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Executive Summary 

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

Schools in mid-December of 2003. 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. 

Proficiency/Achievement: 
• 	 Fall River’s Average Proficiency Index (API) was 60.6, which was based on the 2003 MCAS 

results. The state average for the API was 75.7 in 2003. This placed Fall River among the 
‘Low’ performing academic school districts in the Commonwealth. In ELA, the district’s 
ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) was 71.4, and the state’s average for EPI was 82.2. In math, the 
district’s math Proficiency Index (MPI) was 49.8, and the state’s average for MPI was 69.3. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 71.6% of the students at Fall River scored in the ‘Needs 
Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. This figure was 23.4 percentage points 
higher than the state’s average percentages. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, in ELA, 60.8% of the students and, in math, 82.2% of the students 
in Fall River scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. These 
figures were 21.7 percentage points in ELA and 25.0 percentage points higher than the state’s 
average percentages in math. 

• 	 In 2003, in Fall River the Proficiency Indices of 71.4 for ELA and 49.8 for math were 10.8 
and 19.5 points lower 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, 90% of the Fall River 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, 80% of the Fall River 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, 68.2% of the regular education 87.1% of the special education, and 

89.2% of LEP students in Fall River scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 
‘Warning/Failing’ categories. These figures were 27.1, 8.1, and 5.9 percentage points higher 
than the state’s average percentages for these subgroups of students.  

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 78.8% of the FRL/Y and 64.6% of the FRL/N students in Fall River 
scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. These figures were 5.5 
and 25.5 percentage points higher than the state average for FRL/Y students. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 79.3% of the African-American, 75.5% of Asian-American, 88.2% 
of the Hispanic-American, and 68.7% of the White students at Fall River scored in the 
‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. These figures were 4.7, 34.7, 9.8, 
and 27.5 percentage points above the state’s averages for these subgroups of students.   

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

• 	 The MCAS test performance of all the district’s subgroups varied substantially and in a less 
than satisfactory manner to each other and their comparable state subgroups. The EQA was 
particularly concerned with the performance of LEP, special education, Hispanic-American, 
African-American, FRL/Y, and Asian-American students in Fall River. 

Improvement: 

• 	 In Fall River, 7.9% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 
2003 than in 2000 and 10.6% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

• 	 In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 11.4 points 
and, in math, by 3.5 points. 

• 	 In ELA, 12.0% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 
than in 2000 and 15.8% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

• 	 In math, 3.7% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 
than in 2000 and 5.6% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

• 	 The MCAS test performance level for in the district improved in the aggregate from 2001
2003. 
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Equity of Improvement: 
• 	 Between 2000-2003, Fall River’s Hispanic-American students’ results improved by less than 

the state average in both ELA and math.  

• 	 Between 2000-2003, Fall River’s aggregate student achievement figures for all students, 
regular education, FRL/Y, FRL/N, African-American, and Asian-American students’ results 
improved by more than the state average in ELA and less than the state average in math. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, Fall River’s aggregate student achievement figures for special 
education and White students’ results improved by more than the state average in both ELA 
and math. 

Participation and Access: 

• 	 Overall, all eligible students were not participating in both ELA and math assessments at 
required levels. 

• 	 Eligible 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 seven, ‘Poor’ on thirteen, 

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

• 	 Prior to the spring of 2003, the district did not analyze disaggregated assessment results to 
inform improvements in student achievement. 

• 	 During the period under examination, the district was not successful in meeting the 
Competency Determination (CD) standards. 

• 	 For the period under review, the district did not have an effective, system-wide program in 
place to accurately maintain data related to student and staff attendance. 

• 	 During the 2002-2003 school year, the district purchased a software program to monitor and 
track student and staff attendance, but it had not been fully implemented at the time of the 
on-site visit in December 2003. 

• 	 The district did not disaggregate data to ensure participation and opportunity for all students 
and subgroups. 
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• 	 In Fall River, student and school-based achievement results were not components of the 
district’s personnel evaluations. 

• 	 For the majority of the period under review, the district did not have a comprehensive, 
system-wide procedure in place to evaluate programs in order to improve student 
achievement. 

• 	 The district’s evaluation procedure for administrators did not adhere to the requirements of 
the Massachusetts Education Reform Act.  

• 	 More than one third of the professional status teacher evaluations sampled by the EQA were 
not completed in timely manner. Further, these evaluations were not completed in a 
timeframe or manner that was accordance with the requirements of the Massachusetts 
Education Reform Act or the district’s negotiated two-year cycle review. 

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

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

• 	 In Fall River, while the district aligned its curriculum with the state curriculum frameworks, 
not all staff members were using the district’s aligned curriculum guides. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district’s curriculum revisions were not evaluated for their 
effectiveness in improving student achievement for all student populations. 

• 	 For the period under examination, the district met, and in some cases exceeded, the state 
requirements for the instructional time in all content areas, but the time allocations did not 
result in improved student achievement. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district’s instructional programs were not informed or driven by 
student achievement data. 

• 	 For the entire period under review, the district’s attendance, suspension, retention, and 
dropout rates exceeded the state’s averages. 

• 	 In the Fall River Public Schools, the district practices and policies were not effective 
deterrents in addressing the district’s high rates of student absences. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district did not effectively communicate high expectations for its 
students. 

• 	 For the period of review, the analysis of student test data according to subgroups was not 
used to plan professional development activities. 
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• 	 In Fall River, the district did not have a district improvement plan (DIP) which was aligned 
with the professional development plan (PDP). 

• 	 Beginning in 2003, the district adopted a formal program for teachers and administrators 
designed to improve instructional activities. 

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

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

• 	 For the period under examination, the district’s early intervention programs did not ensure 
that Grade 3 students were meeting the proficiency level on the Grade 3 Reading MCAS test. 

• 	 In Fall River, the lack of a district improvement plan (DIP) prevented the district’s alignment 
with the district curriculum accommodation plan (DCAP). 

• 	 Individual Student Success Plans (ISSPs) were not developed until the 2002-2003 school 
year for all students who required them. 

Leadership and Governance: 
• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on one, ‘Satisfactory’ on six, ‘Poor’ on 

four, and ‘Unsatisfactory’ on five of the sixteen performance indicators in this domain. 

• 	 In Fall River, the school improvement plans were not developed based on student assessment 
data until October of 2003.  

• 	 For the entire period under review, the high school did not have a school improvement plan. 

• 	 In Fall River, during the period under examination, the district did not develop a district 
improvement plan. 

• 	 In the Fall River Public Schools, between 2000-2003, the principals were not evaluated on an 
annual basis. 

• 	 All district administrators were appropriately certified for the positions they held. 

• 	 For the period under examination, the district had no formal written policies and procedures 
regarding the hiring and recruitment of new staff members. 

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

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

• 	 Prior to 2003, student achievement data was not a key component in the district’s budget 
development. 

8




• 	 Between 2000-2003, in Fall River, inadequate accounting technology resulted in budget 
decisions based on inaccurate data. 

• 	 The City of Fall River exceeded the required state Net School Spending (NSS) amounts for 
every year under review. 

• 	 In Fall River, prior to 2001, accurate budget reports were a problem due to inefficient 
accounting systems. 

• 	 For the period under examination, student achievement data was not a key component in the 
financial decisions of the district until the 2003-2004 school year. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, due to the state economic conditions, capital asset management was not 
adequately addressed in Fall River. Nevertheless, some capital improvements were addressed 
as needed. 
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Part I: Overview of the EQA Review Process and the District 

On December 2-5, 2003, the EQA conducted an independent examination of the Fall River 

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, 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. 

Fall River is a medium-sized city located in south central Bristol County in southeastern 

Massachusetts. Manufacturing is the largest source of employment in Fall River, followed by 

education, healthcare, and social services. According to the 2000 U.S. Census, it has a population 

of 91,938 people and a median family income of $37,671, while the median family income in 

Massachusetts is $61,664. Fall River has a Mayor/City Council form of government and an 

eight-person school committee. The Fall River Public Schools has 31 schools serving Grades 

PreK-12. The most recent Massachusetts Department of Education (DOE) figures indicate that 

there were 12,104 students enrolled in the district. The demographic/subgroup composition in the 

Fall River Public Schools is: 77.3% White, 9% Hispanic-American, 8.1% African-American, 

5.1% Asian-American, Limited English Proficiency (LEP), 5.5%; Free or Reduced Lunch/Yes 

(FRL/Y), 50.9%; and Special Education (SPED), 14.7%. During the ten years of education 

reform in Massachusetts, Fall River’s state Chapter 70 Aid increased by 92% from $44,018,118 

in FY1993 to $84,520,361 in FY2002. For the fiscal years under review, 2000-2003, Fall River 

received $76,364,024; $78,564,299; $84,520,361; and $85,384,896 for a total of $324,833,361 in 

state Chapter 70 Aid. 

In the fall of 2002, the EQA conducted an examination of the Fall River Public Schools and 

published a report of its findings. However, because that examination occurred when the Board 
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of Education (BOE) was in the process of revising the regulations governing the accountability 

process (603CMR 2.0-2.5), the EQA, the Fall River Public Schools, and the City of Fall River 

entered into an agreement that the EQA would return to conduct a Tier II report under the new 

regulations in the winter of 2003. This, the second EQA examination, covered the years 2000

2003. As a result, the EQA was reexamining three of the four years under review for this second 

examination. Since the fourth year coincided with substantial educational changes in the district, 

the 2002-2003 school year in Fall River received additional weighting in the findings of this 

report. Nevertheless, to some degree, the actions and initiatives undertaken in this fourth year 

have not yet resonated in improved student achievement scores. 

This report finds the Fall River 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 

Low’ in math on the Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS) test. Since 

2000, Fall River has also demonstrated some improvement on its ‘Low’ MCAS test scores, and 

in the 2003 administration of the MCAS test, 71.6% of its students scored below standard.  
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Part II: Tier I Analysis of Student Achievement and MCAS Data 
At Tier I, while particular attention was paid to the 2003 MCAS test, the EQA review of Fall 

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

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

district’s students meeting or exceeding state proficiency standards? 

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

student subgroups? 

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

over time? 

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

subgroups changed over time? 

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

required programs and assessments? 

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

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

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

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

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

district. Descriptive analyses of the test results for 2003 MCAS test revealed significant 

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

A discussion of the analyses follows. 
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Fall River vs. Massachusetts: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

• 	 The Hispanic-American students in Fall River scored lower than the state’s Hispanic-
American students. 

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

Fall River’s totals vs. Fall River’s subgroups: 

• 	 The Hispanic-American students in Fall River scored lower than all other subgroups in Fall 
River except LEP and special education students. 

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

• 	 The FRL/Y students in Fall River scored lower than the FRL/N students in Fall River. 

• 	 The African-American, Asian-American, Hispanic-American, and African-American 
students in Fall River all scored lower than the White students in Fall River. 
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Assessment of MCAS Results 2000-2003 

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

students meeting or exceeding state proficiency standards? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 71.6% of the students at Fall River scored in the ‘Needs 
Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. This figure was 23.4 percentage points 
higher than the state’s average percentages. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, in ELA, 60.8% of the students and, in math, 82.2% of the students 
in Fall River scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. These 
figures were 21.7 percentage points in ELA and 25.0 percentage points higher than the state’s 
average percentages in math. 

• 	 In 2003, in Fall River the Proficiency Indices of 71.4 for ELA and 49.8 for math were 10.8 
and 19.5 points lower 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: 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level 
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State	 Fall River 

Advanced 14.2 3.9 
Proficient 37.6 24.5 

Needs Improv. 32.2 40.7 
Warning/Failing 16.0 30.9 

Analysis of Figure/Table 1: 

• 	 Fall River had 10.3% and 13.1% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 
categories than the state on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Fall River had 8.5% and 14.9% more of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 
‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state on the 2003 MCAS test. 
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Figure/Table 2: 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level by Subject and Grade 
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Advanced 
Proficient 

Needs Improv. 
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12.1 
48.4 

30.2 
8.9 

4.0 
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15.1 
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26.9 
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14.1 

35.8 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 2: 

• 	 Fall River had 8.1% and 13.3% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 
categories in ELA than the state on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Fall River’s percentage of all students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category in ELA was almost 
one third that of the state average in that category, 4.0% to 12.1%. 

• 	 Fall River had 15.5% and 6.2% more of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 
‘Warning/Failing’ categories in ELA than the state on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Fall River had 12.2% and 12.8% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 
categories in math than the state the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Fall River’s percentage of all students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category in math was less 
than one-fourth than that of the state average for that category, 3.7% to 15.9%.  

• 	 Fall River had 1.7% and 23.3% more of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 
‘Warning/Failing’ categories in math than the state on the 2003 MCAS test. 
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• 	 Fall River’s percentage of all students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category in math 
exceeded that of the state’s students in math by more than two times, 46.4% to 23.1%. 

Figure/Table 3: 

Proficiency Index (MCAS 2003) by Grade 

ELA Math 
Fall River 71.4 49.8 
Grade 04 71.5 62.5 
Grade 07 73.5 NA 
Grade 08 NA 38.4 
Grade 10 67.7 49.9 

Analysis of Figure/Table 3: 

• 	 On average, in Fall River, the math PI was 21.6 points below that for ELA system-wide. (The 
statewide average for this gap was 12.8 Proficiency Index points).  

• 	 In ELA, the Proficiency Indices in Grades 4 and 7 were 0.1 and 2.1 points higher than the 
district average and in Grade 10 it was 3.7 points lower than the district average. 

• 	 In math, the Proficiency Indices in Grades 4 and 10 were 12.7 and 0.1 points higher than the 
district average and in Grade 8 it was 11.4 points lower than the district average.  
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2. 	Equity of Achievement: How does a MCAS performance vary among the district’s 

student subgroups? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 68.2% of the regular education 87.1% of the special education, and 
89.2% of LEP students in Fall River scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 
‘Warning/Failing’ categories. These figures were 27.1, 8.1, and 5.9 percentage points higher 
than the state’s average percentages for these subgroups of students.  

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 78.8% of the FRL/Y and 64.6% of the FRL/N students in Fall River 
scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. These figures were 5.5 
and 25.5 percentage points higher than the state average for FRL/Y students. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 79.3% of the African-American, 75.5% of Asian-American, 88.2% 
of the Hispanic-American, and 68.7% of the White students at Fall River scored in the 
‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. These figures were 4.7, 34.7, 9.8, 
and 27.5 percentage points above the state’s averages for these subgroups of students.   

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

• 	 The MCAS test performance of all the district’s subgroups varied substantially and in a less 
than satisfactory manner to each other and their comparable state subgroups. The EQA was 
particularly concerned with the performance of LEP, special education, Hispanic-American, 
African-American, FRL/Y, and Asian-American students in Fall River. 
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Figure/Table 4: 

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

level 
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State Reg Fall River State Fall River State LEP Fall River 
Reg Disability Disability LEP 

Advanced 16.8 4.5 2.3 1.0 3.4 2.0 
Proficient 42.2 27.4 18.7 11.9 13.3 8.8 

Needs Improv. 30.4 42.2 41.3 33.1 34.5 39.2 
Warning/Failing 10.7 26.0 37.7 54.0 48.8 50.0 

Analysis of Figure/Table 4: 

• 	 Fall River had 12.3% and 14.8% fewer regular education students score in the ‘Advanced’ 
and ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s regular education students on the 2003 MCAS 
test. 

• 	 Fall River’s percentage of regular education students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category was 
less than one-third than that of the state’s average percentage in that category for those 
students, 4.5% to 16.8%. 

• 	 Fall River had 11.8% and 15.3% more of its regular education students score in the ‘Needs 
Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s regular education students on 
the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Fall River’s percentage of regular education students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ 
category exceeded that of the state’s regular education students by more than two times, 
26.0% to 10.7%. 
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• 	 Fall River had 1.3% and 6.8% fewer of its special education students score in the ‘Advanced’ 
and ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s special education students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Fall River’s percentage of special education students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category was 
less than that one-half that of the state average percentages for those students in that 
category, 1.0% to 2.3%. 

• 	 Fall River had 8.2% fewer and 16.3% more of its special education students score in the 
‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s special education 
students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Fall River had 1.4% and 4.5% fewer of its LEP students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 
‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s LEP students, on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Fall River had 4.7% and 1.2% more of its LEP students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 
and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s LEP students on the 2003 MCAS test. 
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Figure/Table 5: 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of students by FreeLunch status at each proficiency level 
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State FRL (Y) Fall River FRL (Y) State FRL (N) Fall River FRL (N) 

Advanced 3.6 1.6 18.0 6.1 
Proficient 23.2 19.7 42.9 29.3 

Needs Improv. 41.3 44.5 28.9 37.0 
Warning/Failing 32.0 34.3 10.2 27.6 

Analysis of Figure/Table 5: 

• 	 Fall River had 2.0% and 3.5% fewer of its students eligible for FRL/Y score in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s FRL/Y students on the 2003 MCAS 
test. 

• 	 Fall River’s percentage of FRL/Y students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category was less than 
one-half that of the state’s average percentages for those students in that category, 1.6% to 
3.6%. 

• 	 Fall River had 3.2% and 2.3% more of its students eligible for FRL/Y score in the ‘Needs 
Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s FRL/Y students on the 2003 
MCAS test. 

• Fall River had 11.9% and 13.6% fewer of its FRL/N students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 
‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s FRL/N students on the 2003 MCAS test.  
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• 	 Fall River’s percentages of FRL/N students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category was almost 
one-third than that of the state’s average percentage for those students in that category, 6.1% 
to 18.0% 

• 	 Fall River had 8.1% and 17.4% more of its FRL/N students score in the ‘Needs 
Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s FRL/N students on the 2003 
MCAS test. 

• 	 Fall River’s percentage of FRL/N students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category 
exceeded that of the state’s FRL/N students by more than two times, 27.6% to 10.2%. 
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Figure/Table 6: 

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

Amer Afr-Amer Asian Hispanic Hispanic White White 

Advanced 3.3 0.5 23.2 4.4 2.6 0.7 16.6 4.5 
Proficient 22.0 20.2 35.9 20.2 19.0 11.1 42.2 26.7 

Needs Improv. 41.4 38.6 27.6 43.8 39.9 37.0 30.3 41.1 
Warning/Failing 33.2 40.7 13.2 31.7 38.5 51.2 10.9 27.6 

Analysis of Figure/Table 6: 

• 	 Fall River had 2.8% and 1.8% fewer of its African-American students score in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s African-American students on the 
2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Fall River’s percentages of African-American students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category 
was less than one-than one-sixth that of the state’s average percentage for those students in 
the category, 0.5% to 3.3%. 

• 	 Fall River had 2.8% fewer and 7.5% more of its African-American students score in the 
‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s African-American 
students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Fall River had 18.8% and 15.7% fewer of its Asian-American students score in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s Asian-American students on the 2003 
MCAS test. 
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• 	 Fall River’s percentage of Asian-American students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category was 
less than one-fifth of that of that of the state’s Asian-American students in that category, 
4.4% to 23.2%. 

• 	 Fall River had 16.2% and 18.5% more of its Asian-American students score in the ‘Needs 
Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s Asian-American students on 
the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Fall River’s percentage of Asian-American students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ 
category exceeded that of the state’s Asian-American students by more than two times, 
31.7% to 13.2%. 

• 	 Fall River had 1.9% and 7.9% fewer of its Hispanic-American students score in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s Hispanic-American students on the 
2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Fall River’s percentage of Hispanic-American students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category 
was than one-third that of the state’s Hispanic-American students in that category, 0.7% to 
2.6%. 

• 	 Fall River had 2.9% fewer and 12.7% more of its Hispanic-American students score in the 
‘Need Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s Hispanic-American 
students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Fall River had 12.1% and 15.5% fewer of its White students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 
‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s White students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Fall River’s percentage of White students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category was less than 
one-third that of the state’s White students in that category, 4.5% to 16.6%. 

• 	 Fall River had 10.8% and 16.7% more of its White students score in the ‘Needs 
Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s White students on the 2003 
MCAS test. 

• 	 Fall River’s percentage of White students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category 
exceeded that of the state’s White students by more than two times, 27.6% to 10.9%. 
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Figure/Table 7: N-values by category 
ELA Math 

Fall River Advanced 104 98 
Proficient 907 372 

Needs Improv. 1180 944 
Warning/Failing 391 1222 

Regular Advanced 103 88 
Proficient 834 338 

Needs Improv. 968 836 
Warning/Failing 196 916 

Disability Advanced 1 7 
Proficient 65 29 

Needs Improv. 171 91 
Warning/Failing 160 267 

LEP Advanced 0 3 
Proficient 8 5 

Needs Improv. 41 17 
Warning/Failing 35 39 

Free Lunch (Y) Advanced 14 27 
 Proficient 361 149 
 Needs Improv. 684 469 
 Warning/Failing 247 642 

Free Lunch (N) Advanced 90 71 
Proficient 546 223 

Needs Improv. 496 475 
Warning/Failing 144 580 

African-American Advanced 1 1 
Proficient 59 21 

Needs Improv. 95 58 
Warning/Failing 40 121 

Asian-American Advanced 5 8 
Proficient 42 18 

Needs Improv. 69 61 
Warning/Failing 23 71 

Hispanic-American Advanced 1 2 
Proficient 34 14 

Needs Improv. 103 57 
Warning/Failing 67 154 

White Advanced 97 87 
Proficient 765 318 

Needs Improv. 903 765 
Warning/Failing 257 864 
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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 FALL RIVER 71.4 49.8 

B Regular 76.2 52.5 

C Disability 51.1 36.8 

D LEP 47.3 38.3 

E FRL (Y) 65.5 46.9 

F FRL (N) 77.4 52.7 

G African-American 65.5 41.0 

H Asian-American 67.8 49.5 

I Hispanic-American 54.6 35.9 

J White 74.0 52.4 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 8: 

• 	 In Fall River, regular education, FRL/N, and White students scored 4.8, 6.0, and 2.6 
Proficiency Index points higher on the MCAS test in ELA than the district average. 

• 	 In Fall River, LEP, special education, Hispanic-American, African-American, FRL/Y, and 
Asian-American students scored 24.1, 20.3, 16.8, 5.9, 5.9, and 3.6 Proficiency Index points 
lower on the MCAS test in ELA than the district average.  

• 	 In Fall River, FRL/N, regular education, and White students scored 2.9, 2.7, and 2.6 
Proficiency Index points higher on the MCAS test in math than the district average.  

• 	 In Fall River, Hispanic-American, special education, LEP, African-American, FRL/Y, and 
Asian students scored 13.9, 13.0, 11.5, 8.8, 2.9, and 0.3 Proficiency Index points lower on the 
MCAS test in math than the district average.   

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

over time? 

Preliminary Findings: 
• 	 In Fall River, 7.9% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 

2003 than in 2000 and 10.6% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

• 	 In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 11.4 points 
and, in math, by 3.5 points. 

• 	 In ELA, 12.0% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 
than in 2000 and 15.8% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

• 	 In math, 3.7% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 
than in 2000 and 5.6% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

• 	 The MCAS test performance level for in the district improved in the aggregate from 2001
2003. 
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Figure/Table 9: 
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MCAS 2000 - 2003 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level 
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2000 2001 2002 2003 

Advanced 1.5 2.0 2.8 3.9 
Proficient 19.0 19.6 23.7 24.5 

Needs Improv. 38.0 44.8 40.3 40.7 
Warning/Failing 41.5 33.5 33.2 30.9 

Analysis of Figure/Table 9: 

• 	 In Fall River, 3.9% and 24.5% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 
categories in 2003 in contrast to 1.5% and 19.0% of all students achieving these categories in 
2000. 

• 	 In Fall River, 40.7% and 30.9% of all students scored in ‘Needs Improvement’ and 
‘Warning/Failing’ categories in 2003 in contrast to 38.0% and 41.5% of all students scoring 
at these categories in 2000. 
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Figure/Table 10: 

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

Prof. Index Trend Data 
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Proficiency Index Trend Data MCAS, 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003  (detail) 
ELA Math 

2000 2001 2002 2003 2000 2001 2002 2003 
Advanced 0.8 1.7 2.6 4.0 2.3 2.3 3.1 3.7 
Proficient 26.3 27.9 35.4 35.1 11.8 11.4 12.1 14.1 

Needs Improv. 42.0 47.4 44.1 45.7 34.0 42.3 36.7 35.8 
Warning/Failing 30.9 22.9 18.0 15.1 52.0 44.0 48.0 46.4 

Analysis of Figure/Table 10: 

• 	 In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 11.4 points, 
from 60.0 to 71.4. 

• 	 In math, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 3.5 points, 
from 46.3 to 49.8. 
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• 	 In ELA, 39.1% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 in 
contrast to 27.1% of all students achieving these categories in 2000.  

• 	 In ELA, 60.8% of all students scored at the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ 
categories in 2003 in contrast to 72.9% of all students scoring at these categories in 2000. 

• 	 In math, 17.8% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 
in contrast to 14.1% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000.  

• 	 In math, 82.2% of all students scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ 
categories in 2003 in contrast to 86.0% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000. 

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

subgroups change over time? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, Fall River’s Hispanic-American students’ results improved by less than 
the state average in both ELA and math.  

• 	 Between 2000-2003, Fall River’s aggregate student achievement figures for all students, 
regular education, FRL/Y, FRL/N, African-American, and Asian-American students’ results 
improved by more than the state average in ELA and less than the state average in math. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, Fall River’s aggregate student achievement figures for special 
education and White students’ results improved by more than the state average in both ELA 
and math. 
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Figures 11A-D: 

Proficiency Index Trend Data (by subgroup) MCAS 2001, 2002, and 2003
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Table 12: Proficiency Index Trend Data (by subgroup) MCAS 2001, 2002, and 2003 
Trend Data by Subgroup (Fall River.) Trend Data by Subgroup (State) 

ELA Math 
ALL ‘01 63.8 48.6 

‘02 69.5 47.2 
‘03 71.4 49.8 

Regular ‘01 68.0 51.7 
‘02 73.5 50.1 
‘03 76.2 52.5 

Disability ‘01 41.0 31.0 
‘02 44.8 32.6 
‘03 51.1 36.8 

FRL (Y) ‘01 58.1 44.7 
‘02 62.5 45.3 
‘03 65.5 46.9 

FRL (N) ‘01 68.5 51.9 
‘02 76.0 48.8 
‘03 77.4 52.7 

African-
American ‘01 57.1 42.6 

‘02 61.7 39.5 
‘03 65.5 41.0 

Asian-
American ‘01 57.9 50.3 

‘02 64.6 47.1 
‘03 67.8 49.5 

Hispanic-
American ‘01 54.4 42.0 

‘02 57.6 36.0 
‘03 54.6 35.9 

White ‘01 65.9 50.0 
 ‘02 71.4 49.0 

‘03 74.0 52.4 

ELA Math 
ALL ‘01 79.5 67.3 

‘02 81.6 67.0 
‘03 82.2 69.3 

Regular ‘01 84.1 71.9 
‘02 85.8 71.4 
‘03 87.2 74.5 

Disability ‘01 55.3 43.5 
‘02 58.1 42.6 
‘03 62.0 46.4 

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

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

African- 
American ‘01 61.8 45.6 

‘02 64.2 44.4 
‘03 67.1 48.6 

Asian-
American ‘01 78.1 73.5 

‘02 81.9 73.7 
‘03 81.7 77.4 

Hispanic-
American ‘01 57.1 42.6 

‘02 60.3 42.1 
‘03 61.6 46.3 

White ‘01 84.3 72.8 
‘02 86.4 72.7 
‘03 86.9 74.5 
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Analysis of Figures/Table 12: 

• 	 In Fall River, between 2001-2003, all students increased by 7.6 Proficiency Index points in 
ELA and 1.2 points in math, as compared with increases of 2.7 and 2.0 points statewide. 

• 	 In Fall River, between 2001-2003, regular education students increased by 8.2 Proficiency 
Index points in ELA and 0.8 points in math, as compared with increases of 3.1 and 2.6 points 
statewide. 

• 	 In Fall River, between 2001-2003, special education students increased by 10.1 Proficiency 
Index points in ELA and 5.8 points in math, as compared with increases of 6.7 and 2.9 points 
statewide. 

• 	 In Fall River, between 2001-2003, FRL/Y students increased by 7.4 Proficiency Index points 
in ELA and 2.2 points in math, as compared with increases of 4.3 and 3.2 points statewide. 

• 	 In Fall River, between 2001-2003, FRL/N students increased by 8.9 Proficiency Index points 
in ELA and by 0.8 points in math, as compared with increases of 3.7 and 3.2 points 
statewide. 

• 	 In Fall River, between 2001-2003, African-American students increased by 8.4 Proficiency 
Index points in ELA and decreased by 1.6 points in math, as compared with increases of 5.3 
and 3.0 points statewide. 

• 	 In Fall River, between 2001-2003, Asian-American students increased by 9.9 Proficiency 
Index points in ELA and decreased by 0.8 points in math, as compared with increases of 3.6 
and 3.9 points statewide. 

• 	 In Fall River, between 2001-2003, Hispanic-American students increased by 0.2 Proficiency 
Index points in ELA and decreased by 6.1 points in math, as compared with increases of 4.5 
and 3.7 points statewide. 

• 	 In Fall River, between 2001-2003, White students increased by 8.1 Proficiency Index points 
in ELA and 2.4 in math, as compared with increases of 2.6 and 1.7 points statewide. 

34




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 not participating in both ELA and math assessments at 

required levels. 

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

Table 13: 

ELA Math 
Tested 94.6% 95.8% 
NTA 0.9% 0.8% 
NTM 0.3% 0.2% 
NTO 4.2% 3.2% 

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

ELA Math 
Tested Regular 2084 2164

 Disability 392 389 
LEP 82 62 

NTA Regular 17 14 
 Disability 5 5 

LEP 2 2 
NTM Regular 8 6 

 Disability 1 0 
NTO Regular 80 58 

 Disability 28 20 
LEP 5 10 

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

NTO = Not Tested, Other 
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Analysis of Table 13: 
• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, Fall River’s student test participation rates in ELA and math were 

94.6% and 95.8%, respectively. These figures were 0.4% below and 0.8% above the state’s 
standard for test participation, which is 95%. 

• 	 In Fall River, 95.2%, 92.0%, and 92.1% of regular education, special education, and LEP 
students participated in the 2003 MCAS test in ELA. 

• 	 In Fall River, 96.5%, 94.0%, and 83.8% of regular education, special education, and LEP 
students participated in the 2003 MCAS test in math. 

• 	 In Fall River, 3.7%, 6.6%, and 5.6% of regular education, special education, and LEP 
students did not participate for other reasons in the 2003 MCAS test in ELA.  

• 	 In Fall River, 2.6%, 4.8%, and 13.5% 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  
Domain A - Assessment & Evaluation 
S1 - Student Assessment 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S2 - Participation 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S3 - Evaluation Processes 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

1 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

2 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

3 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

4 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
0 
1 

5 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

6 7 8 9 10 Total 

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

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

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

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): 

• 	 Prior to the spring of 2003, the district did not analyze disaggregated assessment results to 

inform improvements in student achievement. 

• 	 During the period under examination, the district was not successful in meeting the 

Competency Determination (CD) standards. 
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Indicators: 

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

classroom, school, district, and state assessment results. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: During the time under review, the district did not have a formal, written 

assessment policy. However, the district had a system-wide assessment schedule in place for 

the administration of assessments. The district data analyst, curriculum directors, and 

principals provided analyses of all state and standardized assessments administered in the 

district to staff members. These analyses were presented, examined, and discussed at 

curriculum meetings, faculty meetings, department meetings, school-based leadership team 

meetings, vertical team meetings, and grade level team meetings. The district also established 

a system-wide curriculum advisory council consisting of parents, teachers, administrators, 

and high school students that reviewed assessment analyses and received recommendations 

from curricular teams for improvements to programs, services, materials, and instructional 

practices. Although these procedures were in place, they were only recently implemented, 

and it was unclear how much the analysis of assessments was driving instruction during the 

time under review.   

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: During the period under review, district administrators attended MCAS test 

administration workshops offered by the DOE regarding the “Principles of Test 

Administration.” At the high school level, the principal designated the district data analyst as 

the primary staff member responsible for inventorying, preparing, disseminating, and 

collecting all MCAS test materials. The data analyst was also responsible for developing 

testing schedules and conducting MCAS test administration meetings for teachers and 

proctors. The data analyst compiled an MCAS test student database, which contained 
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information about students’ participation in the MCAS test including testing 

accommodations.   

Information about students’ status for participation in the alternate assessment and students’ 

eligibility for English language Learners (ELL) waivers were also included in the database. 

District administrators indicated that decisions regarding students’ participation in the 

alternate assessment, as well as testing accommodations were made at team meetings for 

students on IEPs or 504 plans. The data analyst conducted an informal interview with new 

ELL students at the high school who entered after October 1 to determine if they had enough 

knowledge of the English language to participate in the MCAS testing, or if a waiver should 

be filed on their behalf. 

On testing administration days, proctors were required to sign-in and sign-out testing 

materials, which were prepared in large plastic bags for every student with all necessary 

materials, supplies, and directions for testing accommodations. During the on-site visit, 

district administrators indicated that only staff members were allowed to administer the 

MCAS tests. These staff members included:  classroom teachers, special education teachers, 

guidance counselors, vice principals, and teaching assistants. Proctors escorted students to 

testing areas on MCAS testing days. The MCAS test directions included in student test 

booklets were read to students taking the test over the intercom in a consistent manner. All 

testing materials were secured in storage closets specifically built for MCAS test materials.   

At the elementary level, building principals prepared MCAS test materials, conducted MCAS 

test meetings, coordinated MCAS testing schedules, and were responsible for the security of 

the tests. The principal met with teams of teachers and support staff to establish testing 

schedules and review procedures for students with testing accommodations. The principal 

either delivered testing materials to the staff member administering the tests or the materials 

were picked up by the test administrator and recorded on a tracking form. All MCAS test 

materials were secured in the each of the elementary school’s principals’ offices. During the 

EQA interview process, elementary principals indicated that all ELL students enrolled in 

their schools prior to October 1, 2003, would be included in the 2004 administration of the 
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MCAS test. Further, they indicated that ELL students entering their schools after October 1, 

2003 could be exempt from the 2004 administration of the MCAS test, but that a final 

decision regarding their participation would be decided at team meetings taking into 

consideration the best interests of the students and school.   

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 

Evidence: In addition to the MCAS test, the district administered the Terra Nova 

standardized tests in ELA and math to all students in grades 6-8. The Terra Nova math test 

was also administered district-wide to students in Grade 3. For part of the time under review, 

the Terra Nova was administered to Grade 2 students at the district’s elementary schools that 

participated in the Literacy Collaborative. 

In addition to standardized testing, the district used a variety of other assessments as 

measures for student progress. For the majority of the period under review, the district 

administered the Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) to students in grades K-3 and 

used Running Records to identify students’ reading levels and progress. The Marie Clay 

Observation Survey and the Santa Clara screening test were administered at the Kindergarten 

level. Beginning in the 2003-2004 academic year, the district administered the Dynamic 

Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) test in grades K-3 through funds provided 

through the No Child Left Behind Act and the Reading First grant. The Reading Recovery 

Program was offered at all of the elementary schools in the district and Grade 1 students 

participating in the program were administered assessments associated with the Reading 

Recovery Program. The Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) was also used in Grade 1 at 

schools that received funding from the Reading First grant. The district’s Literacy 

Collaborative schools administered the Slosson Word Test in grades 3–4 and the Schlagal 

Developmental Reading Assessment in grades 3-5. At the middle school level, the district 

developed grade level benchmark tests for all content areas in grades 6-8. STAR Reading, a 
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diagnostic computer-based test, was administered to Grade 9 students and all new students in 

the district to determine their achievement levels. 

At all levels, assessments embedded in adopted curriculum programs were also administered. 

Some examples of these included: science kit assessments, pre and post-tests in math, and 

end-of unit tests in reading. The district also participated in a trial MCAS test at the Grade 9 

level offered through Measured Progress in the fall of 2003. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: For the majority of the period under review, the district did not utilize data in its 

decision-making regarding curriculum, instruction, remedial programs, professional 

development or purchasing and provisioning. The district did begin the Performance 

Improvement Mapping (PIM) process in 2002-2003, which initiated a regular analysis of 

assessment.   

Although the district analyzed assessment results and identified weaknesses or gaps in 

curriculum and instructional practices, it was unclear what changes were implemented to 

address them. For example, the STAR assessment was administered in the district to all Grade 

9 students and students entering the district. The assessment results provided immediate 

individual student reports about achievement levels to classroom teachers. These reports 

could have been analyzed to determine the link between student weaknesses, instructional 

practices, and curriculum programs. However, the district administrators indicated how these 

assessments were used to guide curriculum and instruction, but did not mention how they 

were monitored. Similarly, the data analyst and curriculum directors generated item analysis 
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reports for MCAS test results. Patterns and trends were identified for weaknesses in 

programs. 

During the on-site interviews, elementary principals indicated that assessment results 

determined a weakness in vocabulary development. As a result, the use of word walls 

became a common practice in all elementary classrooms.  

An analysis of the Grade 4 math MCAS test results determined a weakness in problem 

solving. One elementary principal purchased a supplemental problem solving series for every 

teacher in his/her building and integrated it with the district’s math curriculum. District-wide, 

a uniform problem-solving chart was also implemented in grades 1-5 

During the period under review, the district’s special education population at the high school 

scored poorly on the MCAS assessments. Consequently, the district moved to an inclusion 

model at the high school. Professional development was offered to teachers in differentiated 

instruction and training in developing small learning communities was provided through the 

Teacher’s Laboratory at Brown University.   

Beginning in the 2003-2004 academic year, the district adopted an anthology-based reading 

series at the elementary level, which contained a strong emphasis on phonemic awareness. 

Although the adoption of this new reading program was grant-driven, district administrators 

indicated that one of the primary reasons for choosing this particular program was to address 

the need of more phonetic skills instruction for the district’s students who had shown 

weakness in this area. 

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

regular intervals. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the time under review, the MCAS test results were received at the central 

office and building principals were required to sign out the results to obtain a copy of them. 
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A copy of all of the district’s MCAS test results was also sent to the district’s data analyst’s 

office. The data analyst generated an analysis of the results received from the DOE using the 

TestWiz software. These analyses were sent to the assistant superintendent of curriculum and 

instruction, curriculum directors, and each of the building principals. The reports were 

further disseminated and shared with staff members at the district leadership team meetings, 

faculty meetings, monthly curriculum meetings, department meetings, and grade level team 

meetings. District administrators also indicated that analysis reports were widely used with 

PIM committees to drive the development of School Improvement Plans (SIPs). 

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: During the time under review, the district’s data analyst, reading specialists, 

special education teachers and Title I teachers received training in TestWiz. The data analyst 

also provided in-house training to principals and other staff members on the TestWiz 

program. Curriculum directors worked with teams to rank order questions with teachers 

through an item analysis of MCAS test scores at the middle schools. Trends and patterns 

were identified and shared at vertical team meetings. At the elementary level, principal and 

teachers in grades K-3 received training in the administration and interpretation of Dynamic 

Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) in the fall of 2003. Every school in the 

district participated in the PIM process during the 2002-2003 academic year and developed a 

SIP (with the exception of the high school) based on data and the analysis of assessment 

results. 

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

(CD) standard by their senior year. 

EQA Rating: Poor 
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Evidence: The Class of 2003 earned a 90% rate of achievement in meeting the Competency 

Determination standard. The district had already earned an 80% rate in meeting the 

Competency Determination standard for the Class of 2004. 

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the time under review, the district used the Curriculum Software Tool 

(CST) program to prepare curriculum guides that were aligned with the state curriculum 

frameworks. The curriculum guides included expected outcomes, rubrics, assessments, and 

instructional strategies. At the middle school level, common benchmark assessments were 

also developed in addition to the curriculum guides. 

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 did not have an effective, system-wide program in 

place to accurately maintain data related to student and staff attendance. 

• 	 During the 2002-2003 school year, the district purchased a software program to monitor and 

track student and staff attendance, but it had not been fully implemented at the time of the 

on-site visit in December 2003. 

• 	 The district did not disaggregate data to ensure participation and opportunity for all students 

and subgroups. 
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Indicators: 

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

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

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: During the 2000 administration of the MCAS tests the district did not meet the 

95%participation rate in ELA MCAS testing as required by the state. Ninety-four point six 

percent of the district’s students participated in the ELA MCAS tests in 2003. The district 

did, however, meet the state participation requirement in math MCAS testing in 2003, with 

95.8% of the district’s students participating in testing. 

The EQA’s document review did not disclose any written evidence of school polices that 

addressed student participation in the MCAS tests, Terra Nova tests or any other district 

assessments. During the interview process, a district administrator indicated that there may 

be such a policy but was not certain. It was indicated during the interview process that 

MCAS test notices sent to parents from the district’s central administration office and from 

individual schools addressed MCAS testing dates and included helpful suggestions listed to 

enhance student performance. During the period of review, the number of waivers for ELL 

students diminished. Thus far in year 2003-2004, there were nine ELL waivers system-wide. 

In the same year thus far, 23 special education students in the district were scheduled to 

participate in the alternate assessment (ALT). A review of school handbooks in the district 

indicated that student attendance was addressed. Durfee High School had a formal attendance 

policy by term linked to course failure if assigned work was not completed on a timely basis. 

During the interview process, administrators indicated that schools did not offer student 

incentive programs focused on improving student attendance. Such initiatives were being 

implemented on a limited basis. 

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

attendance. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

45 



Evidence: It was indicated in the interview process that during the period under review, the 

district did not have an effective system-wide program to accurately maintain and review 

data related to student and staff attendance on a daily basis. The district’s average student 

attendance rate between 1999-2002 was 91.4% or approximately 14 -15 days absent per year. 

The district’s student attendance rate was consistently lower than the state’s average 

attendance rate for every year under review. The district had now implemented the Nordex 

computerized system, which was scheduled to be fully functional in all schools from three to 

four months from the time of the on-site visit in December 2003. This system would allow 

student and staff attendance to be recorded and reviewed in all district schools by 9:30 a.m. 

daily. 

All schools had the services of school attendance officers whose duties were to monitor 

student attendance by conducting home visits, initiating court referrals in accordance with 

state attendance regulations, and speaking with students directly regarding attendance and 

tardiness. Vice principals also met with students regarding attendance. On an individual case 

basis, vice principals referred students to guidance counselors, adjustment counselors, or 

school psychologists. District administrators reported that high student absence rates 

constituted a major concern. Reasons given for high student absence were home-based 

problems, transiency, and long walking distances to schools. Parents were contacted by 

telephone on a daily basis regarding students who were absent. The building principals 

monitored staff attendance. A central office directive was issued to all principals requiring a 

meeting with any teacher who was absent five days in a given year. A review of the staff 

attendance record dated October 2, 2003, indicated that the system-wide staff average was 

17.7 days of absence per year. This average included days absent for long-term illness short-

term illness, professional development, jury duty, military service, and other reasons. The 

average number of days absent for long-term illnesswas6.4, short-term illness 6.5, 

professional development was 2.9, jury duty and military service was .10, and other reasons 

1.8. There was little variance from this average when viewed at the elementary, middle, and 

high school levels. 
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3. 	 The district maintains accurate records on attendance, suspensions, discipline, and dropouts 

by student subgroup populations and frequently: 

a. 	 analyzes these records;  

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

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

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: During the time under review, the district’s schools maintained student records 

related to attendance, discipline, and dropouts. During a review of the district’s 

documentation, there was no evidence to indicate that the data were analyzed by student 

subgroups. In the interview process, a district administrator provided a packet of revised 

information dated September 4, 2003, which delineated procedures and included forms 

related to student attendance and truancy. This information was sent to principals and vice 

principals. Included in this packet was a letter addressed to parents emphasizing the 

importance of school attendance. Twelve suggestions were listed as tips for parents to 

consider. Sample letters to parents were also included in the packet as a means of 

communication relative to student absence from school.  During the interview process, a 

district administrator indicated that during the period of review, student data relative to 

attendance, suspensions, discipline and dropouts were not analyzed systematically to improve 

participation and involvement of all students and to track student dropouts. It was indicated 

that the Nordex computer system was beginning to allow administrators the opportunity to 

get a handle on this student data and make better use of it. It was also indicated that the PIM 

process involving all district schools was a conduit to focus more attention in these areas. 

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

expectations. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: During the interview process, a district administrator indicated that a system-

wide, standardized letter for parents was drafted regarding student attendance (September 4, 

2003). Prior to this date, communications to parents regarding student attendance were 
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written and disseminated at the local school level. It was indicated that through the PIM 

process, analysis of student attendance data were a greater priority. It was also reported at a 

meeting of district administrators that the analysis of student data (moving to a data-driven 

school district) was viewed as the most important factor for improving the achievement of 

students in the district. The interview process revealed that implementing the PIM process at 

each school directed action plans and goals in the SIPs. These initiatives were related to 

enhancing parent communication and student attendance.  

5. 	 The district collects and uses data on: 

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

achievement, and 

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

student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The school principals had the responsibility of monitoring student attendance. 

They solicited the assistance of vice principals and attendance officers assigned to their 

buildings. According to district administrators, with the nearly completed implementation of 

the Nordex Computerized System, monitoring student and staff attendance could be more 

easily facilitated. During the interview process, district administrators indicated that analysis 

of student attendance data in reference to student performance and achievement was 

occurring only on an informal basis. Similarly, the analysis of staff attendance and its effects 

on student achievement was also conducted informally. District administrators indicated that 

as a result of professional development training and the PIM process, the district was 

becoming more proficient in moving toward a data-driven school district. However, during 

the period under examination, the district had not fully developed skills for using student data 

efficiently. 

6. 	 The district maintains clear and accurate records on: 

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: During the period under review, the district’s records pertaining to ELL and ALT 

status student assessment waivers were maintained in the student services district office, as 

well as in each individual school in the student’s cumulative file. The coordinator of student 

services was responsible for maintaining these records. During the review process, a listing 

showed that nine ELL waivers and 23 alternative assessment waivers were recorded for the 

2003 MCAS test administration. Of the 917 teachers the district employed, 22 were not 

certified at the time of the EQA review in December 2003. During the on-site review, the 

district produced documentation for two staff waivers and a district administrator indicated 

that the rest of the non-certified teachers were either long-term or short-term substitutes for 

whom waivers were not required.   

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

proficiency for all English language learners  (ELL) and: 

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

learners; 

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

discipline, and dropout records; and 

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

focuses on areas of needed improvement. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under review, records for ELL students were maintained in the 

student services district office, as well as in the immersion centers located in six of the 

district schools (four elementary, one middle, high school). The immersion centers were able 

to assist ELL students for the 2003-2004 school year sanctioned by a DOE waiver. In 

accordance with the recently enacted ELL sheltered English immersion regulation, in 

September 2004, the district’s 680 ELL students will be integrated into the district’s schools 

in regular education classrooms. Some of the 52 ELL staff members were assigned to assist 

regular education teachers in the classroom immersion process. With training provided 

through professional development and the PIM process, the use of data analysis was 

becoming more prevalent in focusing on the improvement of student performance among 

ELL students. There was a district-mandated registration process conducted in the office of 
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student services for every ELL student who entered the district. All new ELL students 

entering the district were administered an age-appropriate assessment measure to determine 

their fluency level in English. These assessment measures were the Test of English as a 

Foreign Language (TOEFL) and the Massachusetts English Language Assessment-Oral 

(MELA-O). Student success plans (student profiles) were developed for each student and 

maintained in the student’s cumulative file. 
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Standard 3. EVALUATION PROCESSES: The district uses student assessment data in its 

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

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

process is the improvement of achievement for all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 In Fall River, student and school-based achievement results were not components of the 

district’s personnel evaluations. 

• 	 For the majority of the period under review, the district did not have a comprehensive, 

system-wide procedure in place to evaluate programs in order to improve student 

achievement. 

• 	 The district’s evaluation procedure for administrators was not consistent with the 

requirements of the Massachusetts Education Reform Act.  

• 	 More than one third of the professional status teacher evaluations sampled by the EQA 

were not completed in timely manner. Further, these evaluations were not completed in a 

timeframe or manner that was consistent with the requirements of the Massachusetts 

Education Reform Act or the district’s negotiated two-year cycle review. 

Indicators: 

1. The district employs a system of: 

a. school evaluation that focuses on accountability for administrators; 

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

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

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Although the district relied on its SIP goals and the MCAS test results to inform 

the school evaluation and its focus on accountability for building principals, most SIPs prior 

to the 2002-2003 academic year were not data-driven with measurable goals or 
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accompanying accountability measures. In addition, the high school did not have a SIP for 

three consecutive years. 

Programs were reviewed against the curriculum resource guides and templates to check for 

the inclusion of standards. In addition, newly adopted benchmarks at the middle school also 

informed program evaluation. Programs of study were reviewed in the high school course 

descriptions to check for alignment with the state’s learning standards. The district’s process 

for holding staff members accountable for the programs they were responsible for was 

informal. Classroom visits, school visits, and professional development workshops were the 

primary venues used for program evaluation. 

The primary evaluators for conducting classroom observations of teachers were principals at 

the elementary level, assistant principals at the middle school level, and department heads at 

the high school. Beginning in 2003, the district changed its format for teacher evaluation by 

training administrators in the Jon Saphier’s Research for Better Teaching  (RBT) model. 

District administrators thought the RBT process taught them to include more objective data in 

the evaluation process with a focus on self-reflection. District administrators indicated that 

the RBT training was mandatory for administrators but voluntary for teachers. The district’s 

evaluation process permitted evaluators to include narrative paragraphs and corrective 

courses of action. The principals’ evaluation process was based on a rubric and self-

assessment, which was reviewed annually by the superintendent for a determination of pay 

increases. However, for the majority of time under review, the school committee did not 

believe that merit pay was effectively implemented. 

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

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

in improved student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district did not have a formal procedure in place for program evaluation. 

During the time under review, the Reading Recovery program was the only program 
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evaluated based on its instructional and cost effectiveness. During the latter part of the period 

under review, district administrators indicated that guidelines pertinent to No Child Left 

Behind and consolidated grants directed program evaluations in the core curriculum areas. 

The district established a curriculum audit committee, which met regularly to evaluate grade 

K-12 programs in the district.  

3. 	 There is an ongoing process to: 

a. monitor; and 

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

programs. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the majority of the time under review, the district did not have a formal, on

going process to monitor and evaluate the quality, adequacy, and effectiveness of its 

curriculum and instructional programs. The district recently had some interaction with the 

DOE and the PIM process, which initiated a greater focus on curriculum and instruction 

based on student achievement results. Prior to the PIM process, the district established a 

curriculum planning council, which evaluated curriculum and instructional programs. 

Department heads and curriculum coordinators met both formally and informally with 

teachers and administrators to discuss changes and improvements to programs. Despite the 

fact that the district had these procedures and committees in place during the time under 

review, the district’s mid-cycle performance report cited that, in the aggregate, the district did 

not meet its performance target in both ELA and math. 

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

Massachusetts Education Reform Act. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory  

Evidence: The district had a formal evaluation process in place to evaluate administrators, 

however, the on-site visit determined that the district was not following its own articulated 

process. Curriculum directors were evaluated using the teachers’ evaluation process, which 

had the following categories: instructional, administration and management, staff 
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development, relationship to students, community and parent relationships, and 

characteristics. A district administrator indicated that not all curriculum directors had been 

evaluated in accordance with the negotiated contract agreement. 

The evaluation tool for principals consisted of a self-evaluation utilizing rubrics centered on 

instructional leadership, administration and management, organizational leadership, staff 

development, and special education. The superintendent provided annotated comments 

regarding each rubric. Only one of the 10 sampled principal evaluations was dated.  None of 

the sampled principal evaluations were signed. During the interview process, district 

administrators indicated that none of the newly hired principals (four at the middle school 

level and two at the elementary school level) for the 2003-2004 academic year had been 

involved in the self-evaluation process or had engaged in any formal evaluation process at 

the time of the EQA review in December 2003. Further, none of the central office 

administrators were evaluated during the time under review.  

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

Education Reform Act. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district’s negotiated evaluation procedure for teachers complied with the 

requirements of the Education Reform Act. Teachers with non-professional status were 

evaluated annually during the first three years of employment. Teachers with professional 

status were evaluated every other year. The evaluation tool consisted of a checklist with a 

space for comments on the following categories: professional, preparation and planning, 

teaching, and instructional management. Teachers were rated on each category using the 

following rubric: met or exceeds standards, met standard with exceptions, noted; did not 

meet standard, and not applicable. Of the sampled professional status teacher evaluations, 

38% were not completed in a timely manner in accordance with the negotiated two-year 

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

scores to: 

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

strengths and weaknesses in curriculum and instruction; 

b. 	 set priorities for professional development; and 

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

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district had only recently engaged in disaggregating student achievement data 

by subgroups through its involvement in the Performance Improvement Mapping (PIM) 

process. As a result of the PIM process, 2003-2004 school improvement plans included the 

disaggregated analysis of student achievement data by subgroups.  

During the 2002-2003 school year, the district implemented inclusion at the high school as a 

result of weak scores for the special education student subgroup. Professional development 

training in inclusion was offered to special education teachers, classroom teachers, and 

paraprofessionals during release time that academic year.  

District administrators indicated that grant funds were made available based on students’ 

academic needs, particularly in the area of reading. Evidence of addressing achievement in 

reading at the early grade levels was presented through Reading Recovery follow-up studies 

conducted by Title I teachers.  
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Domain B. Curriculum and Instruction 

Standards  Indicators  
Domain B - Curriculum & Instruction 
S4 - Curriculum 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S5 - Instruction:  Expectations & Policies 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S6 - Access To Quality Education Programs 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S7 - Professional Development & Training 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

1 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
0 
1 

0 
1 
0 
0 

2 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
0 
1 

0 
0 
1 
0 

3 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

4 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

5 6 7 8 9 10 Total 

0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
1 0 1 N/A N/A N/A 4 
0 1 0 N/A N/A N/A 3 
0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

all who administer and teach in the district. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 In Fall River, while the district aligned its curriculum with the state curriculum frameworks, 

not all staff members were using the district’s aligned curriculum guides. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district’s curriculum revisions were not evaluated for their 

effectiveness in improving student achievement for all student populations. 
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• 	 For the period under examination, the district met, and in some cases exceeded, the state 

requirements for the instructional time in all content areas, but the time allocations did not 

result in improved student achievement. 

Indicators: 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The principals served as the instructional leaders for their buildings. Each 

principal established a leadership team in their building. The district employed full-time K

12 curriculum directors in ELA, math, science, social studies, art and music, physical 

education, and technology. There was also a grade 9-12 curriculum coordinator for world 

languages. The grade K-12 curriculum directors did not have teaching or evaluative 

responsibilities. At the high school level, there were also department heads for each content 

area. The grade K-12 curriculum directors attended monthly high school faculty meetings 

and monthly department meetings at the high school. Because there were no department 

heads at the middle school, the curriculum coordinators spent the majority of their time 

working directly with teachers at the middle school level. During their visits with middle 

school teachers, time was spent discussing pacing, assessments, and standards. They 

conducted walk-throughs on a monthly basis. At the elementary school level, the curriculum 

directors served as a support to the building principals. The curriculum directors attended 

monthly building curriculum meetings on an as needed basis. As an example, the ELA 

director attended elementary curriculum meetings during the fall of 2003 to provide teacher 

training for grade K-5 teachers in the district’s newly adopted reading program. The 

curriculum directors also served on the system-wide curriculum advisory council. The 

council was a representative committee of teachers, administrators, parents, and high school 

students who recommended changes in instructional practices, programs, and in-services. 
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2. Teachers in all of the district’s schools: 

a. have access to the current curriculum; 

b. are trained in their use; and 

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

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: All teachers in the district had access to curriculum guides, which provided 

frameworks for instruction, required teaching practices, student learning experiences, and 

resources and outcomes. Teachers attended curriculum meetings. Training was provided at 

department meetings and summer workshops. The curriculum directors conducted non-

evaluative walk-throughs and classroom visits for their content areas in order to determine 

the level of implementation of the curriculum guides. At the elementary level, the district 

employed math and literacy peer coaches at 16 of the 24 elementary schools who provided 

support for elementary teachers. The curriculum directors met monthly with the peer coaches 

to discuss curriculum implementation. Department chairs at the high school level conducted 

formal observations of teachers in their department. In fall of 2003, a new practice began at 

the high school level to have teachers annotate curriculum guides for discussion at 

department meetings. District staff members estimated that 90% of the teachers at the high 

school used math curriculum guides, 75% of the high school staff used the ELA curriculum 

guides, and 75% of the high school staff used the science curriculum guides. Based on staff 

members’ estimations of curriculum used and the district’s student performance data, it was 

unclear to what extent the teachers were expected to use the district’s adopted curriculum in 

planning and delivering instruction.   

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: At the time of the on-site visit in December 2003, the math curriculum guides for 

the middle and high school levels were complete. At the elementary level, work on the 
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curricula continued as a group consisting of administrators, teachers, and curriculum 

directors reviewed and revised standards, rubrics, and mastery levels. The ELA curriculum 

guide for the high school was 95% completed. Revision of the curriculum was carried out 

during the summer with representatives from each level participating in the process. 

Revisions to the curriculum based on the analysis of student assessment data included 

moving middle school math units to the lower grades and adding more algebra in Grade 8. In 

ELA, an examination of the data including MCAS test and Terra Nova scores, determined a 

need to include more emphasis on writing, specifically in regards to open response questions. 

Further, beginning with the 2003 school year, teachers were annotating the curriculum as it 

was being taught. 

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: The curriculum related to student achievement was discussed at a variety of 

meetings throughout the district. There was a system-wide curriculum advisory council that 

analyzed student achievement data and received input from many sources. At the building 

level, principals and/or curriculum directors led the monthly curriculum meetings when their 

input was needed. At the high school level, department heads conducted monthly department 

meetings in addition to their monthly curriculum meetings. At the district level, there were 

system-wide vertical team meetings for each of the content areas, as well as the system-wide 

curriculum advisory council. The teachers were involved in each of these meetings where 

curriculum changes were discussed. The curriculum was also discussed and revised based 

upon student assessment data during school year release time sessions and summer 

workshops. Examples included an analysis of Grade 8 MCAS test data that indicated a 

weakness in algebra-related test questions. Therefore, the scope and sequence for the Grade 8 

math course was modified to include algebra topics at an earlier time in the school year. The 

curriculum directors were members of the system-wide curriculum advisory council. At the 
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building level, curriculum and student achievement were discussed during common planning 

times at individual buildings. At the high school level, the MCAS test results showed a 

disparity between the results for special education and regular education students. Eighty-

seven point one percent of the district’s special education students scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning’ categories on the MCAS tests, while 68.2% of the district’s 

regular education students scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning’ categories on 

MCAS tests. After discussions, special education students were not only mainstreamed in 

regular education classrooms but also teamed up with other students and instructed in using 

the district’s ELA curriculum. In as much as the district modified and revised the curricula, it 

did not result in improving equitable achievement for all student subgroups. 

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

a. horizontal instructional program articulation throughout the system; and 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district had vertical teams in place in each content area, which served to 

provide curriculum articulation from grade level to grade level. A representative from the 

system-wide curriculum advisory council served as the chair on each vertical curriculum 

team. In addition, schools provided common planning time when possible, so that teachers 

could meet and discuss the horizontal articulation of the curriculum across the school. 

Decisions regarding curriculum changes were discussed at these meetings. For example, the 

math vertical team determined that their time allotment in math at the elementary level was 

not sufficient to teach the math curriculum. In particular, teachers were having difficulty 

covering fractions and decimals before the Grade 4 MCAS test. A decision was made to 

move to one hour of elementary math instruction daily.  

During the time under review, the district aligned their curriculum guides with the state 

curriculum frameworks for each of the core content areas with the exception of the social 

studies. In 2003, the district was in the process of finishing the social studies due to the 

recent release of the social studies frameworks. The alignment of the district’s curriculum 

60




with the state frameworks was done through curriculum study groups that met during the 

school year at after school sessions and on release days. These study groups consisted of 

curriculum directors, department heads, teachers and administrators. 

6. Instructional time in each content area: 

a. 	 meets state requirements at each level; and 

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

achievement data. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the period under review, the district exceeded state requirements for 

instructional time at all levels. After reviewing several years of poor math MCAS test scores, 

the district increased its math instructional time at the elementary level to one hour a day. 

This instruction was required to take place during an uninterrupted time in the morning. 

Further, the district also mandated fifteen minutes of calendar math time in the morning. 

While the district was aware that their math scores were poor, prior to 2003 there was no 

evidence that the analysis of math assessment scores were used to meet students’ educational 

needs. 

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

subgroups. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In Fall River, funds received through the class size reduction grant helped the 

district to maintain smaller class sizes at the elementary and middle school. At the time of the 

on-site visit, district administrators indicated that some classes at the middle school and high 

school level averaged 30 students. District administrators also believed that staff for math 

and ELA classes had remained intact. 
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Standard 5. INSTRUCTION: EXPECTATIONS AND POLICIES: The district uses the 

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

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

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

students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district’s instructional programs were not informed or driven by 

student achievement data.  

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: Poor 

Evidence: The district implemented a new anthology-based reading series in the 2003. The 

district received a grant to purchase a new reading series for implementation across the 

district. The grant required that a scientific research-based program had to be purchased. As a 

result, the implementation of this new reading series was grant-driven and not based on the 

assessed needs of students. According to district administrators there was some apprehension 

about moving from the widely used Literacy Collaborative model to a more textbook-driven 

series. However, some district administrators indicated that the new series would provide for 

more instruction in phonemic awareness, which had been determined to be a weakness for 

district students. 

During the 1999-2000 academic year, the district partially implemented the Connected Math 

Series at the middle school level. Four Grade 6 units were chosen in the areas of geometry, 

fractions, and decimals based on weaknesses in these areas by district students. The district 

decided to teach each of these four units to all grade 6, 7, and 8 students during the 1999
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2000 academic year as additional support and remediation in these areas. Despite the 

introduction of this new series, the district’s results on the Grade 8 math MCAS test 

demonstrated that 92% of the Grade 8 students scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ categories in 2000; 92% of the Grade 8 students scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories in 2001, and 93% of the Grade 8 students 

scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories in 2002. The most 

recent administration of the Grade 8 MCAS test in 2003 resulted in 93% of the district’s 

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

The district embraced the Literacy Collaborative model in 20 of its elementary schools. 

Through this model, ELA literacy coordinators provided in-house training. Teachers received 

professional development in guided reading and running records. Materials were purchased 

through a centralized budgeting process through the curriculum office. All of the principals 

and district administrators indicated that there were ample materials available to meet the 

need for proper program implementation. With the shift to the new reading program, teachers 

were offered two and half day trainings during the year prior to its implementation. They also 

received training for a week in June and further training in August prior to the beginning of 

the new school year. 

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

a. the district; 

b. each of its schools; 

c. the students; 

d. their parents; and 

e. the community. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The first goal in the district’s strategic plan was to improve student achievement. 

The district acknowledged a greater sense of urgency for improving student achievement due 

to their performance on MCAS tests. However, for most of the period under review, the 

school improvement plans did not reflect the use of data to improve student achievement. 
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School committee members indicated frustration with the quality of the school improvement 

plans submitted for their approval and vote. At one point during the time under review, all 

the school improvement plans were rejected by the school committee and were returned to 

each principal for revisions.  

Since September 2002, the district participated in the Performance Improvement Mapping 

process (PIM), which was begun in the district under the direction of the DOE. Through the 

PIM process, the district not only streamlined their school improvement plans, but also had 

written them with data-driven goals and objectives. 

The Individual Student Success Plans (ISSPs) were written for all students who failed the 

MCAS test. Also, the high school had a student success academy in place in which students 

would be enrolled if they did not meet the competency determination standard. Students were 

also graded on their behavior, completion of homework, and participation in class. The 

district established many opportunities for parents to have ownership in their students’ 

achievement. These included curriculum parent nights, open houses and opportunities to 

serve on committees, such as the parent advisory committee. The mayor held an annual 

education summit in which he presented progress toward education goals addressed in his 

blueprint for success. The district also had school-business partnerships in place in each of its 

school buildings. 

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

academic achievement and a level of proficiency for all students. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: At the elementary level, a minimum of 90 minutes was allocated for ELA 

instruction. Some Literacy Collaborative schools reported a maximum of two and half hours 

per day of ELA instruction. The district allocated 75 minutes per day for math at the 

elementary level. The time allotment for social studies was 50 minutes per day. The time 

allotment for science instruction at the elementary level was also 50 minutes per day. The 

high school was on a block schedule for the entire time under review. This schedule provided 

64




sufficient time in the core content areas. While the instructional time met state requirements, 

it did not result in a successful level of proficiency and academic achievement as indicated 

by the district’s MCAS test results during the period under review.   

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

assignment or responsibility. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Of the 917 teachers the district employed, 895 were certified. Of the 895 certified 

teachers, three teachers were teaching out-of-field for one or more periods a day at the time 

of the on-site visit in December 2003.     

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district provided opportunities for teachers to serve in informal leadership 

roles such as science and math coaches. District administrators believed that the quality and 

quantity of available professional activities offered to staff was one means of attracting and 

maintaining employees in the school system. District administrators reported that the large 

school system had funding to provide curriculum programs with sufficient materials and 

resources. The school committee had a monthly recognition program in which employees 

were nominated and recognized for contributions to the school department. In addition, the 

mayor’s summit annually recognized four or five teachers in the district who earned the title, 

“Teacher of the Year.”  In the absence of a district policy, the superintendent and mayor 

made efforts to seek additional qualified personnel outside of the Fall River community by 

hiring a consultant and advertising for job openings in major newspapers, such as the Boston 

Globe. As a result of these new practices, six new principals were recruited and hired for the 

2003-2004 academic year, of whom five were recruited from outside the Fall River area. 
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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 entire period under review, the district’s attendance, suspension, retention, and 

dropout rates exceeded the state’s averages. 

• 	 In the Fall River Public Schools, the district practices and policies were not effective 

deterrents in addressing the district’s high rates of student absences. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district did not effectively communicate high expectations for its 

students. 

Indicators: 

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

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: In Fall River, while there were attendance policies in the student handbooks, 

teachers’ contract, and administrative manual, the district recognized its problematic 

attendance issues with both students and staff. Principals at the elementary level and vice 

principals at the middle and high schools were responsible for tracking student attendance. 

Guidance counselors at the middle and high school indicated that student attendance was not 

routinely monitored as part of their responsibility. In point of fact, guidance counselors stated 

that student attendance was monitored by the vice principals and was rarely brought to the 

attention of guidance counselors. Prior to the 2003, student attendance data was collected 

manually through paper records. A new data-based software program was purchased during 

the 2002-2003 academic year. However at the time of the on-site review, this database had 

not been fully implemented. At the high school, six days of absence during a marking period 

resulted in a failing numerical average (60%) for the semester. A failing average, however, 
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still allowed students the opportunity of receiving a passing grade. The district’s student 

attendance rate between 1999-2002 (91.8%, 91.5%, 91.9%, and 90.5%, respectively) trended 

below the state average for all four years.   

Staff attendance was also recognized as a concern in the district. The teachers’ contract cited 

17 allowable absences, as well as five additional personal days per year. In accordance with 

the negotiated agreement between the district and the school committee (September 1, 2000- 

August 31, 2003, Section 9) a teacher absent for five consecutive days could be required to 

submit a doctor’s note “if requested” by the superintendent. Further, in Section 10 of the 

same contract, the school committee “reserve[d] the right to have and independent physician 

examine any employee, at [the] city[’s] expense, claiming sick leave, who in its opinion may 

not be entitled to…” There was no evidence, however, that the school district exercised its 

option as stated under the aforementioned agreements.   

District administrators indicated that attendance patterns and aggregate staff absences might 

prompt a meeting between a staff member and a supervisor. Administrators indicated further 

that staff attendance was not discussed during the staff evaluation process.   

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

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

a. 	 transition management; and 

b. dropout prevention. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The most recent data available at the time of review indicated that the district had 

a 7.0% dropout rate in 2001 compared to the state dropout rate of 3.5% in 2001. According to 

documentation provided by the district (the mayor’s blueprint for lifelong learning, the 

University of Massachusetts-Dartmouth (UMass.-Dartmouth) community report card, and the 

district’s strategic plan dated 1999 to 2004) the district’s dropout rate was identified as 

problematic as far back as 1995. Despite a higher than state average dropout rate, there was 

no evidence to support well-documented policies and practices regarding dropout prevention, 
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as evidenced by the following increases: a 5.2% dropout rate in 1999, a 6.8 % dropout rate 

in 2000, and 7.0% dropout rate in 2001. 

During the time under review, the district had an intra-district choice program at the 

elementary and middle school levels. Annually, the director of guidance coordinated the 

school choice program. Parents could elect to choose the placement of their child among the 

elementary and middle schools. However, the director of guidance had the final decision for 

the placement of students. Factors related to the placement of students in the choice program 

involved the availability of seats at each grade level, sibling placement, and programs 

offered. At the elementary level, adjustment counselors worked with the student population 

in the transition from elementary to middle school 

The middle school guidance counselors coordinated the transition from Grade 8 to Grade 9. 

Student and parent orientations were scheduled in the spring at the middle schools. The 

Grade 8 program placements and course selections were completed by middle school 

guidance in consultation with students, parents, and teachers. According to guidance 

counselors and administrators, the alignment of student learning styles with teachers was not 

a strategy used in the placement of students. The Grade 9 attendance was recognized by both 

guidance and the administration as problematic. The transition of students from Grade 8 to 

Grade 9 was identified by the administration as a problem. The district undertook efforts to 

address the transition management issues. Despite the district’s efforts, based on data 

provided by the DOE, approximately 50% of Grade 9 students were considered to have a 

problem with chronic absenteeism. 
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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: Poor 

Evidence: Student expectations and student participation in challenging courses were 

components of the district curriculum accommodation plan (DCAP) and the district’s 

strategic plan. The district’s vision statement cited that “everyone in the learning 

organization will consistently hold high expectations for learning and will be actively 

involved in developing abilities related to thinking, creating, and working independently and 

collaboratively.” The district’s 2003 professional development plan (PDP) also included a 

strategic goal to “develop a culture of teaching and learning that focuses on improving 

student learning and achievement.” While these goals existed in many documents, in a 

position paper dated December 2003, the superintendent stated that, “all too often, efforts to 

improve student performance in our schools have not addressed whole school reform based 

upon the identified needs of students.” Further, the superintendent added, “As we move 

forward, we need to establish a new emphasis on high expectations, effective standards-based 

instruction and a more rigorous approach to the use of data to inform curriculum and 

instruction.” 

Some of the efforts the district implemented to support students to remain in quality 

programs included dividing the high school into four houses. Two guidance counselors were 

assigned to each house. Each counselor was responsible for approximately 350-400 students. 

Guidance counselors were responsible for three major areas related to student performance: 

academic, career, and social/emotional. There were remedial math and ELA courses at the 

high school for students who had failed the MCAS test. Students entering Grade 9 and 

students in Grade 10 who had not met performance standards on the MCAS test were 
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scheduled for additional course time in ELA and math. In addition, the district established a 

Saturday school program, which was offered every other week. The high school guidance 

counselors monitored student success starting in September. Guidance counselors also 

looked at the “failure slips” of each student to address course changes and provide other 

assistance as needed. The high school guidance staff created a developmental guidance 

curriculum for each grade level, which was being mirrored at the middle school level.   

The high school’s program of study listed pre-requisites for advanced placement (AP) 

courses. Students who did not meet the pre-requisites were given the opportunity to enroll in 

advanced placement courses. During the interview process, administrators indicated that ELL 

students were required to have met standards in speaking and writing in English in order to 

pursue AP courses. Despite the efforts the district made regarding student expectations, the 

district’s retention rate remained higher than the state’s average for each year under review. 

It was noted, however, that the district’s retention rate decreased from 7.1% in 2000 to 2.8% 

in 2002. Although there was no evidence that the decrease in retentions was the result of 

improved student performance. 

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

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

issues in the areas of: 

a. retention; and 

b. suspension/exclusion.

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district administered the youth risk survey required by DOE each year. At the 

elementary level, the adjustment counselors worked with the students who were determined 

to be at-risk. The adjustment counselors had behavioral psychologists conduct testing at the 

elementary school. Data on retention and suspension began to be complied by the Nordex 

system. The middle schools had a peer mediation program that was grant-funded. 

Counseling and other mental health programs were available through the Massachusetts 

Institute, the Massachusetts Department of Social Services (DSS), the Massachusetts 
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Department of Mental Health (DMH), and other state agencies. The high school had four 

adjustment counselors and a probation officer available to staff on a full-time basis. The 

middle schools and high school had in-school suspension programs supervised by a certified 

teacher. There was a formal process for students in the in-school suspension to receive 

classroom work from teachers. The in-school suspension teacher provided oversight, 

assistance, and direction concerning the assignments. Out-of-school suspensions were 

primarily in the two to three day timeframes. District administrators indicated that classroom 

assignments were provided to students on out-of-school suspension. These students at the 

high school may have also been placed in the evening school either temporarily or on a long-

term basis. However, the district did provide support and assistance to students on out-of-

school suspensions during their absence. Further, students were allowed to make up work as 

a result of having been absent due to out-of-school suspensions. During the period under 

review, the district’s exclusion rate was below the state’s average. 

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

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

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: There was no evidence to support that the district had policies or programs in 

place to address the needs of transient students or support their involvement in high quality 

and challenging programs. District administrators believed that transient students entering the 

school district, in particular at grades 9-12, contributed to an increase in student absenteeism, 

dropouts, and retentions. However, the administration and guidance counselors did not offer 

any interventions to effectively address these issues. New students to the district were 

required to provide transcripts from previous schools and immunization data. The district 

maintained an affiliation with a local clinic to provide immunizations at no cost to incoming 

students. There was no evidence that strategies were in place to remediate or address the 

problems with attendance and academic performance often associated with the transient 

student population. The district recruited truant officers who had earned college degrees. 

While truant officers were employed on a full-time basis to oversee attendance issues, their 

effectiveness was hampered and restricted due to time spent in family court. The 
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administration indicated that discussions were underway to attempt to make the truant 

officers more effective.    

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: Poor 

Evidence: In the Fall River Public Schools, no evidence was found or given to support the 

existence of policies and practices that teaching styles were aligned with student learning. 

Student program and courses were scheduled by guidance without the benefit of teacher 

assignments. Teacher classes and student assignments were made on the basis of coverage 

and not aligned to the learning styles of students. Courses at the high school were leveled, 

and in the core areas student placements too into consideration student academic ability and 

performance. Guidance counselors were involved with students experiencing academic, 

behavior, and teacher rapport problems. Guidance counselors’ attempts to intervene with 

these issues with course and schedule changes were limited and hampered due to restrictions 

presented by the complexities of the high school schedule. 

Standard 7. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING: The district has 

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

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

assistants, and professional support teams 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 For the period of review, the analysis of student test data according to subgroups was not 

used to plan professional development activities. 

• 	 In Fall River, the district did not have a district improvement plan (DIP) which was aligned 

with the professional development plan (PDP). 
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• 	 Beginning in 2003, the district adopted a formal program for teachers and administrators 

designed to improve instructional activities. 

Indicators: 

1. 	The district ensures that every school in the district has identified its professional 

development needs. The district has developed and implemented a professional development 

plan to address these identified needs for all: 

a. principals;

b. Teachers; and 

c. 	 other professional staff, including paraprofessionals and teacher assistants. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district had a professional development plan, which was dated 2003–2004 

with component parts titled district mission, district vision, five strategic goals, action plan, 

budget, and appendices. Developed from the district’s strategic plan, the professional 

development plan (PDP) offered an array of topics, which related to the district’s SIPs 

developed through the Performance Improvement Mapping (PIM) process. School 

improvement plans were completed for all schools except the high school. To assist in the 

development of the professional development plan and to address the needs of principals, 

teachers, paraprofessionals, and other support staff a survey was conducted in the spring of 

2003. There was a 40% response to this survey. Some school forwarded single responses 

representing the school as a whole. The district provided the equivalent of six full days for 

staff training during the school year. In addition, there were summer workshops where 

approximately 50% of the district’s staff participated. The district had a review team 

comprised of 16 members, representing a cross-section of staff members. This review team 

visited all schools to document and validate the implementation progress of the school 

improvement plans, including professional development activities. There was evidence in the 

document review that the professional development topics offered were related to the five 

strategic goals in the plan. Examples included training in the PIM process, standards-based, 

differentiated and integrated instruction, inquiry-based learning, and the analysis and use of 

student assessment data. During the interview process, district administrators indicated that a 
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system-wide initiative for professional development in supervision and evaluation was 

implemented. The district adopted the Jon Saphier model, Research for Better Teaching. 

This course initiative was required for administrators and voluntary for teachers. Professional 

development points were given to staff members who participated in any of the district’s 

professional development offerings. 

2. 	 The district updates its Professional Development Plan annually and sets forth a budget for 

professional development within the confines of the foundation budget. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: District administrators indicated that the professional development plan (PDP) 

was updated annually with recommendations from principals, curriculum directors, and 

teachers. A major thrust for professional development activities emanated from each 

building’s school improvement plan. The district’s central office team ultimately approved 

the annual professional development plan and made a recommendation for its adoption to the 

superintendent. Any activities related to professional development were listed in the 

superintendent’s bulletin, which was disseminated weekly on Thursdays. District 

administrators indicated that historically the district provided numerous professional 

development opportunities to staff and that staff members were able to attend conferences 

and workshops outside the district pending administrative approval that was contingent on 

the relationship of the subject matter to the teacher’s assignment. Historically, professional 

development was funded through grant funds, as well as district allocation funds.     

For the period under review, the district exceeded the state-mandated foundation budget for 

professional development in FY2000 by $132,927.00. The district did not meet the state-

mandated foundation budget for professional development in FY2001 by $130,188.00. The 

district did not meet its professional development requirement in FY2002, by $39,674.00 

Preliminary numbers for FY2003 indicated that the district exceeded state-mandated 

professional development requirement by  $8,547.00. 
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3. The district’s Professional Development program is informed by the following: 

a. analysis of student assessment data disaggregated by student subgroup populations; 

b. evaluation results of programs and services; and 

c. evaluations of professional staff and administrators. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the majority of the period under review, the analysis of student data was not 

central to effect curriculum and instructional changes in the district. District administrators 

stated that the evaluation of programs and services was not a practice used to inform the 

district’s professional development program. Further, there was no evidence that the 

evaluation of professional staff and administrators was used in developing the district’s 

professional development plan. 

Beginning in September 2003, district administrators acknowledged that professional 

development priorities were established as a result of curriculum modifications and program 

changes. Examples given were the adoption of a three-year, million dollar, and grade K-5 

reading series (Trophies-Harcourt Brace) and the integration of ELL and special education 

students into regular education classes. District administrators also indicated that a need was 

identified to offer staff training in differentiated instruction to target student subgroups. 

Historically, the district was involved in the Literacy Collaborative Program for its grade K-5 

reading instruction. A change to a research-based series was mandated by a grant provider in 

order for the district to access funds for reading materials. A district administrator indicated 

that the new series adopted had a stronger emphasis on phonics than the Literacy 

Collaborative Program. Professional development training was provided to all district staff 

members to implement these instructional and program modifications. During the interview 

process, district administrators indicated that analysis of student assessment data by subgroup 

had only recently become a high priority as a result of the PIM process and the federal 

mandates of No Child Left Behind. During the interview process, district administrators 

indicated that data-driven instruction had become a major priority of the school system. 
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4. 	The district’s Professional Development programs include training in the teaching of the 

curriculum frameworks, participatory decision-making, community and parental 

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

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: In the Fall River Public Schools, for the majority of the period under review, 

professional development offerings in the district were not systemic, rather they were 

determined on an individual school basis. For example, a review of professional development 

topics in the district’s plan cited that training was offered on the instruction of curriculum 

frameworks. However, there was no central office oversight to ensure that instruction in state 

curriculum frameworks among schools was consistently articulated. Each school was left to 

their individual initiatives for establishing professional development within their buildings.   

Beginning in 2003, a major initiative for each school in the district was to review learning 

standards in the frameworks in relation to each school’s MCAS test scores as directed by the 

PIM process. District administrators indicated that training for parents and community 

representatives occurred as related to school councils and the district-wide council. 

Additional training for parents was mentioned as related to Title I programs, school 

orientation programs, magnet school programs, and the grandparents volunteer program. 

5. 	 The district’s Professional Development Plan and programs include: data analysis skills for 

staff, accommodations for diverse styles of learning, and are aligned with the District 

Curriculum Accommodation Plan. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Although district administrators were trained in the use of data analysis skills, 

there was no correlation between the training and the use of data to inform the professional 

development plan. Beginning in the 2002-2003 academic year, staff members in all district 

schools were exposed to data analysis through the PIM process. The use of student tests and 

MCAS test data by teachers directly influenced the writing of action plans, which were 

included in school improvement plans throughout the district that were completed in October 
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2003. The district’s most recent professional development plan was related to the district’s 

strategic plan, the district curriculum accommodation plan, and to the plans to meet the 

mandates of the federal No Child Left Behind law. The five strategic goals listed in the 

district’s professional development plan were aligned with the goals listed in the district’s 

strategic plan. Components of the 2003 professional development plan included training 

related to diverse learning styles for the integration of ELL and special needs students in the 

regular education classroom. 

6. 	Administrators and teachers advance their knowledge and skills on a regular basis by 

enrolling in courses that are directly related to their professional assignments. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory  

Evidence: During the period under review, the district provided college level courses to its 

faculty. The Bristol Community College and the UMass.-Dartmouth provided instructors 

within the district courses based on the district’s needs. Teachers and paraprofessionals 

pursued such courses. Examples of course content included graphic organizers for middle 

and high school staff and developing responsible behavior in schools for special education 

staff. District administrators indicated that internal offerings were made available to staff as 

well. Leadership institutes were offered and at the time of the EQA visit in December 2003, 

the Jon Saphier program, Research for Better Teaching, was being offered. The district 

maintained a record of courses taken through a database at the central administrative office. 

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: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: For the entire period under review, the district did not have a district improvement 

plan. Therefore, there was no possibility of an alignment among district goals, school 

improvement plan goals, and the district’s professional development plan. During the on-site 

visit, a review of the 2003 professional development plan and a sampling of school 

improvement plans revealed that the professional development plan addressed and supported 
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the goals listed in school improvement plans reviewed. As explained by a district 

administrator during the interview process, the district chose an approach to developing the 

district improvement plan starting with the PIM process, which involved every school in the 

district. All the schools, with the exception of the high school, developed school 

improvement plans based on the PIM process. The high school did not have a school 

improvement plan for the entire period under review. A system-wide school improvement 

team approved the other school improvement plans. When the high school’s school 

improvement plan is submitted and approved, the district will develop a system-wide district 

improvement plan reflecting data from all completed and approved school improvement 

plans for all schools in the district.       
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Domain C: Student Academic and Support Services

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
D

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

 Standards Indicators Total 
omain C - Academic Support Services 

S8 - Student Academic Support Services 
Excellent N/A N/A N/A 
Satisfactory N/A N/A N/A 
Poor N/A N/A N/A 
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A 

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): 

• 	 For the period under examination, the district’s early intervention programs did not ensure 

that Grade 3 students were meeting the proficiency level on the Grade 3 Reading MCAS test. 

• 	 In Fall River, the lack of a district improvement plan (DIP) prevented the district’s alignment 

with the district curriculum accommodation plan (DCAP). 

• 	 Individual Student Success Plans (ISSPs) were not developed until the 2002-2003 school 

year for all students who required them. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district articulated a written five-year 

strategic plan for the years 1999 through 2004. This strategic plan was considered by the 
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administration as the district improvement plan. Although the strategic plan identified 

specific benchmarks and targets for student improvement, the administration acknowledged 

that student achievement within the context of the strategic plan was not data-driven. 

Although MCAS test results and other standardized test results were analyzed at the district 

level, there was a disconnect between the analysis of results and the implementation of 

instructional practices to improve student achievement. Annually, test results were reviewed 

by the administration, but this review was not analytical and did not address the diverse 

learning needs of all students. 

The district provided a curriculum accommodation plan (CAP) and a district accommodation 

plan (DCAP). Both documents replicated the text of the legislation mandating a CAP and a 

DCAP. The CAP detailed in an outlined bullet format the steps for: referral to a school-based 

team (teacher assistance team), the school-based meeting process, the teacher 

implementation, and the reconvening of the school-based team. 

The district curriculum accommodation plan outlined six specific components: (1) assistance 

to regular education classroom teachers, (2) support services available, (3) direct and 

systemic instruction in reading, (4) encouragement of teacher mentoring and collaboration, 

(5) encouragement of parent involvement, and (6) after-school options. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: The district’s administrators stated that the Teacher Assistance Teams (TAT) 

were active among all of the district’s schools. According to these administrators, the TATs 

were used extensively to support, where appropriate, students in the regular education 

program. Major efforts and energy were dedicated to keeping students in regular education 

rather than making decisions for placement in special education programs. The district 
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administrators indicated that the special education population was reduced from about 17% 

to 14%. These administrators cited the district’s vision to keep students (to the degree 

possible) in the regular education classrooms with the appropriate support. 

According to the district’s DCAP, an array of programs and strategies were available to assist 

classroom teachers in accommodating diverse learning styles. These programs ranged from: 

counseling of individual students and parents, referrals to outside agencies, alternative 

regular education programs, in-school tutorials, a student service center (Kuss Middle 

School), Title I Services and special education support. District administrators indicated that 

students with severe learning issues were taught using a co-teaching strategy of a regular 

classroom teacher assisted by special education staff members. These administrators 

admitted that the co-teaching strategy placed an extra burden on the special education 

program since this intervention was also delivered to regular education students at the 

elementary schools. Common planning periods were scheduled to allow regular education 

and special education teachers to collaborate in these efforts. 

At the middle schools and high school, a team teaching approach was also a primary means 

of addressing diverse learning needs. The high school had a tutorial lab and volunteer 

teachers tutored during free periods. Teachers had 10 preparation periods per week, and three 

of the 10 were dedicated to common planning among teachers. Most of the special education 

in the district was delivered in an inclusive setting at the elementary and middle schools. 

However, district administrators indicated that inclusion was not implemented at the high 

school level until the 2002-2003 academic year. Some severely disabled special education 

students were taught core subjects in a resource setting. 

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 
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d. 	 assistance to classroom teachers, such as professional development, to help them analyze 

and accommodate the needs of students. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: All of the district’s elementary schools had a Reading Recovery program. 

According to a district administrator, Reading Recovery was focused on the lower fifth of the 

Grade 1 population. Other reading interventions were provided through Title I services, 

literacy support teams, guided reading instruction, and the Project Read program for students 

in grades 1-3. The district also applied for and received a Read First grant. 

Three of the four middle schools had Title I programs. Certified reading teachers were 

available to grade 7 and 8 students who were experiencing difficulty. The reading teachers 

were shared among the middle schools and selection of staff and time on task were based on 

need. 

The district purchased, through a grant, an anthology-based reading series for 

implementation during the 2003-2004 academic year. The new reading program was selected 

to replace an older basal-based reading program and to address the reading needs of 

elementary students. The literacy collaborative was in place for the past five years at all of 

the elementary schools, with the exception of four schools that still used a basal-based 

reading series, which was 10 to 12 years old. The high school reading interventions included 

in-school tutorials, after school programs, and Saturday morning classes. The high school 

also had an alternative education program for both academic and behavioral issues. 

The district employed school psychologists, behavioral specialists, and social workers to 

address student emotional, attitudinal, and behavioral issues. According to district 

administrators, in the most severe cases the psychologists wrote a behavioral and emotional 

modification plan for students. A variety of professional staff members’ services were 

included in these plans. Adjustment counselors, with some support from guidance services, 

intervened and worked collaboratively with others to remediate and modify behavioral and 

emotionally troubled students. 
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At the middle school, troubled students were immediately removed from classrooms by the 

vice principal. At both the middle school and high school levels, the vice-principals were the 

lead administrators responsible for addressing behaviorally and emotionally troubled 

students. Interventions included: removal from the mainstream classroom, placement in an 

alternative education program, interaction with adjustment and guidance counselors, and 

home contacts. 

The middle schools and the high schools employed both in-school and out-of-school 

suspensions as interventions. Certified staff supervised students who had been placed in an 

in-school suspension setting. A formal system was in place to have classroom teachers 

provide classroom work assignments to suspended students. The certified in-school 

suspension teacher offered assistance and guidance to students in completing classroom 

assignments.  Students in out-of-school suspensions were provided an opportunity to make 

up missed classroom work. Where appropriate, out-of-school suspensions were placed 

temporarily in the night school. The duration of the average, most common out-of-school 

suspensions was two to three days. Classroom work also was offered in the home during the 

period of out-of-school suspensions. 

With the assistance of UMass.-Dartmouth, a team of professionals, established Fall River’s 

teacher mentoring program. This team trained mentors and developed mentoring strategies. 

Fall River had a written protocol for mentors. A lead teacher was selected to oversee the 

mentors and mentees. Mentors met on a monthly basis.  In the 2003, a cognitive coaching 

model was initiated for all new teachers. 

Prior to 2003, teachers analyzed and accommodated students needs based upon observations 

and teacher perceptions. Teachers had not received any training in data-driven instructional 

strategies. More recently, a district administrator was given the responsibility to write a 

professional development initiative focused on student learning styles and needs.   

Six courses were offered to teachers which focused on student disabilities and learning styles.  

At the Kuss middle school, training in differentiated instruction was given to all staff. 
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January 2004 plans included continued training and professional development in Research 

for Better Teaching for teachers and additional administrators. 

4. 	The district engages in a formal, comprehensive analysis of the results from student 

performance assessments and student needs to determine the content and scope of academic 

support services that are offered. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: During the period 1999-2002, the Fall River Public Schools were not engaged in a 

formal, comprehensive analysis of student performance assessment to drive instruction. A 

five-year strategic plan for student performance improvement was created for the years 1999

2004. The strategic plan was revisited in July 2002 and goals were revised. 

According to interviews, although the original strategic plan detailed formal, measurable 

goals and benchmarks, there was little or no oversight by the administration. Assessment data 

was reviewed on an annual basis. With the assistance of UMass.-Dartmouth, Fall River used 

assessment data to compare local student performance against the performance of students in 

10 “Like Communities.” Both the mayor’s Fall River’s Blue Print for Lifelong Learning in 

June of 1999, and the community report from UMass.-Dartmouth dated May 2002, used 

assessment data as a means of comparing Fall River to “Like Communities.” A system-wide 

curriculum advisory council composed of local Fall River representatives met four or five 

times per year. Team of teachers made recommendations to the advisory council to change 

instructional practices, programs, services, and district policies. 

In the context of all these initiatives, district administrators, middle management, and central 

office, admitted that assessment data did not inform modifications to programs or create new 

instructional strategies. 

During 2003, the district initiated Performance Improvement Mapping (PIM). The PIM 

program was a process focused on the development of school improvement plans based on 

students’ needs. Under the PIM process, assessment results from the MCAS test and the 
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locally administered Terra Nova were used to inform the instructional program. Also in 

2003, the Fall River Public Schools volunteered to participate in a cohort of school districts 

to develop and implement a consolidated district plan for No Child Left Behind  (NCLB). A 

NCLB plan mandated an analysis of statewide data in the aggregate and by sub-group. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Grades K-3 students were given the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy 

Skills (DIBELS). Reading Recovery teachers tested all Grade 1 students to determine which 

students required immediate attention. On a regular basis, classroom teachers administered 

the Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) to determine the reading level of students. 

The Curriculum Based Management Oral Reading Fluency Test and Curriculum Based 

Management Maze Comprehension Assessment (CBM MAZE) test were new initiatives to 

test all grade 4 and 5 students. Literacy Collaborative testing and the Grade 2 Terra Nova 

testing, were used in 20 of the elementary schools.  The MCAS test provided the primary 

assessment of student performance at the middle and high schools. The district also 

administered a computer-based test, the STAR reading test, to all Grade 9 students and 

transfer students to the high school.  During the interview process, it was unclear how the 

STAR test results were used to identify students who were not meeting grade level 

expectations. 

The Fall River Public Schools offered a variety of remedial programs. These remedial 

programs included: Reading Recovery for Grade 1, Title I services in many schools (11 

facilities did not have Title I programs), reading teachers at the middle and high schools, the 

student service center at Kuss Middle School, tutorial sessions during and after school, and 

remedial math and ELA at the high school. Also, a collaboration between regular education 
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and special education provided services to regular education students experiencing difficulty 

in keeping pace with their peers. 

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: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under examination, Reading Recovery was implemented in all 

Grade 1 classrooms in the Fall River Public Schools. The target population for Reading 

Recovery was the lower fifth of the first grade based on reading performance. According to a 

district administrator, only 7% of the students identified as ‘in need of improvement’ on the 

reading proficiency test had been in reading recovery as first graders. The Project Read grant 

focused on students in grades 1-3. Despite these reading intervention programs, the most 

recent results of the Grade 3 Reading MCAS test, 47% of the districts’ students achieved 

proficiency compared to 63% of the Grade 3 students state-wide. 

7. 	 The district develops Student Success Plans for all students who qualify for them, and the 

Plans contain the components required by statute. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: In Fall River, during the interview process, district administrators indicated that 

Individual Student Success Plans (ISSPs) were not developed between 2001-2002 as 

mandated by the state for all students who required them. Beginning in the 2002-2003 school 

year, Individual Student Success Plans were developed for all students who required a plan 

as mandated by state regulations. However, each school in the district was involved in the 

development of Individual Student Success Plans (ISSP). Although each school had its own 

protocol, a consistent format was designed for the entire school district. All teachers 

reviewed the ISSPs and contacts with parents were made. 

In 2003, the English department at the high school was assembled to review and develop 

ISSPs. Students with ISSPs were provided instructional resources through the alternative 

academy and/or ELA remedial classes. A similar procedure was implemented during the 
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same time frame with the math department at the high school. At the middle schools, release 

time was provided to teachers for the development of ISSPs. During common planning 

periods, teachers planned strategies for students with ISSPs. 

Domain D: Leadership and Governance

Satisfactory 

 Standards   Indicators  
Domain D - Leadership, Governance, 
& Organization 
S9 - Organizational Leadership:  Direction, 

Goal Setting, Policies & Planning 
Excellent 

0 

1 2 

0 0 
0 0 

3 4 

0 0 
0 0 

5 6 

1 0 
0 0 

7 8 

0 0 
0 N/A 

9 10 

N/A N/A 
N/A 0 

Total 

1 

Poor 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 N/A N/A 2 
Unsatisfactory 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 N/A N/A 5 

Management 
S10 - Organizational & Human Resource 

Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
Satisfactory 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 N/A N/A 6 
Poor 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 N/A N/A 2 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 

Standard 9. ORGANIZATIONAL LEADERSHIP: DIRECTION, GOAL SETTING, 

POLICIES AND PLANNING: The district and each of its schools and programs implement 

improvement plans that are based on the analysis of recent and long-range student performance 

data. The district provides and maintains thorough, complete, and informative documentation on 

past and current initiatives, practices, policies, procedures, and achievements of the district and 

its students. District leaders provide clear direction for student, school, and district performance.   

Implementation of improvement plans is consistently assessed and modified based on ongoing 

analyses of student achievement data. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 In Fall River, the school improvement plans were not developed based on student assessment 

data until October of 2003.  

• 	 For the entire period under review, the high school did not have a school improvement plan. 
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• 	 In Fall River, during the period under examination, the district did not develop a district 

improvement plan. 

• 	 In the Fall River Public Schools, between 2000-2003, the principals were not evaluated on an 

annual basis. 

• 	 All district administrators were appropriately certified for the positions they held. 

Indicators: 

1. 	 The district provides and maintains thorough, complete, and informative documentation on 

past and current initiatives, practices, policies, procedures, and achievements of the district 

and its students. This documentation is accessible and well organized. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district developed a data collection department that coordinated all data for 

student test scores and teacher attendance (via the Nordex system.) Prior to the 

implementation of this program, departments, schools, principals, and central office 

administrators were held responsible for the oversight of initiatives, practices, and 

procedures. Principals and other district administrators were responsible for the 

dissemination of policies received through the superintendent’s bulletin. The achievements of 

the district were reported by the superintendent and filed in central office. Student 

achievement was delegated to the individual schools. Several district administrators stated 

that improvement to student achievement was not data-driven. Prior to the recent purchase of 

the Nordex software there was no evidence that the administration provided a district-wide 

oversight or monitoring of data. 

The district had no central depository or central oversight of district’s data that was readily 

accessible. All data including: financial, budget, test scores, student achievement, and 

attendance (staff and students) were archived among various departments and central files 

with specific responsibilities for specific activities. Data was collected and maintained in 

various files throughout the school system. According to district administrators, there was no 
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effort to coordinate or focus data towards strategies for a district-wide plan. The district 

contracted with UMass.-Dartmouth to analyze local data and provide a community report 

card (dated May 2002) of statistical data and comparisons with self-selected peer 

communities. The UMass.-Dartmouth report was the only evidence that the EQA found that 

demonstrated a local effort to coordinate and draw inferences regarding statistical data in 

relation to peer communities. There was no evidence found that supported efforts to use the 

UMass.-Dartmouth report card to drive or simulate a focus toward improvement to student 

achievement. 

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: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The district did not have a district improvement plan (DIP) consistent with the 

state’s statute. According to a district administrator, the absence of administrative oversight 

at the district level failed to provide the direction and focus necessary to develop data-driven 

school improvement plans. However, the district had a five-year strategic plan dated 1999

2004 that was not systematically shared and implemented at the school level. According to a 

district administrator, the strategic plan identified benchmarks that were not monitored or 

met at the school level. District administrators stated that school improvement plans during 

the period under review were not data-driven or informed by the district’s strategic plan. 

The strategic plan’s mission and vision statement cited quality teaching and learning in a 

supportive environment for lifelong learning and capable problem solving. All stakeholders 

were to be active participants in this process. A district administrator was given responsibility 

for implementing the strategic plan 1999-2004. One of the goals of this plan was: improve 

student learning and achievement. The student improvement expectations as set forth by Fall 

River’s 2000 MCAS test results indicated that these results would exceed state expectations 

in 25% of the schools, in 2002 50% of the schools would exceed expectations, and by 2004 

all schools would exceed state expectations on the MCAS test. None of the schools in Fall 

River exceeded state expectations as stated by the district’s strategic plan. A district 
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administrator stated that the MCAS test results were not driving program modifications or 

student achievement during the period under review. Further, district administrators 

indicated, the 1999-2004 strategic plan in Fall River did not inform the SIPs. 

3. 	The school improvement plan (SIP) for every school is aligned with the district’s mission 

statement and the analysis of student achievement data drives the development, 

implementation, modification of educational programs, services, and practices.   

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, the SIPs were recently revised for the current school year in 

October 2003 except for the high school, which had not had a SIP for the last three years. 

Fall River’s strategic plan and the SIPS did not include student achievement data or analysis 

during the period under review. During the period under review, SIPS did not incorporate the 

district’s strategic plan’s benchmarks. No evidence was found to support an analysis of 

student achievement data to drive the development, implementation, and modifications of 

educational services, programs and practices during the period under review. District 

administrators indicated that training in student data analysis began in the spring and fall of 

2003. Prior to this training data analysis was limited to an annual review of MCAS test 

results by administrators and staff. However, the purpose of the MCAS review was to inform 

staff of the results, but this review did not inform improvement of student achievement. 

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: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: Although the district employed a data analyst, the analysis reports they prepared 

did not correlate with the goals identified in the district’s strategic plan and school 

improvement plans. The district leaders did not monitor student achievement data prior to the 

formation of the data collection department in 2003. The previous district strategic plan and 

school improvement plans did not address analysis of student achievement data. At the 

direction of the DOE, the Kuss Middle School was required to engage in the PIM process. 
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The district then adopted this process for development of school improvement plans at all 

schools in the district. As of 2003, the process for the district and school improvement plans 

followed the PIM process to develop SIPs, which would be used to inform the DIP. 

According to district administrators, the DIP was currently under development and would not 

be completed until the high school completed and submitted its school improvement plan.  

5. 	 All of the district’s administrators are appropriately certified in their area(s) of responsibility. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: According to documents submitted by Fall River, all 108 of the district’s 

administrators were certified for the positions they held. 

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: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The school committee required that all central office and building administration 

staff attend every school committee meeting. The administrative leadership participated in 

school committee meetings upon the request of the superintendent and the school committee. 

The school committee interviews validated that SIPs were submitted to the school committee 

annually. Prior to October 2003, the school committee did not approve the SIPs. The SIPs 

were returned to principals with the direction that the SIPs be revised with a new format that 

addressed improvement of student achievement. In 2000 only, the standardized test results 

were reported to the school committee on a comparative basis against peer school districts 

identified by the district. These school districts were: Brockton, Lawrence, Lowell, Lynn, 

New Bedford, Somerville, Springfield, and Worcester. Fall River also identified as “Aspirant 

School Districts:” Cambridge, Newton, and Quincy. The MCAS test results were not 

reported to the school committee in terms of state expectations or targets. 
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Principals met with staff to review the MCAS test results. During the on-site visit, the EQA 

team members were told that MCAS test data did not drive or inform improvement in student 

achievement. Administrative interviews presented statements that until the spring of 2003 

staff was not trained or sufficiently prepared to effectively analyze MCAS test results. 

The leadership did not report annually to the school committee, staff, and community 

concerning the district improvement plan because such a plan did not exist.  Informal reports 

to the community utilized newspapers and school district bulletins. Also, reports were shared 

at curriculum parent nights, school open houses (annually), and the special education parent 

advisory committee meetings. The Title I program also conducted mandated parent nights. A 

letter from the superintendent communicated information relative to the MCAS testing. 

7. 	The superintendent is evaluated annually on the districts state assessment results and 

implementation of the DIP. This performance evaluation serves as the basis for improving 

the future job performance of the superintendent. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: At the time of the on-site visit in December 2003, the present superintendent 

(hired in August 2002) had not received an evaluation for his first year in the position. 

However, the superintendent was to have input into the development of the evaluation tool to 

be used. Components of the evaluation tool included: student achievement, personnel issues, 

the accessibility of the superintendent, and communication with the school committee. 

During the period under review, prior superintendents were evaluated annually against six 

major headings: enumerated contractual duties, relationship with the school committee, 

educational leadership, general management, budget management, and personnel 

management. The superintendent’s evaluation was a checklist and narrative under each 

heading. Each school committee member evaluated the superintendent on a check system 

according to the following: fails to meet expectations, needs improvement, meets 

expectations, and exceeds expectations. The evaluation tool for the superintendent addressed 

educational leadership generically, but made no reference to statements about assessment 
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results or a DIP. As stated previously, during the period under review no administrative 

oversight of the Fall River strategic plan was evidenced. 

8. 	 Principals are evaluated annually on school state assessment results and the implementation 

of their respective SIPs. These performance evaluations serve as the basis for improving 

future job performance of the principals. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: In Fall River, the principals were to be evaluated four times per year.  The first 

evaluation was to be accomplished by Thanksgiving. This was not done for the years under 

examination. Rubrics were developed based on student performance, which were included in 

the principals’ evaluation. The superintendent was given the authority to award merit pay to 

the principals. The superintendent met with the principal four times per year to review goals 

and objectives, rubrics, and the SIPs. The evaluation instrument used prior to this was a 

check-off list.   

Principals were evaluated every two years, which was not in compliance with state 

regulations for Principles of Effective Leadership. Although not stated, the superintendent of 

schools evaluated the principals informally. The district had a principal evaluation rubric 

(principals were expected to be proficient according to the rubric by their third year). All 

other administrators were evaluated on a two-year cycle by their immediate supervisors 

(assistant principals, program directors, department chairs). 

Principals were evaluated against the following criteria: instructional leadership, 

administrative management, organizational leadership, staff development, special education, 

relationship to students, and community-parent relationships. The superintendent conducted 

an evaluation orientation for all administers in August. The evaluation conferences were 

scheduled as follows: ‘I’ by Thanksgiving, ‘II’ by the end of January, professional 

development conference, and ‘III’ after professional development to assess administrators 

‘professional growth.’ 
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The evaluation form was a checklist with comments and narrative. Given the number of 

principals, the superintendent and assistant superintendents shared this responsibility. 

Interviews in the district indicated that the first principals’ evaluation conference, before 

Thanksgiving, had not been held and was missed at the time of the EQA visit. Interviews also 

indicated that no measurable goals or objectives had been established between the principal 

and the evaluator. Interviews also revealed that a renewed effort was being made to include 

SIPs and improvement of student achievement as part of the principals’ evaluation and merit 

pay. 

Standard 10. ORGANIZATIONAL AND HUMAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT: The 

district has organizational structures, policies, collective bargaining agreements, procedures, and 

practices with clear lines of authority, responsibility, and accountability. Teacher 

retention/turnover rates are within reason. Together, these elements promote efficient and 

effective district operation and facilitate achievement for all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 For the period under examination, the district had no formal written policies and procedures 

regarding the hiring and recruitment of new staff members. 

Indicators: 
1. 	The superintendent, in regular meetings with administrators and members of the school 

committee, develops a coherent vision statement and DIP designed to achieve it. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The superintendent met regularly and the district had a strategic plan developed in 

1999, which was projected through 2004. At the time of the on-site visit in December 2003, 

administrators had regular meetings with the superintendent and were working towards the 

development of a new district improvement plan. The new district improvement plan was 

scheduled for completion in 2004. Principals, at the direction of the school committee and the 

superintendent, created new school improvement plans as of October 2003, which included 

the analysis of student achievement data. Principals and administrators were trained in the 

Performance Improvement Mapping (PIM) process beginning in February 2003. The PIM 
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process provided principals with training focused on data analysis and strategic planning 

necessary to develop effective SIPs. The revised SIPs would drive and inform the evolving 

DIP. However, for a majority of the period under examination, the district leadership did not 

have a coherent, realistic district improvement statement for the school system. 

The DIP would likely be developed by a sub-committee comprised of the assistant 

superintendent of administration, the assistant superintendent of curriculum and instruction, 

the Title I coordinator, the four curriculum coordinators, the director of ancillary services, the 

community services coordinator-Title I, school support specialist, the director of special 

education, and a consultant. The DIP was to be completed by the end of the 2003-2004 

school year, but at the time of the on-site review it was incomplete. Once completed the DIP 

was to be sent to a review committee, then presented to the school committee as a draft. The 

school committee was to review and make suggested changes/recommendations to the draft 

DIP. 

Under the plans established by the administration, PIM training would lead to improved 

SIPs, which would in turn result in the revised DIP. It was important to note under this 

process that both the SIPs and DIP would not be aligned with the school year or the state 

assessment tests in the spring of 2004. 

2. 	 The superintendent delegates the educational and operational management of the schools to 

the building principals and program directors. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The superintendent delegated responsibility or educational and operational 

management to the building principals across the district. The financial management was not 

yet a fully site-based budget management system. However, principals were being trained to 

assume the financial management responsibilities of their buildings. 
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3. 	 The district leaders ensure that: 

a. 	 all principals have an opportunity to discuss published policies and district improvement 

plans; and 

b. 	 the district uses system-wide and intra-district communication systems to keep all faculty 

and staff well informed and to provide avenues for response. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Principals and administrators had the opportunity to propose and discuss policies 

at the principals and directors meetings. The policies, once approved, were distributed 

throughout the district in the superintendent’s bulletin. One copy of the bulletin was required 

to be kept and available in each school building’s office. All staff members were required to 

read the bulletin.  If a policy was deemed important, a sign-off by every staff member was 

required acknowledging that he and she had read and received the policy. At the beginning of 

each year the new policies were sent out to the staff annually as a reminder. 

Communication occurred district-wide through the superintendent’s bulletin. 

Communication regarding curriculum and instruction was generated by the assistant 

superintendent of curriculum and instruction at weekly meetings with the coordinators and 

monthly with the middle school principals. There were some buildings in the district that did 

not have the ability for electronic communication. 

Interviews with administrators indicated that policies were initiated and written by the 

administration and submitted to the school committee for approval. An administrative 

manual was found in the central office, which contained policies related to the management 

of the schools by the administration. However, these policies had not been updated in a 

manner that was consistent with provisions of the Education Reform Act of 1993. 
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4. 	The district publishes a current organizational chart that indicates clear lines of 

responsibility. Job descriptions for all personnel on the organizational chart are published and 

available to all faculty and staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s organizational chart was current with the lines of responsibility 

indicated. Job descriptions were on file in the central office and in each administrator’s 

personnel file. Any civil service position in the district had a job description on file in the 

City’s personnel administration department. 

5. 	 The district has a process for the recruitment and hiring of staff, which involves appropriate 

administrative and staff participation.  The process is perceived as fair and open and focuses 

on identifying and acquiring the most qualified individuals for each position. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: During the document review and interview process, there was no evidence that the 

district had a uniform hiring policy in place. The district’s hiring practices were carried out at 

the building level. The district expanded its advertising base to newspapers other than local. 

There was no set interview process for the hiring of teachers and building-level personnel. 

The principals formulated the interview process and determined the composition of the 

interview team, if a team was used. The superintendent received all applications advertised 

for openings. These were forwarded to the respective administrator. Principals made 

recommendations to the superintendent for final approval and appointment. Six principals 

were hired for the 2003-2004 school year, one from within the district and five from outside 

the Fall River area. An outside consultant was used to screen candidates for these principal 

positions. The successful candidates appointed as principals came from the consultant’s 

recommendations. 
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6. 	The district ensures that all personnel records are carefully compiled, maintained, and 

available to all appropriate faculty and staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The assistant superintendent of administration was responsible for all personnel 

issues and records. The new Nordex System was to have the capabilities to provide personnel 

data on attendance, certification, professional development credits, teacher performance, and 

other personnel as may be required.  The Nordex software was purchased in the 2002-2003 

school year and was still in the implementation stage at the time of the on-site visit in 

December 2003. 

7. 	The district actively undertakes efforts to provide teachers new to the district and to the 

profession with coaches and mentors in their respective roles. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In Fall River, new teachers had three days of staff development before the 

beginning of school. Each new staff member was assigned a mentor.  Mentors were trained 

and paid a stipend for mentoring services. The district had lead mentors throughout the 

district and mentoring could typically span three years. 

8. 	The district routinely recognizes the accomplishments of its professional and support staff 

and has low rates of employee turnover, especially among qualified staff with professional 

status. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district had a teacher recognition program. The school committee had a sub

committee, which met monthly and evaluated those faculty and staff members deserving of 

district-wide commendations. Any staff member was eligible to receive recognition. A 

plaque and certificate were awarded to the staff recipients. Recognition awards became a part 

of the personnel files. According to the administration, the district experienced low staff and 

faculty turnover. Last year, the district had five teachers leave for another district. Many staff 
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members were native to Fall River, the greater Fall River area, or had established roots in the 

region. 

Domain E: Business and Financial Management 

Standards
Domain E - Business & 
 Financial Management 

  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total 

Satisfactory 

S11 - Budget Preparation & Development 
Excellent 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

3 
0 

Poor 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 3 

S12 - Financial & Capital Asset Management 
Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Satisfactory 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 5 
Poor 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 4 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Fall River’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, Fall River met the 

state mandated Net School Spending Requirement. For the period between FY1993 and FY2003, 

Chapter 70 Aid to Fall River increased 94.0%  (from $44,018,118 to $85,384,896).  Fall River’s 

Required Local Contribution increased 0.4% (from $13,557,721 to $13,613,485). For the period 

since the Education Reform Act, Fall River received a total of $735,157,753 in Chapter 70 Aid 

and was required to raise locally $126,584,467. From 2000 to 2003, Chapter 70 Aid was 

$324,833,580 and the Required Local Contribution was $51,026,440. For the period between 

FY1993 and FY2003, Fall River’s foundation enrollment increased 7.1% and its student 

headcount decreased 3.8%. Between FY2000 and FY2003, its foundation enrollment increased 

2.0% and its student headcount decreased 0.2%. 
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Standard 11. BUDGET PREPARATION AND DEVELOPMENT: The district has a budget 

preparation and development process that ensures full consideration and effective use of 

available resources essential for district and school operations focused on student achievement. 

The school committee, superintendent, administrators, faculty, staff, parents, and members of the 

community meet their responsibility to ensure that the school budget and appropriation meet the 

educational and achievement needs of all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 Prior to 2003, student achievement data was not a key component in the district’s budget 

development. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, in Fall River, inadequate accounting technology resulted in budget 

decisions based on inaccurate data. 

• 	 The City of Fall River exceeded the required state Net School Spending (NSS) amounts for 

every year under review. 

Indicators: 

1. 	 There are clear, well-documented procedures for the development of the district’s budget to 

ensure input from all staff. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The school financial accounting was completed on an Excel spreadsheet prior to 

the use of the MUNIS system. The MUNIS system was now operational, but some delays 

occurred with the implementation of the system. The schools were wired for this program, 

but schools were not using the MUNIS system budget development package. At the time of 

the on-site review, the business manager was training the principals and other key individuals 

in the budget process. The emphasis of the site-based management training was at the high 

school and middle school levels. The procedures for budget development were never 

systematic. The FY2004 budget was the first time that the central office developed the 

budget on a needs-based manner with input from the staff. 
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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: Poor 

Evidence: The budget decisions were based on the Chapter 70 funds received by Fall River 

and the state-mandated Required Local Contribution (RLC). The FY2004 budget was $2 

million less than the FY2003 budget. The school committee and district administration 

developed several iterations of the budget. The iterations were developed based on funding 

levels not on programmatic and student performance data analysis. The municipal 

government and city council made decisions regarding the funding levels. Once the funding 

level was set the administrators reviewed the budget proposal and the reductions were made. 

Principals were trained in the PIM (Program Improvement Mapping) process. As of the EQA 

visit in December 2003, this training did not impact the budget decisions of the district. The 

district had just completed their SIPs in October 2003 (with the exception of the high school) 

to include an analysis of student assessment data.  This was the first time that student 

assessment data was ever analyzed in Fall River related to budget development. 

3. 	The district’s budget process is clear and well -documented and integrates district and school 

improvement plans, long-term goals, and action plans. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: In Fall River, no linkage existed between the school improvement plans, long-

term goals, action plans, and the budget process. The 2003 school improvement plans were 

just completed in October 2003, after the original SIPs were rejected by the school 

committee for lack of student assessment data as a key component. For a majority of the time 

under review, the superintendent, business manager, and mayor largely determined the 

budget development processes with little or no input from the teachers, educational 

stakeholders, parents, or community. 
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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: Poor 

Evidence: Middle school math coaches were hired using grant funds. The Harcourt Brace 

Trophies reading program was also added. The Nordex student information management 

system was also purchased. The City allocated $250,000 for principals’ training in data 

analysis. Nevertheless, these initiatives did not increase the budget, but were purchased by 

spending freezes, grant funds, and end-of-year surpluses, despite the fact that the budget was 

reduced by $2 million. In spite of these recent initiatives, concerns existed regarding 

increases in class size, the maintenance and cleanliness of facilities, and purchasing materials 

directly related to the instructional needs of students based on the analysis of student 

achievement data. 

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: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The EQA found that there was no systematic review of the cost effectiveness of 

programs, initiatives, and activities, primarily, because the district did not have effective 

accounting technology. Prior to FY2002, the school budget was managed manually. Some 

reallocation of existing funds did occur.  Further, the principals were developing the FY2004 

budget without the aid of accurate financial and historical figures. According to 

administration, the accuracy of the classification of prior year expenditures were questioned 

and deemed unreliable, making it difficult to analyze the cost of some programs.    

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 FY2003 and FY2004 budget documents were clear, complete, and current. 

The line-item budget details gave only the previous fiscal year’s budgeted amount, revised 
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budgeted amount, and actual expenditure. These provided a historical view of the gross 

budget from FY1993 to the proposed fiscal year for Net School Spending, Required Local 

Contribution, and Chapter 70 Aid. The previous fiscal years’ budget documents were only a 

listing of expenditures by line item and salaries for all employees. A historical presentation 

of the line items was not provided, because of the lack a of an accounting software package 

capable of compiling this data. Training was in place for principals and administrators to 

train them in the budget development process.   

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: Although the district met and exceeded state Net School Spending for every year 

under review, district administrators believed that the budget was not adequate to provide 

appropriate levels for staffing, professional development, materials, supplies, and equipment. 

Programs were funded with grant funds and via spending freezes for future fiscal years 

(Harcourt Brace and the math coaches for example.) The district had its FY2004 budget 

reduced by $2 million dollars. The local charter school had resulted in an approximately $5 

million reduction in Chapter 70 Aid.   

8. 	 The community provides sufficient financial resources to ensure an educational program of 

quality, as evidenced by a sufficient district revenue levy. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, the community always exceeded the required 

local contribution amount determined by the DOE. In the FY2004 budget development the 

school reduced its budget by approximately $2 million below the FY2003 budget. The 

community was facing a $16 million budget shortfall.  This $2 million represented the actual 

health insurance cost for the school employees participating in the City’s health insurance 

plan. This was the first time that the schools absorbed the increase of the health insurance 

premiums. The district was committed to building new facilities and the mayor budgeted an 

additional $250,000 for principal training. 
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There was no written agreement regarding the indirect costs paid for by the City for 

educational services. The City’s auditor reviewed all expenditures for the City and prorated 

the expenses that were not directly related to the school (for example, health insurance and 

retirement costs were actual). This process was acceptable to both the City and the school 

administrations.  

9. 	Financial and audit reports are prepared and submitted in a timely manner to appropriate 

agencies. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The FY2003 end-of-year financial report was not complete during the time of the 

EQA visit in December 2003. The final financial report for the FY2003 grants had not been 

filed either. Based on interviews with district administration and municipal officials, prior 

year reports had difficulty being completed due to the inadequacies of the accounting system 

and the conversion and implementation of the MUNIS accounting system.   

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: Poor 

Evidence: The changes in the budget appropriation were not based on a detailed, systemic 

analysis of student data. Any re-allocation of funds occurred based on conservative budget 

estimates or changes in operating contracts. The Harcourt initiative was purchased from 

surplus funds in the budget. The district had just completed their SIPs in October 2003 (with 

the exception of the high school) to include an analysis of student assessment data.  This was 

the first time in the Fall River that a detailed, systemic analysis of student data was available 

to use in budget changes and other financial decisions. 
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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): 

• 	 In Fall River, prior to 2001, accurate budget reports were a problem due to inefficient 

accounting systems. 

• 	 For the period under examination, student achievement data was not a key component in the 

financial decisions of the district until the 2003-2004 school year. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, due to the state economic conditions, capital asset management was not 

adequately addressed in Fall River. Nevertheless, some capital improvements were addressed 

as needed. 

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 financial policies and procedures were clear regarding the 

expectations for expenditures and transfers. Transfers were submitted manually to the City 

auditor’s office where they were entered into the MUNIS system. The City of Fall River had 

local ordinances regarding purchasing policies and procedures. The school committee had 

policies regarding budget transfers. In the budget documents provided for the prior fiscal 
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years to 2003, there were several individual line items over-expended within function codes. 

However, the entire budget was not in deficit. 

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

and the public. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Financial reports were made monthly to the school committee and made available 

to the public. The accuracy of these reports was questioned due to the inadequate system 

used for budgeting prior to the MUNIS system. The school department tracked its budget 

using spreadsheets. In FY2001 the district converted to the MUNIS system, which improved 

the reporting accuracy of the district’s finances. 

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

accurate manner. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: At the time of the EQA team visit in December 2003, the FY2003 end-of-year 

pupil and financial report had not been filed with the DOE. The final financial report for all 

grants had also not been filed with the DOE. According to the EQA’s interviews with district 

administration and municipal officials, prior year reports had difficulty being completed due 

to the inadequacies of the accounting system and the conversion and implementation of the 

MUNIS accounting system.   

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: Poor 

Evidence: Prior to FY2001, the district used spreadsheets to manage and monitor the budget. 

In FY2001 the district converted to the MUNIS system. The principals did not have direct 

access to the MUNIS system. In the fall of 2003, the school district completed connecting the 
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school offices to implement the MUNIS system. School principals and administrators 

received monthly financial reports from the central office. The principals were currently 

being trained in budget development and site-based management regarding school finances 

by the new business manager who was hired in November 2001. The school was to 

implement the Nordex system to track personnel records including staff attendance, 

certification, professional development, and other key personnel information. 

5. 	 The district reviews student achievement data and the reviews are reflected in its financial 

decisions. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Financial decisions were based primarily on funds available from the state via 

Chapter 70 funding and local contribution. Funds were reallocated to create new programs 

and purchase new textbooks. Grant funds were also a primary source for initiatives related to 

student achievement data. The district hired four math coaches through grant funds. The 

Harcourt Trophies program was purchased for all elementary students for approximately 

$900,000. The purchase was not originally budgeted for but was purchased with grant funds 

and local budget availability. The Trophies program was purchased in FY2003 for 

implementation in FY2004.  The school committee approved this approach. 

6. 	 The district regularly employs: 

a. 	 certified business officials, 

b. 	 purchasing agents with MCPPO credentials, 

c. 	appropriate independent financial auditing services and implements their 

recommendations to ensure efficient and quality financial systems. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The business manager was certified as was the previous business manager. 

Purchasing for the school was coordinated with the City’s purchasing department, which was 

supervised by the City’s treasurer. The school department’s director of buildings and grounds 

received bids for specific items related to buildings and grounds. All purchases were 
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submitted to the City’s purchasing department. All audit findings were addressed on an as 

needed basis. 

7. 	 The district uses reliable forecast mechanisms and control procedures to ensure that spending 

is within fiscal budget limits. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory  

Evidence: All salaries, known contracts, and fixed charges were encumbered at the 

beginning of the year. The status of the budget, as well as projections was reported to the 

school committee on a monthly basis. Projections were revised as changes occurred. The 

financial reports were distributed to the public by placing copies in the local libraries, the 

government center, with the press, and other locations throughout the city. Balances 

remaining in encumbrances were released in March of each fiscal year based on a projection 

of fourth-quarter needs. The school committee was actively involved in the reallocation and 

distribution of any available funds at this time (for example, Harcourt Trophies). The City’s 

auditor, as the custodian of the funds, monitored the special revenue funds to ensure that they 

were meeting their budget expectations based on the prior year’s data. 

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: Between 2000-2003, state bidding laws were adhered to through the City’s 

purchasing department. Local ordinances also controlled bidding and purchasing procedures. 

These ordinances were more detailed than the state regulations. Special revenue funds and 

revolving accounts were monitored regularly to ensure the management of these accounts. 

User-fees and increases in school lunch prices did not occur, because of the philosophy of the 
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school committee and the analysis of these accounts. Instructional assets were classified in 

accordance with inventory management practices.  The GASB No. 34 was implemented. 

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 Fall River Public Schools implemented a ten-year maintenance program. 

Projects were ranked in an order based on safety and health needs on a school and district 

basis. This ten-year plan was revisited annually and revised as needed. 

10. Educational and program facilities are of adequate size, clean, safe, well-lit, well 

maintained, and conducive to promoting the learning process. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Two-thirds of the school buildings were vintage buildings built prior to 1950. 

The district administration conceded that the school buildings were not conducive to 

maximizing learning opportunities for the student population.  The City of Fall River had a 

local ordinance, which put a maximum amount on individual capital projects of $1 million. 

This ordinance was repealed by efforts of the current City administration. Site visits 

conducted by the EQA during the review time verified the poor condition of the buildings. 

The City of Fall River was committed to new building projects. At least six of the current 

buildings were on the state School Building Assistance (SBA) list for approval. 
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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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Pct Pct Pct Pct Pct Actual Pct 

Chg Budget Chg Local Chg Aid Chg Chg Over/ 
FY 

Under 

0 0 

16 

1 8 

3 1 

Chapter 

FY 

Pct of 
Actual 
NSS 

Ch 70 
Aid 

Actual NSS 
NSS 

Actual NSS 

66 

93 

96 

99 

103 

88 

100 85 

Appendix B: Fall River Chapter 70 Funding and Net School Spending FY1993-2003 

Foundation Foundation Required Chapter 70 Required Dollars 

Enrollment Net School Net School Over/Under 

Contribution Spending(NSS) Spending Requirement 

FY93 11,945 71,453,468 13,557,721 44,018,118 57,575,839 57,575,839 

FY94 11,953 0.1 71,578,947 0.2 8,789,854 -35.2 47,209,758 7.3 55,999,612 -2.7 58,483,189 2,483,577 4.4 

FY95 11,757 -1.6 72,821,327 1.7 11,719,507 33.3 51,798,835 9.7 63,518,342 13.4 63,994,777 476,435 0.8 

FY96 12,407 5.5 80,633,348 10.7 9,560,032 -18.4 60,097,050 69,657,082 9.7 72,252,021 2,594,939 3.7 

FY97 12,528 81,770,314 1.4 10,050,144 5.1 64,902,480 74,952,624 7.6 76,079,817 1,127,193 1.5 

FY98 12,394 -1.1 82,878,538 1.4 10,664,733 6.1 68,368,262 5.3 79,032,995 5.4 79,583,700 550,705 0.7 

FY99 12,534 1.1 86,713,285 4.6 11,216,036 5.2 73,929,670 8.1 85,145,706 7.7 85,831,138 685,432 0.8 

FY00 12,551 0.1 87,029,474 0.4 11,848,276 5.6 76,364,024 3.3 88,212,300 3.6 89,166,572 954,272 1.1 

FY01 12,573 0.2 89,937,993 3.3 12,384,161 4.5 78,564,299 2.9 90,948,460 3.1 92,591,176 1,642,716 1.8 

FY02 12,777 1.6 96,094,065 6.8 13,180,518 6.4 84,520,361 7.6 97,700,879 7.4 98,416,458 715,579 0.7 

FY03 12,797 0.2 98,998,381 13,613,485 3.3 85,384,896 98,998,381 1.3 100,425,893* 1,427,512 1.4 

70 Aid as 

Dollars per Foundation Enrollment Percentage of Foundation 
Fnd Budget Ch 70 Required 

FY93 5,982 3,685 4,820 61.6 80.6 80.6 76.5 

FY94 5,988 3,950 4,893 78.2 81.7 80.7 

FY95 6,194 4,406 5,443 71.1 87.2 87.9 80.9 

FY96 6,499 4,844 5,823 74.5 86.4 89.6 83.2 

FY97 6,527 5,181 6,073 79.4 91.7 85.3 

FY98 6,687 5,516 6,421 82.5 95.4 85.9 

FY99 6,918 5,898 6,848 85.3 98.2 86.1 

FY00 6,934 6,084 7,104 87.7 101.4 102.5 85.6 

FY01 7,153 6,249 7,364 87.4 101.1 84.9 

FY02 7,521 6,615 7,703 101.7 102.4 85.9 

FY03 7,736 6,672 7,848 86.2 101.4 


