.7% of regular education, special education, and LEP 

students participated in the 2003 MCAS test in math. 

•	 In Brockton, 2.2%, 10.1%, and 10.8% of regular education, special education, and LEP did 

not participate for other reasons in the 2003 MCAS test in ELA.  

•	 In Brockton, 1.2%, 8.0%, and 10.3% of regular education, special education, and LEP 

students did not participate for other reasons in the 2003 MCAS test in math. 
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Part III: Summary and Preliminary Findings by Domain 

Domain A: Assessment and Evaluation 

Standards Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total 

Domain A – Assessment & Evaluation 

S1 - Student Assessment 

Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 7 

Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

S2 – Participation 

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

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

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

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

S3 - Evaluation Processes 

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

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

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

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

Standard 1. STUDENT ASSESSMENT: district and building administrators carefully 

administer statewide assessments and teachers regularly assess the performance of their 

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

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

supplementary and remedial programs. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 In Brockton, student assessment was a high priority in the district and emphasis was placed 

on developing a district-wide approach to the analyses of student assessment data. This was 

conducted under the supervision of the supervisor of assessment, data analysis, research, and 

evaluation. 
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•	 Over the last two years under review, in order to support the district’s goal of keeping student 

assessment as a high priority, the district created the instructional resource specialist and 

reading resource teacher positions in each of the district schools. These officials reviewed 

school assessment data and modeled and mentored teachers. 

•	 During the period under review, in Brockton, new programs directly resulted from the 

analyses of assessment data.  

•	 During the period under review, the district did not meet the state Competency Determination 

(CD) standard. 

Indicators: 

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

classroom, school, district, and state assessment results. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: A document review indicated that the district had clear policies that directed its 

assessment practices. District policies ADAE, BGC, BGE, ILB, and IA prescribed the 

development of system goals, policy review and revision, policy dissemination, testing and 

assessment administration, and instructional goals, respectively. District policy determined 

that policies were to be reviewed on a regular basis. The document review indicated the last 

such review was in 2002. Information presented during an interview with the supervisor of 

assessment, data analysis, research and evaluation, a position created in 1996 specifically to 

oversee the district’s assessment practices, determined that with the creation of the position, 

the district’s policies had evolved from policy drafts submitted to a policy subcommittee of 

the school committee. It was further indicated that the IOWA Test of Basic Skills results 

were purchased on a compact disc, which resulted in a one-day electronic turn around for 

availability for use by each district school site through a system created by the district called 

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

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

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

the MCAS test and system-wide tests. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district carefully implemented the DOE’s “Principles of Test 

Administration.” Information presented during an interview with the supervisor of 

assessment, data analysis, research, and evaluation, along with written procedures generated 

in the form of memoranda to principals, described the process that was to be followed in 

administering the MCAS and the IOWAs test. With respect to the IOWA tests, in grades 2-8 

they were administered following the same structure every year. Procedurally, the supervisor 

of assessment, data analysis, research, and evaluation met with principals to review security 

and test administration. A memorandum containing test administration instructions followed 

this. Lastly, the supervisor of assessment, data analysis, research, and evaluation conducted 

inventories, placed orders, and conducted preparation sessions with principals relative to test 

administration. The administration of the MCAS test followed the same basic procedure 

utilizing the state’s “Principles of Test Administration.” School building leadership teams 

attended state meetings, as did the supervisor of assessment, data analysis, research, and 

evaluation. Test preparation activities took place each year through the use of test 

“simulations” mirroring the MCAS test format. Efforts were also made to improve student 

attendance by outreach to the parents in the form of parental notification. In an interview, it 

was noted by the supervisor of assessment, data analysis, research, and evaluation that the 

DOE needed to correct the 2002 participation data, as it impacted negatively upon the 

adequate yearly progress designations. The DOE subsequently corrected the participation 

data. 

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

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

populations. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: In addition to the MCAS test, the document review and interviews with both the 

supervisor of assessment, data analysis, research and evaluation and the elementary 

principals indicated that the IOWAs were used annually in grades 2-8. Mathematics 

Management Tests were utilized in grades K-8 to track each standard modified to a new 

mathematics curriculum adoption. In ELA, Scott Foresman Benchmark Tests were utilized. 

Special education batteries were utilized, as well as Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early 

Literacy (DIBELS) for schools with Reading First Grants. 

4. Regular analysis of assessment results informs improvements to: 

a.  curricula, 

b.  instructional practices, 

c.  supplementary and remedial programs and services, 

d.  professional development, and 

e.  purchasing and provisioning for improved student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district used the regular analyses of 

assessment data to inform changes and/or revisions to curricula, instructional practices, 

supplementary and remedial programs, professional development and purchasing and 

provisioning. In an interview, the supervisor of assessment, data analysis, research and 

evaluation indicated that assessment analyses had led to a new grades K-8 curriculum 

adoption in math with Investigations being utilized at grades K-6, and Connected Math being 

used at grades 7 and 8. In ELA, Scott Foresman and the John Collins Writing Across the 

Curriculum materials were utilized. Smaller unit changes included supplementary materials, 

computer laboratory, sequencing and realignment. The school improvement plans (SIPs) 

were cited as the best example of data analysis that impacted instructional practice. The 

DOE’s PIMS process was adopted district-wide. Professional development in a ten-step 

standard process was provided to leadership teams by the central office staff. The leadership 

teams then trained teachers in a mentor model support system. The district set aside four in-

service days annually for the purpose of reviewing assessment data. After-school programs, a 
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Saturday school program, and a summer school program serving almost 8,000 students were 

established to address remediation needs. During the period under review, mentors were 

provided for all first year teachers and those teachers who were new to Brockton. Mandatory 

workshops were designed to take place during the school day through the provision of 

substitutes around the topic of data analysis. The SIPs were based primarily upon the analysis 

of assessment results and resulted in relevant professional development offerings. 

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

regular intervals. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, the supervisor of assessment, data analysis, 

research and evaluation, in conjunction with the superintendent, received test scores. The 

results were disseminated electronically the following day to the school sites, where they 

were analyzed by building leadership teams that were created and refined over the last couple 

of years. In turn, the leadership team trained the teachers in data analysis and were provided 

professional development to support the teachers’ role in the analysis. The SIPs identified the 

teacher roles and responsibilities in the analysis of data.  

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

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

services for all student populations. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In interviews and in the document review, it was determined that the district took 

steps to ensure that district staff acquired and maintained the necessary skills to use aggregate 

and individual test analyses. The district’s professional development process allowed for staff 

to acquire and maintain the requisite skills to successfully analyze data. The four required 

district in-service days, the district’s test bank program and simulation system of review, 

practice, and preparation all provided skill training for staff. The district also provided 

training in Excel and Access for administrators to assist them in analyzing their own results. 
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Students in the district’s information management system were coded to facilitate the 

disaggregation of data in the Starbase program by subgroups. At each elementary school site, 

building leadership teams, comprised of the Assistant principal, the reading resource teacher, 

and the instructional resource specialist, reviewed school assessment data. TestWiz was used 

at the building level, and several people at each school were trained to disaggregate the data. 

The analysis of test results had resulted in new or supplemental programs, such as after- 

school programs, Saturday school programs, and summer schools programs. 

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

(CD) standard by their senior year. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the period under review, the district struggled to educate all of its students to 

meet the Competency Determination standard. At the point of review, the Class of 2003 had 

94.7% of its students meeting or exceeding the standard, while the Class of 2004 had 83.7% 

of its students meeting the standard. When the district’s MCAS test remediation grant 

funding was reduced by 80%, the district focused the remaining 20% funding on 

Competency Determination efforts at the high school level. In an interview, the high school 

principal noted that meeting the Competency Determination standard was at the top of the 

priority list. The SIP for the high school addressed meeting this standard as a priority as well. 

Program initiatives were implemented in such areas as after-school, Saturday school, and 

summer school programs. The high school summer school program served some 8,000 

students. At the point of review, a freshman academy was being implemented to address the 

problems of attendance and performance of Grade 9 students. 

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In document review, school committee policy ADAA set forth goals for staff that 

included the provision of a well-articulated curriculum aligned with the state curriculum 
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frameworks, the provision of effective instruction reflecting the best practices, and the use of 

current research, assessment, and evaluation to continually improve curriculum and 

instruction. With respect to homework, teachers were expected to provide assignments that 

complemented class work and that were relevant to the curriculum. Teachers were further 

charged with providing for students’ individual differences by varying homework 

assignments to acknowledge varied learning styles. The district’s mathematics curriculum 

has a section entitled progress indicator that prescribes expectations of teachers relative to 

the teaching of mathematics.  

Students were expected to develop self-discipline, pride in one’s work, the development of 

positive self-esteem, and to generate an interest in learning through their approach to the 

regular completion of homework assignments.  

In interviews with principals and district central office staff, it was determined that mentors 

were assigned to direct new staff members in ensuring that consistent linkages with learning 

standards were maintained. Professional development workshops were run during the school 

day for the purpose of ensuring attendance and appropriate training of staff. 

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

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

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

opportunity for all students and all subgroups. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 For the period under review, the district had issues with student attendance and also 

participation in required assessment activities. The district failed to meet state participation 

standards for assessments. 

•	 The district had a computerized database system that allowed trends in both student and staff 

attendance to be gathered, monitored, and evaluated. Recently, analysis of this type of data 

led to some changes in policy and support structures. 
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Indicators: 

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

practices that require all students to attend and participate in all mandatory and appropriate 

assessments. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: According to interviews with administrators and principals, the district expected 

all students to participate in the required district assessments, this included the MCAS 

assessment. Further questioning of the administrators revealed that the district students were 

participating at very high rates. However, during the period under review, the district did not 

meet the state requirement of 95% participation. The actual participation rates for math were 

as follows: 90% in 2000, 89% in 2001, and 90% in 2002. The participation rates for ELA 

were: 88% in 2000, 89% in 2001, and 87% in 2002. 

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

attendance. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: A review of district documentation, interviews with administrators, and 

examination of attendance records, revealed that the district collected attendance data on a 

daily basis. This was true for both student and staff attendance. Administrators evaluated 

attendance data regularly and the district was able to provide copies of both staff and student 

attendance reports. These reports showed how many days absent had been taken, as well as 

the reasons for the absence. However, during the period under review, the district did not 

meet the state requirement of 95% attendance. The actual student attendance rates were as 

follows: 92.3% in 2000, 92.1% in 2001, and 90.3% in 2002. 
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3.	 The district maintains accurate records on attendance, suspensions, discipline, and 

dropouts by student subgroup populations and frequently: 

a.	 analyzes these records; 

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, according to administrators, the district had a 

computerized database system that was used to track all student related data. The data in this 

database included attendance information, suspension records and other discipline-related 

information. Each of the records included was coded for student subgroup, such as special 

education, LEP, and ethnicity. This special coding allowed for the district to disaggregate the 

data by subgroup and analyze trends separately. An examination of various district reports 

concerning attendance and discipline reflected this coding. 

As a result of ongoing analyses, the district recently increased its attendance requirements 

from 92% to 95%. It was too soon to determine if the new attendance policy led to a higher 

rate of student attendance. In addition, the district identified that a large number of students 

with poor attendance were 16 years old and in Grade 9. As a result, they were in the process 

of establishing a freshman academy to address their specific needs. 

A weekly report of student attendance showed the number of days that a student was absent 

year-to-date. As a student’s absenteeism increased, the district had successive layers of 

measures to encourage the student to return. If students appeared to be in danger of dropping 

out, the district referred them to counselors who tried to encourage them to stay in school. 

Before a student was considered a dropout, they were first placed on an enrolled/inactive 

status. This allowed students to easily return to school. Additionally, the district did have an 

alternative school program, which may have provided students with an environment more 

conducive to staying in school. However, the attendance rate for this school was quite low, 

with a value in 2002 of 49.4%. 
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4.	 The district actively encourages student attendance in conformity with their policies and 

expectations. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district included the attendance policy in all student handbooks. Additionally, 

according to administrators, the students were consistently encouraged to attend school. 

Some schools would have given rewards, such as pizza parties, to students with good 

attendance. However, this was not cited as being a formalized or consistent practice in the 

district. 

5.	 The district collects and uses data on: 

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

achievement, and 

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

student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: According to interviews with administrators, and a review of district 

documentation, it was not the practice of the district to collect or analyze thorough staff or 

student attendance data during the period under examination. However, the district’s student 

information management system did include some attendance data, as well as assessment 

data, such as the MCAS test. 

6.	 The district maintains clear and accurate records on: 

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s computerized database was used to track any waivers for students 

classified with limited English proficient (LEP) and alternative (ALT) status. In fact, as a 
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result of this coding, the district was able to identify some problems with the test data 

reported back by the DOE. 

The district handled teacher certification waivers through the human resources office. 

According to the documentation provided, dated January 16, 2004, the district had 107 

teachers without certification on waivers, as well as 53 teachers who were teaching outside of 

their area of certification one or more periods per day. 

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

proficiency for all English language learners (ELL) and: 

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

learners; 

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

discipline, and dropout records; 

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

focuses on areas of needed improvement. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under examination, according to interviews with administrators, 

the district used its computerized database system to track all student-related data including 

ELL status. This special coding allowed the district to disaggregate the data by this group and 

analyze trends accordingly. 

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

development, implementation, and analysis of school, program, and personnel evaluation. The 

evaluation process focuses on accountability for administrators, teachers, and staff, and one of 

the goals of the process is the improvement of achievement for all students. 
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Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 In an effort to improve student achievement through the analysis of standardized nationally 

normed test data, the district administered the IOWA tests in grades 2-8 in order to engage in 

cohort analysis on a longitudinal basis. 

•	 Based on analysis of the IOWA and MCAS test data, the district’s curriculum and time 

allotment schedules were modified and revised at the elementary level.  

•	 Based on the district’s analysis of the IOWA and MCAS test data, instructional resource 

specialists and reading resource specialists were added in all district schools halfway through 

the period under review to assist classroom teachers in the delivery of instruction. 

•	 In an effort to improve student achievement in the district, a mandatory process for annual 

assessment of student performance was implemented at the building level. 

Indicators: 

1.	 The district employs a system of: 

a.	 school evaluation that focuses on accountability for administrators; 

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

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

staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In Brockton, the schools’ IOWA and MCAS test results were important in the 

principal’s evaluation process. During the interview process, district administrators indicated 

that reading and math instruction, student attendance, order and safety, evaluation of staff, 

and parent involvement were important aspects of school management as evaluated by the 

superintendent. In the evaluation process, principals set goals in conjunction with the 

superintendent and developed action plans. Upon review at the end of the school year by the 

superintendent, principals were given a retroactive salary increase based on performance. A 

one or two year contract would then result. Principals evaluated assistant principals. 
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District curriculum leaders were evaluated in a manner similar to principals. Departmental 

goals and plans related to curriculum and program responsibilities were developed annually. 

In the review of yearly goals, there was an expectation to provide evidence of the degree of 

achievement and accomplishment of established goals. Goals were based on test scores 

(IOWA and MCAS tests) and goals of the district. The deputy superintendent evaluated 

district administrators through the goal setting process. The superintendent reviewed the 

evaluations, signed off on them and gave the retroactive salary increases and the one or two 

year contracts.  

The district had a formal personnel evaluation system for teachers, teacher assistants, 

paraprofessionals, secretaries, custodians, and maintenance employees based on job 

descriptions for each position. Supervisors and administrators evaluated these personnel on 

an annual basis. Teachers were formally evaluated and teachers without professional status 

were observed at least twice per semester, with a maximum of six annual observations. 

Teachers with professional status were evaluated every two years, with a minimum of two 

and a maximum of four observations. The teacher evaluation instrument was a checklist and 

teachers were given numerical ratings on performance categories. The evaluation instrument 

also allowed for comments by administrators. 

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

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

in improved student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district Improvement Plan dated 2003-2004 listed goals related to 

improvement of student achievement, reviewing alignment with the frameworks and 

providing MCAS test support programs. During the interview process, district curriculum 

administrators indicated that they were constantly reviewing assessment data, not just IOWA 

tests and the MCAS test. The Computer Curriculum Corporation (CCC) lab results were 

reviewed to determine effectiveness in supporting the curriculum and the frameworks. In 
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addition, the effectiveness of the John Collins writing program, open response reinforcement 

and literacy initiatives were evaluated. Curriculum administrators indicated that a great deal 

of time had been expended in assisting and training teachers in curriculum areas. Curriculum 

guides were described as “living documents” and were never stagnant. During the interview 

process, the following district changes were cited as examples of needed changes and 

modifications as the result of test and program assessment: the addition of instructional 

resource specialists and reading resource specialists in all schools, adding an early childhood 

coordinator, increasing mathematics time at the elementary level, the John Collins writing 

program, adoption of Scott Foresman 2000, the addition of three reading positions at the 

junior high level, establishment of the Kindergarten plus and the Grade 3 plus programs, the 

addition of full-day Kindergarten classes determined by available space, and funding with 

enrollment by lottery. 

3.	 There is an ongoing process to: 

a.	 monitor, and 

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

programs. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For half of the period under review, a process was in place to monitor the 

effectiveness of the curriculum and instructional programs. It was mandatory at the building 

level that principals and the school’s leadership team receive continuous training in data 

analysis. They were expected to be in classrooms observing and consulting with teachers to 

assist in the delivery of instruction. 

District principals and curriculum administrators indicated in interviews that data was 

constantly looked at, particularly with the assistance of the supervisor of assessment, data 

analysis, research and evaluation. During the period under review, IOWA testing was 

expanded to include grades 2-8; district administrators indicated that this allowed for better 

cohort analysis. Individual student IOWA Test data was put into students’ cumulative 
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folders. Principals indicated they referred to the data often, and expected teachers to do the 

same. 

4.	 The district’s evaluation procedure for administrators is aligned with the requirements 

of the Massachusetts Education Reform Act. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: During the review process a random sampling of 30 administrators’ evaluations 

were reviewed. It was found that the district’s evaluation procedure for administrators was 

aligned with the requirements of the Massachusetts Education Reform Act. Noted in the 

review was that one administrator’s certification expired in 2001, one in 2003 and one in 

January 2004. For one administrator, there was no certificate on file. No evaluations were 

found in personnel files for four administrators. Principals’ evaluations were held by the 

deputy superintendent and were not in the principals’ personnel files. 

5.	 The district’s evaluation procedure for teachers is aligned with the requirements of the 

Education Reform Act. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: During the review period, a random sampling of 137 teacher evaluations were 

reviewed. It was found that the evaluation procedure for teachers was aligned with the state 

curriculum frameworks. The instrument was bargained as a side document agreement. Noted 

in the review were the following: five teachers had no certificates on file, four teachers had 

expired certificates on file. Approximately one third of the files had a blue evaluation form 

indicating that the teachers’ evaluations were on file at the assigned school. The human 

resources executive director provided a list of all 1,400 teachers listed on a roster that was 

being used to update the certification files. A letter was being sent out requesting that 

teachers provide updated certification information. Approximately 10 percent of the files did 

not have evidence of evaluations or a blue evaluation form indicating the evaluation was at 

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

scores to: 

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

strengths and weaknesses in curriculum and instruction, 

b.	 set priorities for professional development, and 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district started disaggregating data in 1999 utilizing TestWiz. Principals and 

curriculum administrators were trained in the use of TestWiz to look at data. With the 

position of supervisor of assessment, data analysis, research, and evaluation added to the 

central office in 1996, training was expanded to include item analysis related to IOWA and 

MCAS test results. An off-site retreat was held to train all district administrators.  

District administrators indicated that analysis of data greatly influenced course and program 

offerings in professional development. Examples given were professional development 

activities related to learning strategies for LEP and special needs students. 

During interviews, district administrators cited the following examples of reallocation of 

resources based on disaggregated assessment scores: increase of instructional time in math at 

the elementary level and a goal to accomplish the same at the junior high level, the addition 

of the IRS and RRS positions and the implementation of the Freshman Academy program in 

Grade 9 in September, 2004. These examples related more to the general student population 

than specific subgroups. During the period under review, it was noted that the proficiency 

index in ELA and math for LEP students in the district decreased over a three-year period. 
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Domain B: Curriculum and Instruction 

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

Domain B –Curriculum & Instruction 

S4 – Curriculum 

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

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

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

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

S5 - Instruction: Expectations & Policies 

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

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

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

Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 2 

S6 - Access To Quality Education 

Programs 

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

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

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

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

S7 - Professional Development & 

Training 

Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 1 N/A N/A 1 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

•	 The district, in an effort to improve student achievement, added the positions of Instructional 

Resource Specialists (IRS) and Reading Resource Specialists (RRS) to all schools in the 

district to assist classroom teachers in the delivery of instruction.  

•	 Curriculum guides in the district were revised as a result of data analysis and were described 

as living documents that were never stagnant. In 2003, the district curriculum leaders were 

working to include assessment measures, benchmarks, and rubrics as additions to the 

curriculum guides. 

•	 As evidenced in the district’s improvement plan (DIP), school improvement plans (SIPs) and 

through the interview process with district administrators, the improvement of student 

achievement was the district’s highest priority goal. 

Indicators: 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: An organizational chart for the Brockton Public Schools listed the district’s 

curriculum leadership positions in place for the period of review. A senior director of 

curriculum was assigned to oversee curriculum and instruction on a system-wide basis. A 

senior director of elementary education was assigned curriculum responsibilities overseeing 

grades K-8. An acting associate principal for curriculum and instruction was assigned overall 

curriculum responsibilities at the high school level. During the interview process, it was 

indicated that at all grade levels, PreK-12, the principal was the designated curriculum leader 

at the individual school level. It was indicated by district curriculum leaders and principals 

during the interview process that instructional resource specialists (IRS) were assigned to all 

schools in the district to assist classroom teachers in the delivery of instruction. These 

specialists taught model and demonstration lessons for teachers and provided consultation 

regarding “best instructional practices.” The supportive efforts of these specialists were 

framed around the district’s newly revised curriculum guides in ELA and math with a 
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permeating goal to improve student achievement. Additional instructional support personnel 

assigned to assist classroom teachers included grades K-8 reading resource specialists (RRS) 

and grades K-6 math coaches. At the high school level, department heads were assigned 

curriculum responsibilities in content areas, with an average of one daily teaching 

assignment. The district’s curriculum leaders indicated in the interview process that the 

school principal, along with IRS and RRS personnel, constituted the active leadership team 

in every school. 

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

a. have access to the current curriculum, 

b. are trained in their use, and 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Evidence was found in the document review process that in 1998 the district’s 

school committee adopted the state curriculum frameworks as the basis for the school 

system’s curriculum. Revised district curriculum guides aligned with the frameworks were 

first distributed to all school staff in the fall of 1998. Since that time, district curriculum 

leaders indicated in the interview process, the district’s curriculum guides were “living, 

changing documents.” Curriculum guides in ELA and math PreK-8 dated 2003-2004 were 

reviewed. It was noted in the ELA guide that the director of reading, language arts, social 

science, grades K–8; writing, grades K-12, the coordinator of early childhood, the senior 

director of elementary education and the superintendent coordinated the revision. In 

mathematics, along with the above, the district’s coordinator of math and science, grades K-8 

coordinated the revision. During the interview process, district curriculum leaders and 

principals at all levels attested to the fact that the newly revised ELA and math guides were 

in the possession of classroom teachers. At the high school level, curriculum guides were 

recently revised and distributed to staff in conjunction with the accreditation process of the 

New England Association of Schools and Colleges (NEASC) in October of 2003. 
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District curriculum leaders and principals indicated that teacher training in the use of 

curriculum guides was achieved in several ways. Mentioned were grade level, whole school 

and departmental meetings and professional development training and offerings in subject 

content areas and pedagogy. Examples of training initiatives given were the John Collins 

writing program and the Scott Foresman 2000 ELA adoption and the new standards-based 

elementary math program. Each school’s curriculum and instructional leadership team, 

comprised of the principal, the instructional resource specialist and the reading resource 

specialist, played a major role in the development and implementation of staff training 

programs. 

During the interview process, district curriculum leaders and principals indicated that 

teachers were expected to use the district’s curriculum guides in planning and delivering 

instruction. At all grade levels, it was indicated that plan books were collected weekly and 

reviewed by principals. Principals indicated that during classroom observations, they 

expected to observe teaching practices consistent with the learning guidelines and standards 

and the instructional resources listed in the appropriate subject matter guide. Principals 

indicated that the delivery of classroom instruction, as related to content and teaching 

methods, was evaluated and reflected in evaluations of teachers both with and without 

professional status. 

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: District curriculum leaders and principals indicated in the interview process that 

there were procedures for annual review and revision of curriculum based on the analyses of 

test data. It was indicated that the results of the IOWA test (grades 2-8) and the MCAS test 

were first reviewed by the central office supervisor of assessment, data analysis, research and 

evaluation, who initially shared the results with central office personnel. Test results for 

individual schools and the district were reviewed and compared on a longitudinal basis, 

utilizing national norm data for the IOWA Test and state data for the MCAS test. Reports 
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were then sent to principals who reviewed the results with the instructional resource 

specialists (IRS) and other support personnel, as appropriate. Longitudinal information and 

item analyses were interpreted by the principal and instructional resource specialist and 

presented to the faculty. Principals also reviewed cohort group scores annually, based on the 

IOWA tests. Based on item analyses of the IOWA tests and the MCAS test, school principals 

and district curriculum leaders met to identify grade level curriculum weaknesses. District 

curriculum revisions were established as priorities aimed at improving student performance. 

At the building level, teachers were engaged in curriculum revision at monthly grade level 

and whole school meetings. 

4.	 Modifications and/or revisions to curricula are: 

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

student populations, and 

b.	 revised as necessary and disseminated to staff. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: During the interview process, district curriculum leaders and principals lauded the 

addition of the position of supervisor of assessment, data analysis, research, and evaluation to 

the central office staff in 1996. During the period under review, training in data analysis was 

provided to all central office staff and principals in the district. A two-day retreat for this 

very purpose was held. Teachers were trained to interpret test data with a particular focus on 

the effectiveness of curriculum in improving student achievement. Included in the training 

was assistance in the assessment of student performance of various sub groups. With sub 

group performance and individual learning styles of students in the forefront, district 

curriculum leaders cited the adoption of the ELA Scott Foresman 2000 series as an example 

of effectively modifying district curriculum offerings to improve equitable student 

achievement for all student populations. Several times during the interview process, district 

administrators indicated that the school system was becoming more and more data driven. 

Analysis of MCAS test data had prompted the district to review the curriculum and time 

allotment for math at the junior high level. The MCAS test data in math had shown a weak 

link to the junior high school math curriculum. Subgroup performance of LEP and special 
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education students in the district showed a need for improved student achievement. The 

MCAS math test data relating to the junior high school level and the district’s LEP and 

special education students’ performance were a prevailing concern for the majority of the 

period under review. 

Major curriculum modifications during the period under review included revisions in PreK-8 

ELA and math. Newly revised curriculum guides reflecting the changes were distributed to 

staff system-wide. The Scott Foresman 2000 series was a new adoption in ELA. A new 

standards based math curriculum was implemented during the period of review in grades K, 

1, 6, 7, and 8, as indicated in the district’s annual report 2002-2003. A review of MCAS test 

data and interviews with junior high school principals indicated that student achievement in 

math was of high concern. 

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

a. horizontal instructional program articulation throughout the system, and 

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

– K – 12.

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: District administrators indicated that grade level meetings were held monthly for 

grades K-8. It was indicated in the interview process that common planning time was made 

available at the elementary and junior high levels. It was further indicated that topics of 

priority included course content, literacy and writing, and data analysis. One of the written 

goals of the district was to continue to improve curriculum articulation. Specifically 

mentioned were key transition points: Kindergarten to elementary, elementary to junior high, 

and junior high to high school. The recent high school NEASC Report issued a 

commendation for the initiatives across grade levels addressing literacy skills, the John 

Collins Writing method, and open response questions. 
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Evidence in the Brockton Public Schools School Committee Policy approved June 5, 2001, 

emphasized that the district would provide a well-articulated curriculum aligned with the 

state curriculum frameworks. In the newly revised ELA and math grades K-8 curriculum 

guides, a format had been adopted to include learning standards on a grade-by-grade 

continuum. The district’s curriculum leaders indicated in the interview process that the 

guides would be further revised to include rubrics and benchmarks. Learning goals and 

expectations were clearly stated in the district’s guides grades K-12. Administrators indicated 

that teachers found the guides to be useful and user-friendly. 

Evidence was found in the following district documents emphasizing the alignment of the 

district’s curriculum with the frameworks; school committee policy adoption 1998, school 

committee policy for Staff 2001, district’s annual report 2002-2003, district improvement 

plan and school improvement plans 2003-2004. 

5a. VOC: In vocational schools and districts, the district implements an established, well-

documented process to ensure: 

a.	 integration of academic skills, particularly in ELA, mathematics and science and 


technology into each occupational area,


b.	  sequencing and alignment of learning goals, skills and expectations from one Grade to 

the next - 9-12. 

c. 	 alignment with the state curriculum frameworks across all Grades and occupational areas 

9-12.


EQA Rating: N/A


Evidence: N/A 

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

subgroups. 

EQA Rating: Poor 
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Evidence: During interviews with curriculum leaders and through focus group discussions 

with elementary principals, class size was not indicated to be a major concern at the 

elementary level. However, during similar interviews with secondary principals there was a 

high level of concern around the large class sizes in grades 7-12 for many core academic 

areas. The district qualified to receive school-wide Title I resources and as a result, Title I 

teachers were available to assist classroom teachers in all schools. The support positions of 

instructional resource specialists, reading resource specialists, and math coaches were said by 

principals to be helpful staff additions to assist classroom teachers in the delivery of the 

district’s curriculum to all students and student subgroups. 

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

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

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

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

students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 The district became more focused on the analysis of student test data to improve instruction, 

particularly when it hired a supervisor of assessment, data analysis, research, and evaluation 

who trained principals and district curriculum leaders in data interpretation on the IOWA and 

MCAS tests. 

•	 In Brockton, the community school program offered an array of educational and academic 

support programs for students, parents and citizens who were able to pursue academic make

up work, academic and enrichment courses, a general education diploma (GED), or a high 

school diploma. 

•	 In Brockton, through the process of student test data analysis, the district identified core 

academic areas ‘In Need of Improvement’ and revised and implemented curriculum and 

program offerings aimed at improving student achievement.  
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Indicators: 

1. The district has implemented instructional programs that: 

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

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

programs. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Six years ago, prior to the current superintendent, district administrators indicated 

there was no formal plan to assess needs of students. It was indicated that during the period 

under review the school system was not data driven, but was in the last year under review. In 

1996, the position of supervisor of assessment, data analysis, research, and evaluation was 

added to the central office. Principals, central office administrators, instructional resource 

specialists and reading resource specialists were then trained to analyze and interpret test 

results. During the period under review, principals, with the assistance of building specialists 

(IRS and RRS), annually presented and interpreted test data on the IOWA Test and the 

MCAS test to the school staff. This group of district officials was described as the school’s 

leadership team for curriculum and instruction at the elementary, junior high, and high school 

levels. 

During the interview process, district curriculum administrators described several resources 

designed to support instruction. Students one year below grade level on the IOWA Test had 

an individual student success plan (ISSP) generated. There was a Kindergarten and a Grade 3 

plus program to assist students in improving achievement in core academic areas before 

moving on to the next grade level. In the fall of 2004, a freshman academy would be 

implemented for 80 students in Grade 9 in need of academic and personal support. This 

program was also aimed at reducing the dropout rate at the high school. The district was Title 

I eligible for all schools and, therefore, provided teaching assistance to classroom teachers. 

Summer school was provided as a viable option for junior high and high school students who 

needed to make up failing grades in order to be promoted. 
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2.	 Improving and/or sustaining student achievement is the shared responsibility of: 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district had a parent center located in the community that was staffed to assist 

all students entering school in the district and their parents. Information was available 

describing the education programs within the district and parents seeking assistance were 

directed to appropriate school personnel. School improvement plans addressed an emphasis 

and priority on student learning. Reading and mathematics were given highest priority in 

terms of student academic improvement. Schools disseminated, in 2003, a parent program 

booklet in all curriculum areas grades K-8. This booklet had a uniform format and was 

intended to provide parents with information regarding the Massachusetts curriculum 

frameworks. There were approximately twenty booklets that described the roles of teachers 

and students in active learning. 

A review of student handbooks indicated that clear rules and regulations existed regarding 

student performance and expectations. Several of the schools that were visited displayed 

messages on posters that promoted excellence relative to student academic performance. 

Part-time parent liaisons were employed in all schools in the district. They provided tours for 

new students, coordinated school-parent programs, encouraged parental involvement, and 

contacted parents regarding student attendance.  

The Community School in the district had long supported educational programs for students, 

parents and citizens. A wide variety of after-school programs for elementary students were 

offered at a reasonable cost. A sampling of courses included math games, symphony, college 

achievers, cultural club, wild backyard laboratory and PowerPoint. Courses were offered at 

every elementary and junior high school generally from 3:00 to 5:00 pm. For students and 

parents seeking high school credits, a diploma or equivalency, low and no cost 

(academically) based courses, GED preparation courses, and adult diploma courses were 

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

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

content area: 

a.	 meets state requirements at each level, and 

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

achievement data. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: A review of instructional time indicated that it met state requirements at each 

level. An analysis of student achievement data resulted in the allocation of additional 

instructional time. As an example, in 2003, instructional time in math at the elementary 

level increased from 70 minutes daily to 90 minutes daily. An increase in instructional time 

in math at the junior high level was currently being considered for September of 2004. In 

an effort to increase learning time beyond the school day, the district implemented a 

homework policy dated 2003-2004, for grades PreK-12. Parents received the policy along 

with a parent signature page to be signed and returned to the child’s school. Homework 

was described as preparation, practice, or extension/creative. 

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

assignment or responsibility. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: During the review of teacher personnel files, five teachers had no certification 

certificates on file and four expired certification certificates were found. In The Enterprise 

news article dated September 25, 2003, the superintendent was quoted as saying that 30 

percent of the math and science teachers at the district’s four junior high schools and its high 

school were not licensed by the state’s DOE to teach those subjects. He also indicated that of 

168 teachers teaching mathematics, science, special education, and world languages, 49 

teachers were not licensed at the junior high schools and high school. 
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5.	 District employment policies and practices identify, and encourage skilled, highly qualified 

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

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: During the interview process, administrators indicated that early advertising and 

recruitment practices through the human resource office constituted the district’s practices to 

attract highly qualified teachers. It was also indicated that they attended college fairs to 

attract certified teachers and teachers of diversity. However, the district had not been able to 

meet staffing needs at the secondary level in math, science, special education, and world 

languages by hiring certified teachers. It was reported that 30 percent of the district’s 

secondary teachers in these areas were not certified. In addition, the district had not been 

successful in hiring teachers of diverse backgrounds. District administrators indicated that the 

district’s professional development program, mentoring program, student diversity, and staff 

and administrative support were the major reasons for personnel to remain in the district. 

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

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

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

support equitable participation in quality educational programs for all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 For the period under review, the district had troubles in the area of student attendance. The 

district took steps to address this problem, but had yet to be in successful meeting the state’s 

standard of 95%. 

•	 Interviews with some administrators and principals referred to student mobility as being an 

issue in the district. The district did not have any formal systems in place to address this 

problem. 
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•	 The district had good systems in place to appropriately identify special education students. 

As a result, the district had a special education enrollment rate that was much lower than 

other urban districts. 

Indicators: 

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

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence:  For the period under review, the district had clear policies requiring both staff 

and students to be in attendance at school. Student attendance requirements could be found in 

both the policy manual, as well as the student handbooks. However, during the period under 

review, the district did not meet the state requirement of 95% attendance. The actual student 

attendance rates were as follows: 92.3% in 2000, 92.1% in 2001, and 90.3% in 2002. Teacher 

attendance rate for 2002-2003, as reported by the district, was 93.5% (or 94.3%, if the 

number of days due to long term illness were subtracted). 

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

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

a.	 transition management, 

b. 	 dropout prevention. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: A review of the documentation, as well interviews with administrators, revealed 

that the district did not have any formal system in place to ensure that there was equitable 

participation in programs. However, complaints, if any, were treated very seriously. Also, 

programs were monitored informally to see if there was balance in the areas of gender and 

race. The district found in an analysis that there were a disproportionate number of minority 

students in many of its programs. One administrator explained that they thought it was not a 

racial issue, but more a socioeconomic issue. 
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The district had several areas of transition management. First of all, for students categorized 

as either special education or LEP, they were transitioned into the mainstream when ready. 

This was made easier by using a partial mainstreaming model, as well as ongoing transition 

meetings with appropriate staff. 

As students changed from grade to grade, and school to school, the district offered 

orientation meetings that were facilitated by the guidance department. Students new to the 

district were given an orientation when they first registered. This took place at the parent 

information center. After this point, school adjustment counselors, guidance counselors, 

teachers and parent liaisons gave continued support. 

In order to minimize the number of students that dropout, the district has several systems in 

place. Each of the schools had an EPT where student issues are discussed on a weekly basis 

and various solution options were developed. Other dropout prevention programs included: 

homework assistance, academic support, the MCAS test tutoring, and the development of 

social skills. If the student continued to struggle, the district did have an alternative school 

program. This program was specifically designed to give students a last chance to be 

successful in public school. Students who did finally choose to dropout without a diploma 

were, according to the Coordinated Program Review (CPR) (dated March 2004), 

“appropriately notified and counseled regarding other options that [were] available to them.” 

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

quality educational programs for all students that address: 

a.	 high expectations for all students, 

b.	 participation in challenging courses, 

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: According to interviews with administrators, the district strongly encouraged 

inclusion for all students. Several administrators referred to inclusion as, “well engrained in 
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the culture of [the district].” As a result of this philosophy, the district had a much lower than 

expected special education enrollment at 12% compared to the state average of 15% in 2003. 

Students were urged to participate in the most challenging courses possible. 

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

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district had a well-established practice for 

both the discipline of students, and the review of trends. According to an administrator, all 

student discipline information was tracked in the district’s computerized database. The 

superintendent and the assistant superintendent analyzed this on a monthly basis. Upon 

examination of a sample discipline report, it became apparent that the district administrators 

were able to assess the records for types of infraction, as well as previous discipline issues. A 

review of district data revealed that out-of-school suspension rates in 2002 for African- 

American and Hispanic-American student were significantly higher than the rate for white 

students, 19.1% and 17.0% compared to 10.5%. However, elevated rates for these groups 

were typical for the state. 

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

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

and challenging programs. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: A review of the district policies, as well as interviews with administrators, 

revealed that the district did not have a specific system in place in place to deal with transient 

students. The district explained that, in grades K-8, students were processed through the 

parent information office. New students entering in the high school grades were assigned to a 

counselor with the expectation that they would help facilitate the students’ successful entry 

into the school. Some administrators did point out, however, that these students frequently 
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ended up having difficulties in the school and were referred to the EPT for additional 

assistance. 

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: According to interviews with district administrators, principals were able to assign 

teachers freely within their school, as needed. Interviews with several principals confirmed 

this as fact; they were comfortable with the idea of assigning staff as needed. The district did 

not have a policy that mandated this practice. However, a review of the language of the 

teacher’s labor union contract did not prevent this from occurring. 

Standard 7. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING: The district has 

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

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

assistants, and professional support teams. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 Annually during the period under review, the district developed a professional development 

plan for certified staff. However, there was no professional development plan for 

paraprofessionals or assistant teachers available or in use. 

•	 Between 2000-2003, the professional development plan included descriptions of proposed 

workshops regulations for license renewal and included forms for applying for in-service 

points. 

•	 Professional development for parents and community were not included in the plan. Also, 

professional development on shared decision-making was not listed in the plan, except for 

one course in mediation for conflict resolution. 
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•	 The plan was described during interviews as both a menu of professional development 

offerings and a “guide” that was used as a conduit for the awarding of in-service points to 

workshop participants for a broad array of professional development opportunities. 

•	 The plan awarded in-service points for “seat-time,” exclusive of student achievement 

measures. 

•	 In Brockton, the professional development plan’s governance integrated the adult learning 

needs of the district and integrated both the district improvement plan (DIP) and the 16 

school improvement plans (SIPs) into its planning. 

•	 In Brockton, some professional development points were awarded for teacher in-service that 

took place in pullout time and during scheduled instructional time. 

•	 The district’s professional development plan bypassed and exceeded collective bargaining 

language, addressing tuition reimbursement for college courses by contracting directly with 

universities to provide graduate credit courses to teachers. 

•	 Although by state regulatory requirements individual professional development (IPD) plans 

needed to be related to district and school goals, the district’s IPD plans were kept in 

personal files outside of the district and were unavailable for examination. 

•	 The district allocated time and resources to the development and implementation of its 

professional development plan. 
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Indicators: 

1.	 The district ensures that every school in the district has identified its professional 

development needs. The district has developed and implemented a professional 

development plan to address these identified needs for all: 

a.	 principals, 

b.	 teachers, and 

c.	 other professional staff, including paraprofessionals and teacher assistants. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The professional development plan presented by the district covered certified staff 

only. There was no district plan for paraprofessionals or other support personnel provided. 

Interviews described that No Child Left Behind (NCLB) caused professional development for 

support personnel to be attended to, but no specific data was provided. The executive director 

of curriculum, who chaired an oversight committee of 16 district administrators, generated 

the basic plan. No principals were on the committee, although this examiner heard from a 

number of interviewees that the principal was the instructional leader in his/her school. The 

plan was described as a “guide” for the district, through which in-service points could be 

weaved to meet flexible needs of the district; and to support new approaches to professional 

development, and giving more flexibility to the daily needs of schools and teachers. In 

particular, it was pointed out that two new support structures had been funded and staffed, 

IRS and RRS. These positions were, in turn, sources of field-based on-site professional 

development activities directly related to instruction. These initiatives and other data based 

needs (i.e. math open response and Collins writing initiative) were strengthened by the 

professional development plan’s flexibility. The principal, the IRS and the RRS formed an 

administrative leadership team for each school. 

There was an aspiring administrator academy, but no evidence was presented in the 

professional development plan related to regularly scheduled/planned workshops for 

administrators. However, the district held administrator retreats off-site when IOWA/MCAS 

test scores came in and were disaggregated, so as to use them as a foundation for DIP/SIP 
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and professional development plans. Administrators also received training in TestWiz, the 

John Collins writing program, and the PIMS process, as well as in data analysis. 

The chairperson of the professional development coordinating committee provided 

information about contracting with local universities to offer certain courses. Data showed 

that 18 teachers were enrolled in an Educational Leadership course offered by Bridgewater 

State College as a cohort offering. The cost was $7810.00, 51% of which was paid by the 18 

students; the remainder paid from the professional development funds of the district. The 

teachers’ labor union contract (article XXXVII c.) allowed only 30 teachers to get tuition 

reimbursement, and only once every two years. There was no printed regulation allowing for 

this kind of district-funded expenditure beyond that allowed in the contract. There was no 

reference to such a purpose being part of the district’s approved plan. 

Student test data was used in the implementation of the district professional development 

plan, but was not the exclusive basis for development of the district professional 

development plan. In interviews, it was disclosed that there was a district-wide connection to 

the professional development plan through the flexible use of in-service points. The senior 

director of elementary education, a direct report to the chairperson of the professional 

development coordinating committee, evaluated principals and oversaw the development of 

school improvement plan templates and quality. 

Principals’ evaluations, contracts and merit awards are tied to school performance, including 

test results.  However, there was no hard data yet to connect such use of flexibility and OJT 

to student achievement measures, but elementary and junior high school principals who were 

interviewed supported these connections as being helpful to change/improve instruction. 

However, no measured effects on student achievement scores had yet occurred as a result of 

these changes. Annually, a macro needs assessment (conducted by the various members of 

the professional development coordinating committee) was used to provide a foundational 

content formation for the district professional development plan. There was a sense of 

urgency among those interviewed to use professional development as a vehicle for improved 

pedagogy leading to increased student achievement measures. 
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2.	 The district updates its Professional Development Plan annually and sets forth a 

budget for professional development within the confines of the foundation budget. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district professional development coordinating committee met at the end of 

each fiscal year to plan the following year’s professional development plan. Using the budget 

figures provided by the district, the committee planned its workshop offerings, its challenge 

grant allocations and its other support. The staff was used to present workshops; OJT 

workshops were anticipated and consultants were contacted to provide workshops 

(universities; Collins writing program etc.). The committee met regularly to approve requests 

for workshops and to approve in-service point earning allocations for offerings. Its minutes 

were published internally after each meeting and distributed to committee members. 

The committee annually reviewed goals from the DIP and ensured alignment of its dollar 

allocation and related decisions to promote its goals. A benchmarking professional 

development sub-committee paid attention to school needs, balancing the district goals with 

curriculum training needs and the re-certification needs of teachers. 

No tuition re-imbursement was made, but the district contracted for partial payment of 

university courses for Brockton teacher cohorts in educational administration. The total 

budget for professional development during FY2004 was $2,087,750.00. 

3.	 The district’s Professional Development program is informed by the following: 

a.	 analysis of student assessment data disaggregated by student subgroup 


populations,


b.	 evaluation results of programs and services, and 

c.	 evaluations of professional staff and administrators. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The professional development plan was, in part, influenced by student needs, 

through SIPs, the director of elementary education’s role as evaluator of elementary 

principals and through the coordinating committee member’s expression of professional 

development needs. For example, there was professional development to improve math open 

response and the Collins writing program were tandem professional development programs 

brought in to meet specific student needs generated out of SIPs. Specialized professional 

development programs for LEP and special education students were offered to meet needs of 

certain student groups. The professional development book displayed a substantial number of 

offerings directed at student subgroups. These clusters of offerings were derived from 

instructional needs of students. 

The director of elementary education oversaw the elementary principals’ annual evaluation. 

An examination of evaluation folders showed specific reference to infusion of the Collins 

writing program implementation as part of the principals’ annual assessment. Interview data 

corroborated the influence of these field-training needs on the district’s professional 

development. In this regard, the district professional development plan was an enabling 

document. It was used flexibly as training needs arose after it was printed for the year. 

No program evaluation information was available, other than workshop evaluations by 

participants, which were limited to satisfaction areas around the presentation, rather than 

field success data brought about by the workshop participant. Evaluation documents revealed 

written connections to planning and conducting field based professional development 

activities. 

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

the curriculum frameworks, participatory decision-making, community and parental 

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

reform. 

EQA Rating: Poor 
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Evidence: According to the district’s September 2003 professional development plan, the 

district funded, planned, and held comprehensive training in a new district-wide ELA 

offering by Scott Foresman. Substitutes were provided to allow cohorts of teachers to be 

quickly trained on the content and structure of this curriculum initiative. In addition, there 

were field-based professional development interventions organized by the IRS and RRS as 

part of each school’s leadership team. These efforts yielded in-service points for participants. 

In addition, there were workshop offerings in the district professional development plan that 

dealt with curriculum frameworks. However, there were no identifiable programs in shared 

decision-making in the professional development plan, other than a program on mediation. 

Through interviews, it was learned that Title I “does a lot with community,” but it was 

unclear if there were district training funds directed at parent and community training. 

However, there were parent liaisons and a parent information center operational in the 

district. In at least one school, this examiner met a parent liaison person, a former aide who 

commented that parents were becoming increasingly involved in her school. It was uncertain 

whether parents and the community were consistently integrated into instructional and home 

learning environment training programs. 

5.	 The district’s Professional Development Plan and programs include: data analysis 

skills for staff, accommodations for diverse styles of learning, and are aligned with 

the district curriculum accommodation plan. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The special education department published its own supplement to the district 

professional development plan. It contained specific workshop information about diverse 

learning styles. The PIMS process was integrated into the operating system and there was 

professional development support for it. The principals interviewed (of elementary and junior 

high schools) were verbally supportive and told stories of how the curriculum leadership held 

their professional development needs in high priority. The SIPs were, in part, encouraged to 

integrate goals and objectives that support the management of instruction for diverse learning 

styles and inclusion. The district professional development plan then acted as a conduit to 
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appropriate training resources. In one school visit, it was observed that the school had made 

instructional and space allocation and adjustment to support the learning needs of a large 

population of newly entered Cape Verdean students. This effort was allocated training 

support through the leadership team. The school support staff provided necessary 

professional development to the staff responsible for the instruction needs of this distinct 

group of students. Initiatives were aligned with the Brockton’s district curriculum 

accommodation plan for 2003-2004. 

6.	 Administrators and Teachers advance their knowledge and skills on a regular basis by 

enrolling in courses that are directly related to their professional assignments. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: There was evidence of cohesive collaboration among staff in the leadership team 

model in place in schools. Through school-based models of professional development, staff 

were trained to analyze their own school’s test results; using Excel, Access and TestWiz. This 

professional development integrated staff around issues of student achievement and the need 

for varied models of teaching. The IRS and RRS in turn provided modeling of instructional 

approaches to meet these needs. These efforts resulted in the establishment of after-school 

programs, Saturday school programs and an expanded summer school program. However, 

there was no evidence yet of these initiatives’ impact on student achievement. 

There was no collaboration in the development or pursuit of teacher’s individual professional 

development plan goals and objectives. The professional development plans for individual 

teachers were not available to the examiners. These were kept by employees at locations 

outside of the school district. While there was verbal affirmation that supervisors sign off on 

these plans, as required by CMRs and by the district professional development plan, no 

plans, other than the one sample plan submitted for the EQA documents review, were seen. 

Therefore, there was no evidence to determine whether teachers’ individual professional 

development plans included professional development related to understanding or teaching 

techniques to accommodate diverse learning styles, an objective of the district, nor was there 

evidence as to the level of collaboration present in the development of these plans. There was 
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no internal regulation requiring disclosure of individually selected professional development 

activities after the plan had been signed off. In an interview with principals, it was observed 

that there was a conceptual gap among this group of supervisors between using the individual 

professional development plan as a vehicle for improved instruction and the individual 

teacher’s need to become re-licensed. The CMRs required the alignment of individual 

professional development plans with school and district goals, but there was no ostensible 

evidence that this was occurring. 

7.	 The district’s Professional Development Plan is implemented to address and sustain 

the goals identified in the district Improvement Plan and individual School 

Improvement Plans. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: It was observed in interviews at several levels that the district professional 

development plan had an enthusiastic emphasis on serving the needs of schools and teachers 

who provide services to a diverse group of students. There was widespread support for the 

professional development leadership of the executive director of curriculum and the senior 

director of elementary education. It was clear that the district had aligned supervisory roles at 

the junior high school and elementary school levels to promote a realistic and flexible linkage 

of professional development, support, and appropriate supervision. The DIP and SIPs were 

aligned by planning template, but oriented toward individual and school needs. Professional 

development supported these varying needs through flexible IRS/RRS connections with the 

district professional development plan and the curriculum staff. There was evidence of 

cooperation across departments and schools. 
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Domain C: Student Academic Support Services 

Standards Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total 

Domain C - Academic Support Services 

S8 - Academic Support Services 

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

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

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

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

Standard 8. STUDENT ACADEMIC SUPPORT SERVICES: The district provides 

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

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

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

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

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 The district made a commitment to accommodate students in subgroups in the least 

restrictive environment possible. They implemented many programs and support structures to 

achieve this goal, including educational planning teams (EPTs) in every school, as well as 

various counselors and specialists. 

•	 The district implemented a Grade K plus program to help students read at grade level by the 

end of Grade 3. However, due to limited finances and space constraints the district was 

unable to provide access to this program for all students who were in need.  

Indicators: 

1.	 The district has adopted and is implementing a district curriculum accommodation 

plan (DCAP), which may be a component of the district Improvement Plan (DIP), to 

assist principals in ensuring that all efforts have been made to meet students’ needs in 

regular education. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: For the period under review, the district had a district curriculum accommodation 

plan (DCAP) in place. A DCAP document was provided to the EQA team and was dated 

2003-2004. In addition, during interviews with administrators, it was revealed that the 

district’s model of universal curriculum design addressed a number of the components 

required of a DCAP. In the district’s most recent CPR, dated March 2004, Brockton Public 

Schools were commended, “the district’s most impressive accomplishment noted by the 

review team was the district’s ability to ensure students [were] educated in the least 

restrictive environment.” The DOE’s data showed that the district’s special education 

enrollment was low, at only 12%. However, an analysis of the MCAS assessment data 

showed that special education identified students still performed at a significantly lower level 

than regular education students. 

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

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


classroom, and 


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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district took many steps towards ensuring that teachers were able to 

accommodate the needs of all students in the regular classroom. These included various 

professional development activities, a universal design model for curriculum, and the use of 

educational planning teams (EPTs) in all schools. The district’s DCAP dated 2003-2004 had 

a specific section entitled analyzing and accommodating diverse learning styles of all 

children in the regular classroom. Here there was a detailed description of assessments, 

services and resources that were available for students in the district. Interviews with 

administrators revealed that the DCAP had not been widely distributed to teachers and in fact 

the teachers probably did not refer to this document at all. However, administrators further 

explained that the role of the EPTs in the district was well understood, and that teachers 

would tap the expertise of the team members whenever issues arose. 
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3.	 Components of the DCAP include the following: 

a.	 direct and systematic instruction in reading; 

b.	 provision of services to address the needs of students whose behavior may interfere with 

learning; 

c.	 provisions encouraging teacher mentoring and collaboration and parental involvement; 

and 

d.	 assistance to classroom teachers, such as professional development, to help them analyze 

and accommodate the needs of students. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district had many programs in place to address the various needs of their 

students. Specific to reading, the district had Grade K plus and Grade 3 plus programs in 

place to assist students, as well as the use of Title I resources, and adjusted teaching 

schedules that accommodated larger amounts of time for instruction in ELA and math. Also, 

the EPTs at each school included a reading teacher to provide specific suggestions to teachers 

on issues related to reading. 

All schools in the district were required to have a program in place to address student 

behavior issues. Standards, consequences and procedures were detailed in the various student 

handbooks for each school. 

Teachers were provided assistance in various ways. As mentioned before, the EPTs had been 

“institutionalized” in the district, explained one administrator. These teams had been in place 

for many years and were made up of a diverse group of staff including: a special education 

teacher, regular education teacher, member of guidance staff, the nurse, and a reading 

teacher. These teams met weekly and provided assistance as needed. New teachers to the 

district were given specific training on the roles and responsibilities of the EPTs during their 

orientation period. This was to ensure that they were able to access the full range of supports 

and services that the district had to offer to students. The district also provided ongoing 

professional development to staff. This was on issues such as: universal lesson design, how 
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to work with students and other support services to “keep kids out of special education,” and 

training in new reading and remediation programs. 

4.	 The district engages in a formal, comprehensive analysis of the results from student 

performance assessments and student needs to determine the content and scope of academic 

support services that are offered. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district had, for some time, placed a high value on the assessment, and 

subsequent analysis, of student performance. In 1996, the position of supervisor of 

assessment, data analysis, research, and evaluation was created to spearhead this initiative. In 

addition, for the last two years under review, each school had an instructional resource 

specialist and a reading resource teacher. These officials were responsible for ensuring that 

relevant test data was analyzed and then used to make appropriate choices for academic 

support services for all students. 

5.	 Beginning at the Kindergarten level, the district uses data available from classroom teachers 

and standardized tests to*: 

a.	 identify all students who are not meeting grade-level performance expectations; and 

b.	 provide these students with sufficient supplementary and/or remedial services. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district had a series of critical benchmarks in 

place starting at the Kindergarten level. These were used to measure the students’ abilities 

and monitor their progress. Students who did not meet the benchmarks at the prescribed time 

were recommended for remediation. This remediation was provided by the district’s Grade K 

plus and Grade 3 plus programs. These programs were found to be successful with the 

students who participated in them. A district analysis of the test results from the participants 

in this program revealed that nine out of ten went on to reach levels of proficiency on future 

assessments. According to interviews with administrators, due to limitations of funding and 

space constraints, the district was only able to provide these remediation services to 25% 
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(approximately 100 students) of the students who required them. Further remediation was 

provided in higher grades by Title I staff, a Saturday school program, as well as a summer 

academy. 

6.	 Early intervention reading programs are provided at the primary level to ensure that by the 

end of Grade 3 students are reading at the Proficiency level on the MCAS test. * 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: In spite of providing remediation, beginning at the kindergarten level, i.e. the 

Grade K plus program, the district was unable to ensure that all of their students were reading 

at proficiency level by the end of Grade 3. In interviews, administrators cited a lack of funds, 

as well as a shortage of space as reasons for not achieving this goal. In 2002, only 42% of the 

district’s Grade 3 students scored in the proficient category on the ELA MCAS assessment. 

7.	 The district develops Student Success Plans for all students who qualify for them, and the 

Plans contain the components required by statute. 

* These indicators are not applicable to secondary and Vocational schools and districts. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: According to interviews with district administrators, individual student success 

plans (ISSPs) were developed for all eligible students. At the high school level, ISSPs were 

developed by the guidance department, other personnel completed this task at the other 

levels, and it varied from school-to-school. A review of a sample ISSP revealed that the 

district included all of the appropriate components. 
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Domain D: Leadership and Governance 

Standards Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total 

Domain D - Leadership, Governance, & Organization 

S9 - Organizational Leadership: Direction, 

Goal Setting, Policies & Planning 

Excellent 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Satisfactory 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 7 

Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

S10 - Organizational & Human Resource 

Management 

Excellent 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Satisfactory 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 6 

Poor 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Standard 9. ORGANIZATIONAL LEADERSHIP: DIRECTION, GOAL SETTING, 

POLICIES AND PLANNING: The district and each of its schools and programs implement 

improvement plans that are based on the analysis of recent and long-range student performance 

data. The district provides and maintains thorough, complete, and informative documentation on 

past and current initiatives, practices, policies, procedures, and achievements of the district and 

its students; district leaders provide clear direction for student, school, and district performance. 

Implementation of improvement plans is consistently assessed and modified based on ongoing 

analyses of student achievement data. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 Since 2001, motivated by the MCAS test graduation standard and curriculum frameworks, 

the district’s leadership revamped its priorities with the rewriting of the district’s 

improvement plan (DIP) and the related school improvement plans (SIPs). 

•	 The data analysis of the MCAS and IOWA test results was the focal point in the district. This 

was evident in all district and school improvement plans, a central office administrative 
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position for data analysis, and the utilization of the Massachusetts Department of Educations 

DOE’s PIMS process in all elementary schools. 

•	 In Brockton, the evaluation of programs and administrative personnel at the district level was 

rigorous and ongoing and correlated to data analysis and student achievement. However, the 

Proficiency Indices (PIs) in ELA and math from 2001-2003 demonstrated little appreciable 

improvement in student achievement. 

Indicators: 

1.	 The district provides and maintains thorough, complete, and informative documentation on 

past and current initiatives, practices, policies, procedures, and achievements of the district 

and its students. This documentation is accessible and well organized. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district maintained a series of modes for documenting its achievements. The 

district website included the annual report, district improvement plan, and comparable 

documents. A weekly feature in Brockton The Enterprise newspaper featured school stories. 

A billboard at the entrance to the city announced school events. An annual recognition event 

highlighted achievements.  

The district policy manual (2002) was comprehensive and up-to date. There was a system for 

policy revision and manuals were revised as they were modified. The district’s procedures 

were codified in written form. The superintendent produced a monthly newsletter, as did the 

individual schools. There were district-wide parent liaison specialists. The main documents 

of the district, including newsletters, were produced in four languages. The district public 

relations plan evolved from the communications section of the district improvement plan. 

During the last year under review, the position of communication officer was established. 
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2.	 The district Improvement Plan (DIP) incorporates the district’s vision and mission statement, 

and the analysis of student achievement data drives the development, implementation, and 

modification of educational programs, services, and practices. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The current district improvement plan (DIP) originated in 2001. A group of 15 

persons, including parents, administrators, teachers, students, and community members, 

served as the steering committee to review priorities set in 1999. They planned this document 

in full-day retreats and distributed a survey written in three languages broadly in the 

community. Furthermore, action committees were formed in ten focus areas. 

The DIP was impacted by system goals (policy ADAE), community goals (Policy ADAC), 

students’ goals (Policy ADAB) and staff goals (Policy ADAA), which were all dated from 

2001 to the present. 

There were distinct focus areas that dealt with student achievement and data analysis. The 

DIP was updated annually. In a public session of the school committee, data analysis of the 

IOWA tests and the MCAS test was presented in Power Point format. At the end of the 

presentation, the action plan focus areas were presented. 

3.	 The School Improvement Plan (SIP) for every school is aligned with the district’s mission 

statement, and the analysis of student achievement data drives the development, 

implementation, and modification of educational programs, services, and practices. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: There was a written linkage between the DIP and SIPs. Of the four or five major 

focus areas of the SIP, all included as a starting point a focus on student achievement and 

data analysis. The SIP documents were thorough and comprehensive. There was a generic 

template and accompanying memoranda, dated March 2003, for all SIPs, but they were 

written in accordance with individual schools’ needs. The faculty and parents working 
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through the school council vehicle developed the SIP. The SIP process was established in a 

series of policies about school councils (Policies BDFA, BDFA-E, and BDFA-E-1) 

The principal presented the SIP to central administration and it was reviewed by as many as 

six administrators, concluding with the superintendent. During the period of review, the SIP 

was due at central administration at the close of school in June, reviewed during the summer, 

and presented to the school committee in August for approval. The new timetable provided 

for school committee approval in June. 

Recently, three schools that were underachieving completed the DOE’s PIMS process. The 

student achievement gains were encouraging and the result was a district-wide PIMS 

adoption at the elementary level in order to develop comparable results. 

During the period of the EQA’s review, the district received a letter from deputy 

commissioner of education, Mark McQuillan, indicating that Brockton High School was 

identified as one of 30 model high schools nationally to be showcased for Bringing Best 

Practices to Scale. During the onsite examination, new programs, such as the freshman 

academy, were being developed to improve student attendance and academic performance. 

4.	 District leaders monitor student achievement data throughout the year, considering the goals 

identified in the DIP and individual SIPs and implements programs, policies, and services 

that are most likely to result in improved student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district had an administrator exclusively employed to direct data analysis. As 

test data arrived on a continuous timetable during the year, analysis was ongoing. Programs 

and services were extensive and included after-school, Saturday, and summer school 

offerings. The comprehensive summer school typically enrolled 8,000 students. 

There was an emphasis on improving student achievement in the ‘Warning/Failing’ and 

‘Needs Improvement’ categories. While the district maintained a strand for gifted/talented 
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programming, staff and financial resources were more heavily weighted towards low 

achievers. For FY2004, the $1.4 million state MCAS test remediation funds were reduced by 

80%. The priority for continued programs and services was the high school program and 

meeting state competency requirements. 

Despite the emphasis on improving low achievers, the MCAS test performance for all 

students in the district had shown little improvement from 2001 to 2003. In fact, the 

percentage of students in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category increased from 26.6 (2001) to 28.1 

(2003). 

5.	 All of the district’s administrators are appropriately certified. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In Brockton, Appendix B of the documents presented to EQA for review listed 

111 of 111 administrators as being certified. However, random reviews of administrative 

files, which included current certificates, resulted in a finding the one administrator’s 

certificate expired in 2003 and no renewal was in the file, one administrator’s certificate 

expired in January 2004 and no renewal was found in the file, one administrator’s certificate 

expired in 2001 and there was a current letter to the DOE reapplying for a certificate. At the 

time of the review, there were three to four vacancies, which were the result of retirements 

and restructuring. It was thought that emerging fiscal restraints would likely increase these 

numbers. 

6.	 The leadership reports annually to the school committee, staff, and community concerning 

the extent to which the implementation of the DIP and SIPs have or have not resulted in 

improved student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district leadership engaged in the normal sequence of communication 

activities including the website, televising school committee presentations, annual reports, 

newsletters, and interim reports featuring Power Point formats. In addition, the 

86




superintendent scheduled meetings with students and parent groups regularly throughout the 

school year. 

Of more importance was the work done by the school committee sub-committees. The actual 

formal meetings held twice per month were to report and adopt actions taken in 

subcommittee meetings. Many of the subcommittees, such as the curriculum subcommittee, 

were so well attended as to be viewed as  committee of the whole efforts. These were all 

posted events open to all staff and community members. In this manner, the opportunity for 

open communications between leadership and the school committee was greatly enhanced. 

7.	 The superintendent is evaluated annually on the district’s state assessment results and 

implementation of the DIP. This performance evaluation serves as the basis for improving 

the future job performance of the superintendent. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The superintendent’s contract required annual evaluations and files indicated that 

there was compliance with this requirement. The review date was in February due to the 

superintendent first beginning his position at mid-year. The superintendent was evaluated 

based upon goals mutually established between himself and the school committee. The goals 

were predicated upon the DIP and were rated on a 1-5 scale. Salary adjustments were based 

upon the school committee’s view of performance. 

8.	 Principals are evaluated annually on school state assessment results and the implementation 

of their respective SIPs. These performance evaluations serve as the basis for improving 

future job performance of the principals. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The contracts with the principals included a requirement for an annual evaluation 

and the random files reviewed were in compliance. Principals first met with central 

administrative staff to begin their evaluation process. The SIP was a major factor in the 
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annual review. The 4-5 pre-established goals included a data analysis of student achievement. 

The district maintained a manual for administrative evaluation procedures. 

The final step in the evaluation process involved a determination regarding performance and 

salary increases in a meeting with the superintendent in June of each year. Principals 

received contracts that were one or two years in length with a one-year extension at the time 

of the review. The pay raises were unique in that they were retroactive to the previous 

September. That was, the SIP adopted in the previous August became the benchmark and a 

raise for the year was given at the end of the year based upon performance. While the 

technical range for pay raises was a possible 0-15%, the actual implementation of this 

practice typically resulted in 2.5-5.0% raises. 

Standard 10. ORGANIZATIONAL AND HUMAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT: The 

district has organizational structures, policies, collective bargaining agreements, procedures, and 

practices with clear lines of authority, responsibility, and accountability. Teacher 

retention/turnover rates are within reason. Together, these elements promote efficient and 

effective district operation and facilitate achievement for all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 The superintendent designed a DIP and related SIPs and a pattern of administrative meetings 

and oversight systems, including data analysis that resulted in a specific focus on student 

achievement in the schools. 

•	 The school committee’s extensive use of standing sub-committees led to a higher level 

involvement in the decision-making process, and, as a result, the level of commitment was 

much higher than was typically found in many school districts. 

•	 Classroom instruction was being impacted by staff turnover rates that made it difficult to 

recruit and retain a diverse, certified staff in specialized areas, particularly at the secondary 

level, which impacted classroom instruction. 
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Indicators: 

1.	 The superintendent, in regular meetings with administrators and members of the school 

committee, develops a coherent vision or mission statement and DIP designed to achieve it. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: The superintendent had a regular series of meetings with administrators and 

school committee members that included agendas and notes for record keeping. Every 

Monday morning he began the week by meeting with his senior staff. The superintendent 

also met monthly with his senior staff and principals. Principals additionally met with the 

assistant superintendent and senior staff by level (elementary and secondary) once per month. 

The superintendent often attended these meetings to address agenda topics. 

The superintendent was constantly in communication with the school committee through the 

standing sub-committee system. The sub-committee system was a very active format, with 8

10 sub-committees operating simultaneously. Each sub-committee had three school 

committee members assigned as liaisons, but many (e.g. curriculum) met virtually as a 

committee of the whole due to attendance by most if not all school committee members. The 

superintendent also met monthly with an advisory committee and the high school student 

senate. 

Almost all important school committee agenda topics passed through the sub-committee 

system prior to formal presentation at the school committee level for action. Additionally, the 

minutes of each sub-committee meeting, taken in narrative form, were read aloud at each 

school committee meeting and entered into the record. 

The DIP outlined the essential elements of the district vision and articulated the priorities that 

included considerable emphasis on student achievement and data analysis. New staff 

positions and training in data analysis emphasized these priorities. The SIPs were clearly and 
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directly linked to the DIP priorities in a template format that directed the schools towards the 

district vision. 

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

schools to the building principals and program directors. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: There was an interesting blend of superintendent direction and the need to 

delegate authority in the management of the school district. The superintendent and his staff 

all described him as a “hands on” administrator who participated in key discussions and 

regularly visited schools and programs. The superintendent’s description of this style was to 

delegate, but not to abrogate authority and decision-making. 

The superintendent was a strong supporter of site-based management and the authority of the 

principals. This was illustrated in both personnel hiring and budget development. The hiring 

process was best described as an interaction between the human resources office, building 

principals and department heads/curriculum leaders. At the elementary and secondary levels, 

different groupings of principals and administrators interview teacher candidates. While 

prospective teachers were interviewed at both the building and central office levels, the 

superintendent supported final selections recommended to him, usually without an interview 

at his level. The superintendent did interview and became the prime decision-maker in the 

selection of administrative staff. 

Similarly, the building principals, and to some extent the curriculum leaders, played a major 

role in the development of budget priorities at the school level. In particular, this impacted 

the funding of the initiatives of the school improvement plans. The principals all indicated 

that they were able to direct financial resources to be supportive of the school improvement 

plan priorities. Building principals were also primary decision-makers regarding the 

professional development programs and offerings in their schools. 
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3.	 The district leaders ensure that: 

a.	 all principals are aware of and understand published policies and district improvement 

plans; and 

b.	 the district uses system-wide and intra-district communication systems to keep all faculty 

and staff well informed and to provide avenues for response. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The policy manual was a comprehensive compilation of position statements that 

was significantly revised and adopted in 2002. There was ample opportunity for principals 

and others concerned with particular topics to review and respond to policy initiatives. 

Policies inevitably passed through one or more sub-committees where the appropriate 

preliminary discussion, research, and revisions occurred. Policies were formally adopted at 

school committee level. 

Communication of policy matters was accomplished in a number of ways beyond the steps of 

the adoption process. New policies were published in the superintendent’s monthly 

newsletter. Every administrator with a policy manual received a copy to update their 

documents. Depending on the nature of the policy, the district sent a copy home in four 

languages, placed an article in the newspaper or added the policy to the website. 

4.	 The district publishes a current organizational chart that indicates clear lines of 

responsibility. Job descriptions for all personnel on the organizational chart are current, 

published and available to all faculty and staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district published a traditional line of authority organizational chart. The 

current inclusion of 100 plus administrators was color coded to indicate vacancies that 

resulted from a combination of retirements and fiscal restraints. Written job descriptions 

were available, but were not normally updated unless a vacancy occurred or a restructuring 

of assignments was planned. The district’s job descriptions were not approved or were not 
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sent to the school committee for approval. Examples of new positions to the organization 

included a communications specialist and a data analysis administrator. 

5. The district has a process for the recruitment and hiring of staff that involves appropriate 

administrative and staff participation. The process is perceived as fair and open and focuses 

on identifying and acquiring the most qualified individuals for each position. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district had specific policies regarding recruiting (Policy GCE and GCE-F) 

and hiring (Policy GEF). The hiring process was overseen by the human resources 

department that recruited prospective candidates and completed application files. There was a 

system for interviewing and selecting teachers, which included rating formulas and 

interviews. The human resources department also tracked re-certification requirements. 

Despite well-defined systems, the school district had increasing problems recruiting teachers 

in specialized fields such as math and science and the result was the use of uncertified staff in 

areas that were also areas of great concern regarding student achievement. Similarly, the 

district had significant problems recruiting minority candidates in a district that needed a 

staff to more closely reflect the diversity of its student body. Further, a September 25, 2003, 

newspaper article in The Enterprise referred to the superintendent’s comments that the 

district “had difficulty recruiting math, science, special education, and world languages 

teachers.” Of the 168 teachers in those four curriculum areas in the junior high schools and 

the high school, 49 teachers were not licensed in those subjects, or about 30 percent.” 

6. The district ensures that all personnel records are carefully compiled, maintained, and 

available to all appropriate faculty and staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, the human resources department oversaw the record keeping 

systems, which were governed by policies about personnel records (Policy GBJ) and 

teacher’s personnel files (Policy GBJC). Files were available to staff upon request in writing. 

92




The random review of 120 files indicated that most files were comprehensive and up to date, 

but four had expired certificates and four had no certificates. 

Not all records were kept in a single file cabinet. As was typical of most school districts, 

payroll related records were kept in the payroll office. More atypical was the option given to 

teachers to keep their written evaluations in the central office file or in a file in the school. 

Our random review revealed that a majority of professional status teachers exercised the 

contractual option to keep evaluation records in the school rather than the central office. 

7. The district actively undertakes efforts to provide teachers new to the district and to the 

profession with coaches and mentors in their respective roles. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district did not have a formal mentor program that was also integrated with its 

professional development program for teachers new to the district. Mentors received 

compensation and were asked to commit to serve for two years. In fact, many mentors stayed 

with the program for more than three years. There was a mentor teacher handbook that was 

primarily a collection of resources for new teachers compiled by a consultant group and the 

staff. 

The mentor program required many teachers to participate due to the level of staff turnover. 

For September 2004, it was projected that more than seventy teachers would retire and that 

many more would transition out of the system. Thus, there could be as many as 140 new 

teachers requiring mentors the following year and an annual demand of this magnitude would 

be difficult to sustain. Its was perceived as valuable and the human resources department said 

in interviews that initial data indicated that new teachers with mentors stayed in the district 

longer than those without mentors. The program was so big that the district created a mentor 

manager position. 
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8.	 The district routinely recognizes the accomplishments of its professional and support staff 

and has low rates of employee turnover, especially among qualified staff with professional 

status. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Recognition of staff took multiple forms. There was an annual dinner where staff 

was recognized in a formal manner. Also, some staff was recognized at school committee 

meetings for specific accomplishments. Monthly newsletters from the district and the schools 

recognized accomplishments by individuals and groups, both students and staff. 

There was a staff turnover rate of 5-10% that created pressure on the system to constantly 

replace teachers. At the conclusion of 2003-2004, it was anticipated that more than 70 

teachers would retire and a comparable number would leave the system as part of normal 

attrition. There was an Exit Interview Procedures document that was undated. The exit 

interviews indicated that some turnover was typical and included retirements and leaves of 

absence, particularly for maternity and child rearing reasons from a staff whose average 

agewas getting progressively younger. Other reasons for turnover included an opportunity to 

earn higher salaries elsewhere, to relocate to a geographic area that required less commuting, 

and leaving the teaching profession. Some contractual opportunities, such as raising salaries 

for entry-level teachers, were tried, but found to be unsuccessful.  
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Domain E: Business and Financial Management 

Standards Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total 

Domain E - Business & Financial Management 

S11 - Budget Planning & Development 

Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 9 

Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

S12 - Financial & Capital Asset Management 

Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 10 

Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Brockton’s Chapter 70 Funding and Net School Spending FY1993 to 2003: For the 11-year 

period since the Massachusetts Education Reform Act, FY1993 to FY2003, Brockton met the 

state mandated Net School Spending Requirement. For the period between FY1993 and FY2003, 

Chapter 70 Aid to Brockton increased 208% (from $36,607,534 to $112,706,501). Brockton’s 

Required Local Contribution increased 61% (from $19,187,320 to $30,894,683). For the period 

since the Education Reform Act, Brockton received a total of $822,703,456 in Chapter 70 Aid 

and was required to raise locally $246,182,654. From 2000 to 2003, Chapter 70 Aid was 

$415,527,308 and the Required Local Contribution was $104,709,270. For the period between 

FY1993 and FY2003, Brockton’s foundation enrollment increased 23% and its student 

headcount increased 20%. Between FY2000 and FY2003, its foundation enrollment increased 

2.5% and its student headcount decreased 1%. 

Standard 11. BUDGET PREPARATION AND DEVELOPMENT: The district has a budget 

preparation and development process that ensures full consideration and effective use of 

available resources essential for district and school operations focused on student achievement. 

The school committee, superintendent, administrators, faculty, staff, parents, and members of the 

community meet their responsibility to ensure that the school budget and appropriation meet the 

educational and achievement needs of all students. 

95




Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 For the fiscal years under review, 2000-2003, Brockton received a total of $415,527,308 in 

state Chapter 70 Aid. 

•	 The district’s budget documents provided a historical review and summary of district 

spending for staff and maintenance. 

•	 The district’s increase in grant funding enabled the district to supplement its programs and 

services. 

•	 As reported by the DOE, the district’s actual Net School Spending (NSS) amount was below 

the required amounts in FY2002 and FY2003. 

Indicators: 

1.	 There are clear, well-documented procedures for the development of the district’s budget to 

ensure input from all staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The budget policy, primarily in section D, as well as established procedure, 

guided the budget process in the district. The district’s senior leadership team was the central 

policy directing entity in the district. They, along with the school committee, worked together 

to develop and implement spending levels within the district that were translated into an 

annual budget document. Principals, along with school councils, developed site budgets. 

Principals received a per capita amount for materials and supplies, dependent upon level, i.e. 

elementary $140.00; junior high $150.00; and high school $175.00. The introduction and 

purchase of text materials and/or curriculum materials was usually generated by the central 

office to ensure that sufficient funds were expended to obtain these resources. Following the 

submission of school budgets, individual administrators met with the central administration 

to review individual budgets and their alignment with district goals for the year. Prior to the 

start of the budget development, the superintendent and school committee participated in a 

retreat designed to build consensus on issues and programs. District administrators have 
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revealed these sessions to be helpful not only in terms of communication concerns, but also 

as constructive planning sessions. Following the discussion and refinement of the annual 

budget, the recommended budget from the superintendent was presented to the school 

committee. Concurrently, the school committee’s subcommittee on finance, facilities, and 

other sub committees were working cooperatively to provide any support and guidance that 

might be needed by the central office. Following the budget recommendation to the school 

committee, a public hearing was held which provided the community an opportunity to 

provide input into the district’s budget. The district reporting of attendance at the public 

hearing was sparse in recent years. Following the public hearing, the budget was forwarded 

to the mayor and city council for inclusion into the City’s budget. 

2.	 Relevant budget decisions are premised on a clear, well-documented, systemic analysis of 

student performance data as well as other pertinent information. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The superintendent emphasized that funding and resources were best utilized and 

needed at the building level and had made efforts to accomplish that approach. The 

superintendent described the budget as an all funds budget, in that it consisted of an 

appropriation, grants, and all other resources, and developed a spending plan that matched 

this all-inclusive budget. This macro approach provided the district with a comprehensive 

examination of its services and programs, rather than isolated programs dependent upon a 

particular revenue stream. Class size in the district was low, particularly at the K-3 grade 

level, and the district strived to make certain class size at the other grade levels was adequate 

to accommodate the various population groups enrolled. However, district administrators 

cited that cuts in funding were having a negative impact on class size and reported publicly 

that, of the 150 mathematics sections in the high school and junior high school, 61 sections, 

or 41%, had more than 30 students. Of 139 science students, 51, or 37%, had more than 30 

students. In social science sections, 84 of 124 sections, or 68%, had more than 30 students in 

the classroom. The district reported that only 12% of its students were receiving special 

education services. As stated previously, non-instructional spending was done on a per pupil 

basis, and the central office financially supported changes to textbooks. 
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3.	 The district’s budget process is clear and well-documented and integrates district and school 

improvement plans, long-term goals, and action plans. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district budget process was comprehensive and inclusive. It began in the early 

fall and culminated in a budget document in June for the following fiscal year. As part of the 

budget process, the district used historical data regarding previous fiscal year budgets and 

spending. The budget document was the culmination of work for the most part generated by 

the administrative office, in that they provided historical data, past spending levels, past 

staffing levels budget estimates, as well as projections for the upcoming year. Data was 

developed centrally, specifically data regarding enrollment and staff needed to support those 

enrollment projections. In interviews, it was reported that the allocation of funds for 

programs and services was consistent and equitable and that district administrators reported 

that budgets were consistent with SIP requests and priorities. The district’s use of retreats to 

help solicit feedback, comment, guidance, and participation from all members of the 

administration including curriculum specialists, principals, and school committee 

representatives had resulted in consistency of message and direction. 

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

district and school levels to improve student achievement for all student populations. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district had struggled to maintain low class size at primarily grade levels K-3, 

as a result of shrinking revenues and a stable, if not increasing, student enrollment. For the 

majority of years under review, the district experienced steady growth of its budget, 

exclusively the result of increasing Chapter 70 Aid funding. The district’s superintendent 

focused any new and/or additional funding on non-recurring cost items, supplies, materials, 

etc. This decision aided the district’s ability to control costs, provide services, and avoid 

spikes in personnel levels through careful and judicious use of funds. Over the past few fiscal 

years, the district had experienced reduced revenue and had approximately 100-150 fewer 
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teachers than in previous years. The district had been able to, through attrition and 

retirements, retain current staff, and yet ended up with fewer personnel than in prior years. 

5.	 The district, as part of its budget process, implements a review process to determine the cost 

effectiveness of all of its programs, initiatives, and activities. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: At its retreat sessions, the district discussed major initiatives planned, as well as 

an analysis of costs related to existing and new program initiatives. The district followed a 

process that ensured that, as programs were developed, they were analyzed on an ongoing 

basis, while, at the same time, training and professional development was provided. 

Programs were expanded and/or eliminated following a review of the value of the program. 

The district cited the introduction of its standards-based math curriculum as an example of 

this process. Math coaches were hired and trained to make certain this program was 

supported sufficiently. The district also integrated some programs, primarily special 

education, that were historically delivered outside the district and brought them back into the 

district to offer closer and less costly services. Unfortunately, appropriate and available space 

was problematic in the district. The district acknowledged that it would expand its full-day 

Kindergarten program if there were additional space. 

6.	 The district’s budget document is clear, complete, current, and understandable and provides 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s budget document was thorough and detailed. It was made available 

at city libraries, schools, municipal locations, and on the district’s website. The budget 

document contained the district’s goals for the year, a summary displaying district highlights, 

and annual reports for prior fiscal years, as well as a fiscal year budget analysis. Further, the 

budget document contained information such as a summary of district spending as compared 

to other districts for both regular day and special education students, personnel costs of both 
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certified and non certified teacher/staff over a four year period, ordinary maintenance cost 

estimates over a four year period, staffing allocations by position, etc. 

7.	 The budget and district’s expenditures are adequate to provide for appropriate levels of 

staffing, professional development, materials, supplies, and equipment. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the majority of time under review, the district’s budget rose as Chapter 70 Aid 

funding increased. During that time, the district continued to support its spending to maintain 

low class size at the grade K-3 level, professional development, and its building and 

infrastructure, while addressing the changing needs of its students. In recent years, however, 

the level of Chapter 70 Aid, as well as reductions in targeted programs, had not grown at the 

same rate, as program needs resulting in reductions to the district’s budget and programs. For 

example, the district’s MCAS test remediation funding was reduced by 80%, forcing the 

district to scale back its program and/or seek alternative funding to fill the need. The district 

employed a grant writer as an initiative to enhance its appropriation. During the period of 

time under review, the district’s receipt of grant funds increased as follows: FY’99 

$13,871,559; FY’00 $16,184,966; FY’01 $20,039,649; FY’02 $20,904,254; and FY’03 

$22,864,646. 

The district had consistently spent approximately 80%-85% of its budget on salary. The 

district had relied upon off-budget appropriation funding, i.e. grants, etc., to support its 

general education system. 

8.	 The community provides sufficient financial resources to ensure an educational program of 

quality, as evidenced by a sufficient district revenue levy. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The district received the majority of its budget revenue from the state in terms of 

Chapter 70 Aid or through federal and state grants. During the period of time under review, 

the City had not attempted an override of Proposition 2½, and had not supported even 
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placing a debt exclusion vote before the voters to construct and renovate its facilities. The 

district’s spending levels were directly related, for the most part, to the level of state aid. 

However, in FY2002, the district received an additional amount of Chapter 70 Aid funding, 

which it had used to manage its program over the past few years. However, data provided to 

EQA by the DOE reflected that, in FY2002 and FY2003, the district did not meet its required 

Net School Spending figure. Specifically, in FY2002, the district’s required Net School 

Spending figure was $138,155,102. In that year, the actual Net School Spending amount 

reported was $133,621,037. In FY2003, the required amount was $143,601,184, yet actual 

Net School Spending for that year was $137,054,189. The district’s budget had consistently 

been between and 45%-50% of the City’s annual appropriation. It was reported that the 

City’s excess levy capacity was as follows: 2001 $2,502,759; 2002 $601,114; and 2003 

$1,315,687. 

Chapter 70, during the years under review, accounted for the majority of the district’s annual 

budget. The district had a productive relationship with the municipal government, as 

evidenced by strong support by the mayor and the chief financial officer for educational 

programs and facilities. 

9.	 Financial and audit reports are prepared and submitted in a timely manner to appropriate 

agencies. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the years under review, in the district, audits were timely and submitted to the 

appropriate agencies. The district utilized KPMG to conduct its annual audits. These have not 

identified reportable conditions for the years under review. 

10. Decisions resulting in changes in budget appropriations are made based on the analysis of 

student data to maximize the opportunities for the achievement of all students. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: From a review of the documents, as well as through interviews with district 

administrators, there had been an ongoing effort to sustain low class size at the grade K-3 

levels, and reports that class size at the higher grades was increasing due to budget shortfalls 

and not filling vacant positions. While changes to the budget appropriation were based on 

available revenue, there was evidence presented by the district that spending on new 

initiatives/programs was the result of a review of student performance, specifically, the 

grades K plus and 3 plus programs, the introduction of instructional resource specialists, 

reading resource specialists, and math coaches. 

Standard 12. FINANCIAL AND CAPITAL ASSET MANAGEMENT: The district 

maintains adequate accounting and financial reporting procedures. This is done to: inform 

district-level and school-level decision-makers; to ensure effective and efficient managerial 

control over the use of all funds; to acquire and efficiently manage supplemental funding; and to 

promote student achievement and accountability to the public. The condition, management, and 

maintenance of facilities encourage public support for education and are conducive to promoting 

high levels of student achievement. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 During the period of time under review, the district placed considerable financial resources 

($29 million) into its buildings and facilities to ensure its buildings were generally well 

maintained. 

•	 The district’s financial management system was strengthened because of the dual role of the 

City’s chief financial officer overseeing all municipal finances. 

•	 The district expended funds in the area of professional development on initiatives both at the 

central office level, as well as at the building level through the challenge for change grant 

program. 
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Indicators: 

1.	 School committee policies and administrative procedures are clear regarding the processes 

and expectations for expenditures, transfers, and investment of funds with the district’s 

budget and the expenditure of any district funds. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The school committee’s policies and established practice outlined the fiscal 

policies of the school district. The City’s chief financial officer’s unique role in providing 

financial responsibility both City and school financial matters provided an added layer of 

oversight and control regarding school finances. The district’s administration office oversaw 

the maintenance of the district budget including accounting, reporting, reconciliation, and 

control. The close alignment with the City’s financial management systems additionally 

supported the oversight of financial spending in the district. The district’s administrative staff 

in its central office conducted all reconciliation and reporting of district spending, and 

provided ongoing reports to building administrators and policy makers. 

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

and the public. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Reports were made to the school committee on a regular basis (monthly) 

highlighting spending, trends and areas of concern. In addition, the school committee utilized 

a subcommittee format (finance, facilities, bids) to accomplish much of its business and 

oversight role. Each building/program administrator had online access to his or her respective 

spending within that particular program and/or cost center. The budget process provided the 

opportunity for input at all levels, in particular at the building level and through the school 

improvement planning process. The school budget, once adopted, was available at various 

municipal locations including schools, libraries, City Hall, as well as the district’s website. 
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3.	 Required local, state, and federal financial reports and statements are filed in a timely and 

accurate manner. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the years under review, the district completed required reports to the 

appropriate agencies on a timely basis. The City and district utilized KPMG of Boston to 

conduct its annual audits. These audits had not identified reportable conditions for the years 

under review. The school department and the City have recently drafted an agreement, dated 

January 2004, regarding the City contributions for the end of the year report (EOYR). This 

agreement reflected the established practice that had been ongoing in the City of Brockton 

for many years, yet had not been adopted. In interviews with both school and City 

administrators, there was broad support the process and they indicated that it was fair and 

accurate. In interviews with City and school administrators, it was anticipated that the draft 

agreement would be presented and adopted during the latter part of FY2004. 

4.	 The district uses efficient accounting technology that integrates district-level financial 

information with the financial information of each school, and allows financial managers and 

principals to accurately track spending against the budget on a regular basis. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district and the City had used the MUNIS system to accomplish its financial 

management needs. This software had been in place since 1999, and was, according to 

district and City administrators, performing their financial processes in an efficient and 

effective manner. As a result of being connected to the City’s financial management system, 

the district ability to report and monitor spending levels was unified and consistent. In 2003, 

individual schools were networked to the district for financial management, and could track 

and monitor their spending. Accounting functions were centralized and there existed a strong 

working relationship between City and district financial personnel. The City issued all 

payments to vendors and personnel on behalf of the district, and the district used the services 

of the City’s auditor, treasurer, and purchasing agent to ensure its consistency and 

compatibility with financial management requirements. In interviews with district and City 
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officials, it was acknowledged that there had been a tremendous improvement in the district’s 

ability to pay its bills in the last few couple of years. 

5.	 The district reviews student achievement data and the reviews are reflected in its financial 

decisions. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district had placed considerable attention to moving funds for materials and 

supplies from central office control and responsibility to site based decision makers. For 

example, the district uses a per capita allocation at each of its levels as follows; elementary 

$140.00, junior high $150.00, and high school $175.00. In addition, the district had 

established instructional specialists at all schools, reading specialists and math coaches, a 

data analyst position as examples of actions taken to impact student performance. In addition, 

the district’s grades K plus and 3 plus programs were other examples of funds being 

dedicated to improve student achievement. Lastly, the district was, in September 2004, 

introducing a freshmen academy, designed to improve the attendance and performance of 

students entering the high school. The following spending levels exemplify the district’s 

commitment to professional development:

    FY’00 


Actual PD Spend.  $2,241,375 


Required PD Spend. $1,229,250 


FY’01 FY’02 

$2,459,241 $2,432,247 

$1,680,100 $2,087,750 

Difference 	 +$1,012,125  +$ 779,141 +$344,497 

In recent years, the amount of professional development funding decreased due to budgetary 

constraints. In addition, the superintendent had established a program entitled, Challenge for 

Change. This program was designed to allow individual buildings to generate and develop 

ideas and programs that encompass broader district goals, but were specific to a particular 

school, program, or population. Annually, this program expended approximately $350,000. 
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6.	 The district regularly employs: 

a.	 certified business officials, 

b.	 purchasing agents with MCPPO credentials, 

c.	 appropriate independent financial auditing services and implements their 

recommendations to ensure efficient and quality financial systems. 

d.	 Objective and independent treasurers and auditor.* 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s director of administration possessed certification as a business 

manager. The City’s chief financial officer was responsible for the City’s finances and, as 

such had a unique responsibility to oversee district spending as well. In interviews with 

district and city administrators, it was acknowledged that the City’s purchasing agent 

possessed the requirements as a certified purchasing official. Independent audits were done 

through the City’s independent audit firm, KPMG of Boston. This firm completed the audits 

for the City/district for the period of time under review. 

7.	 The district uses reliable forecast mechanisms and control procedures to ensure that spending 

is within fiscal budget limits. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district leadership worked in conjunction with the school committee and the 

mayor’s office to review anticipated annual revenue projections, as well as City priorities. 

This process took place at the beginning of the budget calendar and provided decision makers 

with parameters upon which budgets were developed. The district and school committee 

conducted retreats that allowed all participants the opportunity to expend large amounts of 

time on district projects and initiatives, discuss budgetary issues at length, and revenue 

projections for the current and upcoming year. These school committee/leadership retreats 

usually occurred in February, and were preceded by similar forums for central 

office/curriculum personnel and central office/principals. The district’s budget controls were 

directed by the administrative department and included regular and ongoing reports to the 

school committee, and building and departmental managers. 
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8.	 The district has a system in place to: 

a.	 ensure that that state bidding laws are followed; 

b.	 monitor special revenue funds, revolving accounts, and fee structures related to them to 

ensure that they are well-managed and efficiently used; 

c.	 monitor and track instructional assets such as texts, materials, supplies, and equipment to 

ensure efficient and maximum utilization; and 

d.	 track its assets in accordance with GASB No.34. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The City’s purchasing agent oversaw the procurement of all City purchasing, 

including those for the schools. It was the responsibility of this official to ensure that all state 

bidding laws were followed. Special revenue funds and grant funds were tracked, monitored, 

and accounted for in the same manner as the district’s general appropriation. The district 

established a Brockton Education Foundation that was set up to provide a repository for 

funds that were generated in support of schools, but were outside the district’s control or 

purview. The district had a grant administrator that oversaw the accounting of its grant 

programs. The district did not charge any fees for its programs. In interviews with district 

and city administrators, it was revealed that the school district was working with the city to 

ensure it was in compliance with GASB No. 34. 

9.	 The district implements preventive maintenance programs for buildings and equipment that 

are reviewed on a regular basis and are related to the district’s long-term capital needs. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district facilities manager maintained an ongoing work order system that 

helped to make certain ongoing repairs to the district’s schools were completed. The district 

had placed great emphasis on maintaining its school buildings and had expended 

considerable funding to accomplish its capital improvements. In interviews with district 

administrators, there was consensus that the responsiveness of the school department to 
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repair requests was adequate given the demands of the district, as well as other city agencies 

and needs. Since 1999, the district opened three new elementary schools. 

The district, in 1999, completed a school facilities planning effort, which would have created 

a $177 million program to build and renovate many of its school buildings. The plan would 

have been submitted for School Building Assistance (SBA) approval and a 90:10 

reimbursement rate. However, the city council did not place the program before voters for a 

debt exclusion vote and the initiative stopped. 

10. Educational and program facilities are of adequate size, clean, safe, well-lit, well-maintained, 

and conducive to promoting the learning process. 

* This portion of indicator 12-6 is applied to regional academic and vocational school districts. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The EQA team conducted site visits of nine schools within the district. The 

schools, ranging from practically brand new to over 100 years old, ranged from being well 

maintained, clean, adequate in terms of size, and orderly in terms of educational climate and 

discipline to one junior high school that was older and not well maintained. In interviews 

with district administrators, it was reported that there was not enough space for certain 

programs and support staff. The district and City had expended over $29 million to update its 

facilities, including window replacement, heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) 

renovations, new heating systems, roof replacement, boiler/burner replacement, and energy 

management systems. In addition, in FY2004, the district had to expend over $4 million to 

clean up and remediate a mold problem that occurred in the summer of 2003. 
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Appendix A: Proficiency Index 

The Proficiency Index is a metric used to measure and compare all schools and school districts 

regarding their performance on each of the MCAS tests. There are three indices:  The Average 

Proficiency Index (API), the English Language Arts Proficiency Index (EPI) and the Math 

Proficiency Index (MPI). The index is developed as follows: 

The Proficiency Index is a measure of the level of achievement a district, school, grade, or 

subgroup has made in relation to the proficiency achievement level on the annual MCAS test. The 

Proficiency Index is calculated as follows: 

Percentage of students scoring 200-208 on test       x 0 = A 

Percentage of students scoring 210-218 on test        x 25 = B 

Percentage of students scoring 220-228 on test        x 50 = C 

Percentage of students scoring 230-238 on test        x 75 = D 

Percentage of students scoring 240 or more on test  x 100 = E 


The Proficiency Index (PI) equals the sum of  A + B + C + D + E = PI 

Example: The Governor Ambrose High School had the following results for the 2001 MCAS 
test: 

12% of all students scored 200-208; therefore, 12% x 0 = 0 
15% of all students scored 210-218; therefore, 15% x 25 = 3.75 
21% of all students scored 220-228; therefore,  21% x 50 = 10.5 
34% of all students scored 230-238; therefore, 34% x 75 = 25.5 

            18% of all students scored 240 or more; therefore, 18%  x 100 = 18.0 

The Proficiency Index is calculated by adding:  0 + 3.75 + 10.5 + 25.5 + 18 = 57.75 

     The Proficiency Index for the Governor Ambrose High would be:  57.75 
     The MPI would use the same calculation for all students taking the math exam. 
     The EPI would use the same calculation for all students taking the ELA exam. 

The 100 point Proficiency Index is divided into six Proficiency Categories as follows: 90-100 is 

‘Very High’ (VH), 80-89.9 is ‘High’ (H), 70-79.9 is ‘Moderate’ (M), 60-69.9 is ‘Low’ (L), 40-

59.9 is ‘Very Low’ (VL), and 0-39.9 is ‘Critically Low’ (CL). 
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Appendix B: Brockton Chapter 70 Funding and Net School Spending FY1993-2003 

Foundation Pct Foundation Pct Required Chapter 70 Pct Required Pct Actual Pct Dollars Pct 

Enrollment Chg Budget Chg Local Aid Chg Net School Chg Net School Chg Over/Under Over/ 
FY 

         Contribution     Spending (NSS)   Spending   Requirement Under 

FY93 13,641  78,835,005  19,187,320 36,607,534  55,794,854  55,794,854    

FY94 13,288 -2.6 77,625,297 -1.5 18,363,952 41,027,599 12.1 59,391,551 6.4 61,499,319 10.2 2,107,768 3.5

FY95 13,638 2.6 83,560,316 7.6 21,406,251 47,393,943 15.5 68,800,194 15.8 69,306,573 12.7 506,379 0.7

FY96 13,992 2.6 89,665,897 7.3 19,813,368 56,401,423 19 76,214,791 10.8 76,968,843 11.1 754,052 1

FY97 14,630 4.6 96,302,825 7.4 19,519,466 65,947,832 16.9 85,467,298 12.1 85,852,502 11.5 385,204 0.5

FY98 15,290 4.5 104,034,719 8 21,184,914 75,875,296 15.1 97,060,210 13.6 97,753,459 13.9 693,249 0.7

FY99 15,594 2 108,406,901 4.2 21,998,113 83,922,521 10.6 105,920,634 9.1 105,512,049 7.9 -408,585 -0.4

FY00 16,390 5.1 113,989,422 5.1 23,838,596 92,108,653 9.8 115,947,249 9.5 117,695,011 11.5 1,747,762 1.5

FY01 16,801 2.5 122,533,043 7.5 24,527,390 98,005,653 6.4 122,533,043 5.7 125,269,140 6.4 2,736,097 2.2

FY02 16,702 -0.6 127,047,226 3.7 25,448,601 112,706,501 15 138,155,102 12.7 133,621,037 6.7 -4,534,065 -3.3

FY03 16,796 0.6 132,701,278 4.5 30,894,683 112,706,501 0 143,601,184 3.9 137,054,189 2.6 -6,546,995 -4.6

Chapter 70 Aid 
as           

FY Dollars per Foundation Enrollment   Percentage of Foundation 
Pct of Actual 

NSS           
  Fnd. Budget Ch 70

Aid
Actual NSS   Ch 70 Required NSS Actual

NSS
 
          

FY93 5,779 2,684 4,090   46.4 70.8 70.8 65.6           
FY94 5,842 3,088 4,628   52.9 76.5 79.2 66.7           
FY95 6,127 3,475 5,082   56.7 82.3 82.9 68.4           
FY96 6,408 4,031 5,501   62.9 85 85.8 73.3           
FY97 6,583 4,508 5,868   68.5 88.7 89.1 76.8           
FY98 6,804 4,962 6,393   72.9 93.3 94 77.6           
FY99 6,952 5,382 6,766   77.4 97.7 97.3 79.5           
FY00 6,955 5,620 7,181   80.8 101.7 103.3 78.3           
FY01 7,293 5,833 7,456   80 100 102.2 78.2           
FY02 7,607 6,748 8,000   88.7 108.7 105.2 84.3           
FY03 7,901 6,710 8,160   84.9 108.2 103.3 82.2           

 


