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Executive Summary 

The Office of Educational Quality and Accountability (EQA) examined the Chicopee 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: 
• 	 Chicopee’s Average Proficiency Index (API) was 65.9, which was based on the 2003 MCAS 

results. The state average for the API was 75.7 in 2003. This placed Chicopee among the 
‘Low’ performing academic school districts in the Commonwealth. In ELA, the district’s 
ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) was 73.4, and the state’s average for EPI was 82.2. In math, the 
district’s math Proficiency Index (MPI) was 65.9, and the state’s average for MPI was 69.3. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 64.7% of the students at Chicopee scored in the ‘Needs 
Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. This figure was 16.5 percentage points 
lower than the state’s average percentages. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, in ELA, 56.0% of the students and, in math, 73.6% of the students 
at Chicopee scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. These 
figures were 16.9 percentage points in ELA and 16.4 percentage points higher than the state’s 
average percentages in math in those categories. 

• 	 In 2003, in Chicopee, the Proficiency Indices of 73.4 for ELA and 58.4 for math were 8.8 
and 10.9 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, 97% of the Chicopee 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, 91% of the Chicopee 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, 60.0% of the regular education and 89.1% of the special education 

students at Chicopee scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. 
These figures were 18.9 and 10.1 percentage points higher than the state’s average 
percentages for these subgroups of students. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 77.9% of the FRL/Y and 54.9% of the FRL/N students at Chicopee 
scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. These figures were 4.6 
and 15.8 percentage points lower than the state average for FRL/Y students. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 75.3% of the African-American, 86.3% of the Hispanic-American, 
and 59.9% of the White students at Chicopee scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 
‘Warning/Failing’ categories. These figures were 0.7 lower than and 7.9 and 18.7 percentage 
points higher than the state averages for these subgroups of students.   

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

• 	 The MCAS performance of all the district’s special education, FRL/Y, and African-
American and Hispanic-American students varied substantially and in a less than satisfactory 
manner to the district’s regular education, FRL/N, and White students, respectively. 

Improvement: 

• 	 In Chicopee, 11.5% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 
2003 than in 2000 and 17.5% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

• 	 In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 12.5 points 
and, in math by 10.3 points. 

• 	 In ELA, 13.5% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 
than in 2000, and 17.4% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

• 	 In math, 9.2% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 
than in 2000, and 17.0% 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, Chicopee’s aggregate student achievement figures for all the district’s 

subgroups, regular education, special education, FRL/Y, FRL/N, African-American, 
Hispanic-American, and White students’ results improved by more than the state’s averages 
in both ELA and math. 

Participation and Access: 

• 	 Overall, all eligible in Chicopee students were participating in both ELA and math 
assessments at the required levels on the 2003 MCAS test. 

Summary of Preliminary Findings by Domain: 

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

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

• 	 For part of the time under review, between 2000-2002, the district used some assessment 
data and subsequent analyses of assessments. However it was sporadic, not well monitored, 
and inconsistent throughout the district. 

• 	 During the later years under examination, the district was in the process of implementing the 
Consolidated District Planning for No Child Left Behind, a data-driven initiative that was 
informed by a detailed analysis of data. This initiative examined the impact of current 
intervention work and addressed performance gaps in student achievement. 

• 	 During the period under review, the district used a database to maintain student information 
data. Through this system, paraprofessionals, teachers, building administrators, and the 
superintendent could track this student data through the I-PASS software system. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, Hispanic-American males in the district had a disproportionately high 
rate of absenteeism. 

• 	 In Chicopee, for part of the time under examination, the district’s evaluation process for 
administrators was procedurally formal. In 2003, however, evaluations for administrators 
was procedurally informal and not in accordance with the components of the Massachusetts 
Education Reform Act. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district’s evaluation procedure for teachers was conducted in a 
timely manner, in accordance with the negotiated contract, and aligned with the 
Massachusetts Education Reform Act. 
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Curriculum and Instruction: 
• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on thirteen, ‘Poor’ on eleven, and 

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

• 	 In Chicopee, although in 2003 the district had recently established a K-5 curriculum for ELA 
and math, there was no curriculum in place for the majority of time under review. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district only began recently to use student achievement data to 
develop polices and curriculum modification. In Chicopee, instruction was increasingly 
informed by the analysis of data. 

• 	 During the period under review, the district gradually adopted the mission of training 
teachers in instructional practices that were more effective. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district’s student attendance policies and practices were 
insufficiently rigorous to promote high rates of student attendance. 

• 	 In the Chicopee Public Schools, there was a significantly low rate of attendance for Hispanic-
American students at all grade levels. The district did not have a specific policy to encourage 
high levels of attendance for that subgroup. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the teacher absence rates due to sick day usage were not excessive. The 
rate of personal day use as allowed by contract, however, was excessive and thereby 
presented troubles with the delivery of instruction. 

• 	 For the years under review, there was no system-wide professional development plan.  

• 	 In Chicopee, the district’s professional development was uncoordinated and there was 
minimal student data analysis used when the school system was selecting professional 
development opportunities. 

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

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

• 	 For the period under examination, the district did not have a District Curriculum 
Accommodation Plan (DCAP). 

• 	 In the last year of the period under review, the district just began to conduct a rigorous 
analysis of student data to determine which academic support services would be offered. 

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

‘Unsatisfactory’ on two of the sixteen performance indicators in this domain. 
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• 	 From 2002-2003, in Chicopee, there was an identifiable shift in the decision-making process 
from a top down format to a more collaborative approach.   

• 	 In Chicopee, in the past eighteen months, new personnel positions were established based on 
the district’s priority to use data to inform improvements in student performance. 

• 	 In the recent years under examination, in Chicopee, the DIP evolved into a document that 
focused on academic achievement in the areas of ELA and math, utilized student assessment 
data, focused on the district’s academic weaknesses, and facilitated improvements in the 
district’s programs. 

• 	 For the period under examination, there was a notable re-organization of the district 
leadership, which resulted in new positions, new job descriptions for existing positions, a 
more clarified sense of district responsibilities, and an increased academic mission across the 
system. 

• 	 Since 2002, the new superintendent has worked to establish open, candid communications 
with the community, parents, and district stakeholders about the student achievement and 
educational mission of the school system. 

Business and Finance: 
• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on thirteen and ‘Poor’ on seven of the 

twenty performance indicators in this domain. 

• 	 Prior to 2003, there was little analysis of student performance data in budget decisions.  

• 	 Prior to 2003, there was little connection between the budget and the District Improvement 
Plans (DIPs), the School Improvement Plans (SIPs), and actions plans. 

• 	 Since 2002, the district did significant cost and benefit analysis of its programs. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, due to significant change in the business office, the district’s budget 
office was not accurate or carefully compiled. 

• 	 Since 2003, reports of the district’s finances, which included details of all fund balances, 
were presented to the school committee on a monthly basis.   

• 	 In Chicopee, the City and the district were using two different accounting systems, which led 
to a duplication of efforts and other inefficiencies. 

• 	 The City of Chicopee provided significant funding for capital improvements for the schools, 
but funded education in the city at the minimum required by the state. 
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Part I: Overview of the EQA Review Process and the District 

On December 16-18, 2003, the EQA conducted an independent examination of the Chicopee 

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. 

Chicopee is a small city located in north central Hampden County in southwestern 

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

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

of 54,653 people and a median family income of $44,136, while the median family income in 

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

twelve-person school committee. The Chicopee Public Schools has 16 schools serving Grades 

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

there were 7,916 students enrolled in the district. The demographic/subgroup composition in the 

Chicopee Public Schools is: 80.1% White, 15.3% Hispanic-American, 4.6% Asian-American, 

3.1% African-American, Limited English Proficiency (LEP), 4.6%; Free or Reduced Lunch/Yes 

(FRL/Y), 37%; and Special Education (SPED), 15.4%. During the ten years of education reform 

in Massachusetts, Chicopee’s state Chapter 70 Aid increased by 108% from $16,939,961 in 

FY1993 to $35,175,026 in FY2002. For the fiscal years under review, 2000-2003, Chicopee 

received $32,384,611; $33,749,961; $35,175,026; and $35,663,525 for a total of $136,973,123 in 

state Chapter 70 Aid. 

In the fall of 2002, the EQA conducted a Tier III examination of the Chicopee Public Schools 

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

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

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 a superintendent who was new to the district, 

the 2002-2003 school year in Chicopee 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 Chicopee 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, Chicopee has also demonstrated some improvement on its ‘Low’ MCAS test scores, and in 

the 2003 administration of the MCAS test, 64.7% 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 

Chicopee’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. 
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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. 

Chicopee vs. Massachusetts: 

• 	 The aggregate of students in Chicopee scored lower than the aggregate of the state’s students. 

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

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

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

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

• 	 The African-American students in Chicopee scored higher than the state’s African-American 
students. 

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

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

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

Chicopee’s totals vs. Chicopee’s subgroups: 
• 	 The FRL/Y students in Chicopee scored lower than all other subgroups in Chicopee except 

Hispanic and special education students. 

• 	 The special education students in Chicopee scored the lowest of all subgroups in Chicopee. 

• 	 The African-American and Hispanic-American students in Chicopee all scored lower than 
the White students in Chicopee. 
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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, 64.7% of the students at Chicopee scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. This figure was 16.5 percentage points 

lower than the state’s average percentages. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, in ELA, 56.0% of the students and, in math, 73.6% of the students 

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

figures were 16.9 percentage points in ELA and 16.4 percentage points higher than the state’s 

average percentages in math in those categories. 

• 	 In 2003, in Chicopee, the Proficiency Indices of 73.4 for ELA and 58.4 for math were 8.8 

and 10.9 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	 Chicopee 

Advanced 14.2 5.9 
Proficient 37.6 29.4 
Needs Improv. 32.2 41.3 
Warning/Failing 16.0 23.4 

Analysis of Figure/Table 1: 

• 	 Chicopee had 8.3% and 8.2% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories than the state on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Chicopee’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category was over two times 

less than that of the state’s students in that category, 5.9% to 14.2%. 

• 	 Chicopee had 9.1% and 7.4% 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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Analysis of Figure/Table 2: 

• 	 Chicopee had 7.4% and 9.0% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories in ELA than the state on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 In ELA, Chicopee’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category was over two 

times less than that of the state in that category, 4.7% to 12.1%. 

• 	 Chicopee had 12.0% and 4.9% more of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

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

• 	 Chicopee had 8.7% and 7.7% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories in math than the state on the 2003 MCAS test. 
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• 	 In math, Chicopee’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category was over two 

times less than that of the state in that category, 7.2% to 15.9%. 

• 	 Chicopee had 6.2% and 10.2% more of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

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

Figure/Table 3: 

Proficiency Index (MCAS 2003) by Grade 

ELA Math 
Chicopee 73.4 58.4 
Grade 04 70.8 62.3 
Grade 07 75.6 NA 
Grade 08 NA 47.3 
Grade 10 73.5 64.9 

Analysis of Figure/Table 3: 

• 	 On average, in Chicopee, the math PI was 15.0 points lower than that of the ELA PI system-

wide, (The statewide average for this gap was 12.8 Proficiency Index points).  

• 	 In ELA, the Proficiency Indices in Grades 7 and 10 were 2.2 and 0.1 points higher than the 

district average, respectively, and in Grade 4 it was 2.6 points lower than the district average. 

• 	 In math, the Proficiency Indices in Grades 4 and 10 were 3.9 and 6.5 points higher, 

respectively, than the district average and in Grade 8 it was 11.1 points lower 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, 60.0% of the regular education and 89.1% of the special education 

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

These figures were 18.9 and 10.1 percentage points higher than the state’s average 

percentages for these subgroups of students. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 77.9% of the FRL/Y and 54.9% of the FRL/N students at Chicopee 

scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. These figures were 4.6 

and 15.8 percentage points lower than the state average for FRL/Y students. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 75.3% of the African-American, 86.3% of the Hispanic-American, 

and 59.9% of the White students at Chicopee scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ categories. These figures were 0.7 lower than and 7.9 and 18.7 percentage 

points higher than the state averages for these subgroups of students.   

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, special education, Hispanic-American, FRL/Y, and African-

American students in Chicopee all scored below the district average PI in both ELA and 

math. 

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

American and Hispanic-American students varied substantially and in a less than satisfactory 

manner to the district’s regular education, FRL/N, and White students, respectively. 
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Figure/Table 4: 
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Warning/Failing 10.7 18.7 37.7 48.1 

Analysis of Figure/Table 4: 

• 	 Chicopee had 9.9% and 9.1% fewer regular education students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

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

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

over two times less than that of the state’s regular education students in that category, 6.9% 

to 16.8%. 

• 	 Chicopee had 10.9% and 8.0% 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. 

• 	 Chicopee had 1.5% and 8.7% 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. 
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• 	 Chicopee’s percentage of special education students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category was 

almost three times less than that of the state’s students in that category, 0.8% to 2.3%. 

• 	 Chicopee had 0.3% fewer and 10.4% 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. 
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Figure/Table 5: 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of students by FreeLunch status at each proficiency level 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 5: 

• 	 Chicopee had 1.4% fewer and 3.3% 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. 

• 	 Chicopee had 2.8% and 1.8% 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. 

• 	 Chicopee had 9.3% and 6.5% 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.  

• 	 Chicopee’s percentage of FRL/N students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category was 

approximately two times less than that of the state’s FRL/N students, 8.7% to 18.0%. 
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• Chicopee had 10.2% and 5.6% 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. 

Figure/Table 6: 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of students by race at each proficiency level 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 6: 

• 	 Chicopee had 1.1% fewer and 0.6% more of its African-American students score in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s African-American students on the 

2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Chicopee had 5.9% more and 5.2% fewer 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. 
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• 	 Chicopee had 1.7% and 6.2% 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. 

• 	 Chicopee’s percentage of Hispanic-American students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category 

was almost three times less than that of the state’s Hispanic-American students, 0.9% to 

2.6%. 

• 	 Chicopee had 5.3% and 2.6% more of its Hispanic-American students score in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s Hispanic-American students 

on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Chicopee’s percentage of White students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category was over two 

times less than that of the state’s White students, 7.1% to 16.6%. 

• 	 Chicopee had 9.5% and 9.3% fewer of its White students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

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

• 	 Chicopee had 10.0% and 8.7% 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. 
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Figure/Table 7: 
N-values by category 

ELA Math 
Chicopee Advanced 79 120 

 Proficient 667 318 
 Needs Improv 714 669 
 Warning/Failing 234 552 

Regular Advanced 79 116 
Proficient 637 295 

Needs Improv 570 593 
Warning/Failing 126 399 

Disability Advanced 0 4 
Proficient 27 21 

Needs Improv 131 66 
Warning/Failing 87 144 

Free Lunch (Y) Advanced 11 21 
Proficient 209 76 

Needs Improv 349 282 
Warning/Failing 163 320 

Free Lunch (N) Advanced 68 99 
Proficient 458 242 

Needs Improv 365 387 
Warning/Failing 71 232 

Afr American Advanced 0 2 
Proficient 16 5 

Needs Improv 30 14 
Warning/Failing 6 20 

Hispanic-American Advanced 2 3 
Proficient 51 20 

Needs Improv 152 98 
Warning/Failing 82 145 

White Advanced 77 113 
 Proficient 592 289 
 Needs Improv 527 552 
 Warning/Failing 144 381 
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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 Chicopee 73.4 58.4 

B Regular 78.4 61.8 

C Disability 49.3 38.9 

D Free Lunch (Y) 64.2 48.6 

E Free Lunch (N) 80.3 65.4 

F African-American 69.7 48.8 

G Hispanic-American 55.9 42.6 

H White 77.2 61.8 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 8: 

• 	 In Chicopee, FRL/N, regular education, and White students scored 6.9, 5.0, and 3.8 

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

• 	 In Chicopee, special education, Hispanic-American, FRL/Y, and African-American students 

scored 24.1, 17.5, 9.2, and 3.7 Proficiency Index points lower on the MCAS test in ELA than 

the district average.  

• 	 In Chicopee, FRL/N, White, and regular education students scored 7.0, 3.4, and 3.4 

Proficiency Index points higher on the MCAS test in math than the district average.  

• 	 In Chicopee, special education, Hispanic-American, FRL/Y, and African-American students 

scored 19.5, 15.8, 9.8, and 9.6 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 Chicopee, 11.5% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 

2003 than in 2000 and 17.5% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

• 	 In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 12.5 points 

and, in math by 10.3 points. 

• 	 In ELA, 13.5% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

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

• 	 In math, 9.2% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000, and 17.0% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 
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• 	 The MCAS test performance level for in the district improved in the aggregate from 2001

2003. 

Figure/Table 9: 

MCAS 2000 - 2003 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 9: 

• 	 In Chicopee, 5.9% and 29.4% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories in 2003 in contrast to 2.3% and 21.5% of all students scoring in these categories in 

2000. 

• 	 In Chicopee, 41.3% and 23.4% of all students scored at the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ categories in 2003 in contrast to 35.4% and 40.9% of all students scoring 

in these categories in 2000. 

26




Figure/Table 10: 

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

Prof. Index Trend Data 
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ELA Math 

ELA Math 
2000 2001 2002 2003 2000 2001 2002 2003 

Advanced 0.9 2.6 2.9 4.7 3.6 3.9 4.9 7.2 
Proficient 29.7 35.0 38.1 39.4 13.6 11.9 14.9 19.2 

Needs Improv. 38.3 41.4 43.7 42.2 32.6 41.3 41.9 40.3 
Warning/Failing 31.2 21.0 15.3 13.8 50.3 43.0 38.3 33.3 

Analysis of Figure/Table 10: 

• 	 In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 12.5 points, 

from 60.9 to 73.4. 

• 	 In math, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 10.3 points, 

from 48.1 to 58.4. 

• 	 In ELA, 44.1% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 in 

contrast to 30.6% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000.  
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• 	 In ELA, 56.0% of all students scored at the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ 

categories in 2003 in contrast to 69.5% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000. 

• 	 In math, 26.4% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

in contrast to 17.2% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000.  

• 	 In math, 73.6% of all students scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ 

categories in 2003 in contrast to 82.9% 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, Chicopee’s aggregate student achievement figures for all the district’s 

subgroups, regular education, special education, FRL/Y, FRL/N, African-American, 

Hispanic-American, and White students’ results improved by more than the state’s averages 

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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C-D:
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Table 11: 

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

ELA Math 
ALL ‘01 67.8 50.2 

‘02 72.0 53.0 
‘03 73.4 58.4 

Regular ‘01 71.8 53.6 
‘02 75.8 57.3 
‘03 78.4 61.8 

Disability ‘01 41.7 28.7 
‘02 48.1 30.6 
‘03 49.3 38.9 

FRL (Y) ‘01 57.1 39.0 
‘02 63.6 42.5 
‘03 64.2 48.6 

FRL (N) ‘01 71.6 54.2 
‘02 76.1 58.2 
‘03 80.3 65.4 

African-
American ‘01 59.6 36.8 

‘02 60.3 38.5 
‘03 69.7 48.8 

Hispanic-
American ‘01 51.3 33.6 

‘02 52.9 30.2 
‘03 55.9 42.6 

White ‘01 72.1 55.1 
‘02 76.2 57.9 

 ‘03 77.2 61.8 

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 

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 

Analysis of Figures/Table 11: 

• 	 In Chicopee, between 2001-2003, all students increased by 5.6 Proficiency Index points in 

ELA and 8.2 points in math, as compared with increases of 2.7 and 2.0 points statewide. 

• 	 In Chicopee, between 2001-2003, regular education students increased by 6.6 Proficiency 

Index points in ELA and 8.2 points in math, as compared with increases of 3.1 and 2.6 points 

statewide. 

• 	 In Chicopee, between 2001-2003, special education students increased by 7.6 Proficiency 

Index points in ELA and 10.2 points in math, as compared with increases of 6.7 and 2.9 

points statewide. 
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• 	 In Chicopee, between 2001-2003, FRL/Y students increased by 7.1 Proficiency Index points 

in ELA and 9.6 points in math, as compared with increases of 4.3 and 3.2 points statewide. 

• 	 In Chicopee, between 2001-2003, FRL/N students increased by 8.7 Proficiency Index points 

in ELA and by 11.2 points in math, as compared with increases of 3.7 and 3.2 points 

statewide. 

• 	 In Chicopee, between 2001-2003, African-American students increased by 10.1 Proficiency 

Index points in ELA and by 12.0 points in math, as compared with increases of 5.3 and 3.0 

points statewide. 

• 	 In Chicopee, between 2001-2003, Hispanic-American students increased by 4.6 Proficiency 

Index points in ELA and by 9.0 points in math, as compared with increases of 4.5 and 3.7 

points statewide. 

• 	 In Chicopee, between 2001-2003, White students increased by 5.1 Proficiency Index points 

in ELA and 6.7 in math, as compared with increases of 2.6 and 1.7 points statewide. 

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

required programs and assessments? 

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

assessments at the required levels on the 2003 MCAS test.  

Table 13: 
ELA Math 

Tested 96.6% 97.6% 
NTA 0.2% 0.2% 
NTM 0.1% 0.4% 
NTO 3.0% 1.8% 
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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 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

2 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

3 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

4 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
0 
1 

5 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

6 7 8 9 10 Total 

0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
1 1 1 N/A N/A 8 
0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 

0 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
1 0 N/A N/A N/A 4 
0 1 N/A N/A N/A 3 
0 0 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 4 
0 N/A N/A N/A N/A 1 
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): 

• 	 For part of the time under review, between 2000-2002, the district used some assessment data 

and subsequent analyses of assessments. However it was sporadic, not well monitored, and 

inconsistent throughout the district. 

• 	 During the later years under examination, the district was in the process of implementing the 

Consolidated District Planning for No Child Left Behind, a data-driven initiative that was 

informed by a detailed analysis of data. This initiative examined the impact of current 

intervention work and addressed performance gaps in student achievement. 
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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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district had no formal policy to direct the regular evaluation of assessments; 

however, procedurally, in addition to the MCAS test, the district administered the GRADE (a 

group reading assessment), the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (the 

DIBELS), and the Degrees of Reading Power (DRP). Also, if indicated the CTOP and the 

Peabody were administered to assess student readiness. To assess the proficiency levels and 

language dominance of English Language Learners (ELLs), the district administered the 

MELA-O and the LAS-R/W. 

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: Interviewees described the process of the MCAS test administration at some sites 

as “chaotic” and “poorly administered in the past.” The district’s testing schedule did not 

accommodate the testing of some students, and as a result, they were often displaced from 

classrooms to cafeterias and auditoriums. The district representatives attended the training by 

the DOE in the administration of the MCAS test. District-wide, two-three teachers were 

assigned as proctors and meetings were conducted prior to the test to discuss the process for 

MCAS test administration.  

Elementary administrators described the current testing processes as “smooth,” particularly 

since students were self-contained in separate classrooms. The middle school and high 

schools used a rotating schedule with blocks for MCAS test administration. Further, the 
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district used a self-assessment checklist for personnel administering MCAS test to determine 

their proficiency with administering the MCAS test. 

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: Previously, the district administered the IOWA Test of Basic Skills, but 

interviewees reported that the test was expensive and only used to determine placement in the 

summer school program. In 2003, the following assessments were used: the MCAS test, 

Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT), Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy (DIBELS), 

Comprehensive Test of Phonological Processing (CTOPP,) Degrees of Reading Power 

(DRP), Group Reading Assessment and Diagnostic Evaluation (GRADE), the Peabody 

Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVTIII), MELA-O, LAS-R/W, and BSM for bilingual students, 

Houghton Mifflin Math and ELA program pre-test and post-test assessments. 

4. 	 Regular analysis of assessment results informs improvements to: 

a. curricula,

b. instructional practices, 

c. 	 supplementary and remedial programs and services, 

d. 	 professional development, and 

e. 	  purchasing and provisioning for improved student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the majority of time under review, the MCAS test data was collected, but the 

district reported that it did little more than item analysis. Interviewees reported that beginning 

in September 2001, data was driving their planning and decision-making regarding 

improving the quality of teaching and learning.   

The district reviewed the MCAS test trend data and determined that its biggest weakness was 

in math. This prompted a review of existing curriculum, which was only the state curriculum 

35




frameworks, and the subsequent development of a new district-wide math and ELA curricula 

for grades K-5. Interviewees reported that the district was in the process of developing 

standards-based lesson units using the Class Compass model (a software program). This was 

a three-year program to train every teacher in the district in standards-based instruction. 

Consultants, colleagues, teachers, and administrators met regularly to review, and discuss, 

instructional content, teaching effectiveness, student assessments and program development 

on a district and building level. 

In Chicopee, professional development was more focused and organized to address the needs 

of the district based on student data analysis throughout the system. The analysis of data and 

meetings conducted with administrators and teachers initiated the purchase of materials that 

supported Title I, and Houghton-Mifflin 250 Math and ELA programs, which included a 

component of differentiated instruction, for all schools. 

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 superintendent reviewed and disseminated the 

analyses of test data to the administrative staff in central office and then distributed them to 

each building administrator. The superintendent met formally with the executive team once a 

week, but also informally as needed. He also met individually with the building principals 

once a week and all the building principals together weekly. 

District and building administrators and teachers, in collaboration with the DOE, was 

involved in the Consolidated District Planning (CDP) process. This intensive initiative 

explored ‘root cause’ analysis in relation to understanding gaps in student performance, 

course goals include learning and applying tools for collecting, analyzing, and displaying 

data; identifying student sub-group performance gaps; identifying possible ‘root causes’ for 

performance gaps; learning and applying tools for assessing programs and practices related to 
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hypotheses about root causes; and examining the impact of current interventions and 

addressing the performance gaps. 

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 Consolidated District Planning process required 

participants to be actively engaged in using data for continuous student improvement. One of 

the components of the course dealt specifically with disaggregating data and identifying 

performance gaps. Participants were trained to develop ‘root cause’ hypotheses, interpreted 

MCAS test reports and analyzed open response questions. Further, participants were trained 

to explore ‘root cause’ hypotheses, specifically as they related to curriculum, instruction, and 

assessment. In addition to the training provided in ‘root cause’ analysis, a newly created 

position, (assistant superintendent of curriculum and accountability) was created in part, to 

provide ongoing training in data analysis to target improvements in teaching and learning. 

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

(CD) standard by their senior year. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The Class of 2003 earned a 97% rate of achievement for meeting the Competency 

Determination standard. The district had already earned a 91% 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 
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Evidence: In the past, curriculum assessment standards, practices, and expectations were 

understood by the district’s stakeholders, but there was a misconception that the curriculum 

frameworks was the district curriculum that would accommodate learning standards.  

A committee was formed that involved building administrators, representatives from each 

building, the creation of curriculum coaches to develop a K-5 district-wide curriculum in 

math and ELA. District-wide, there was an awareness of Standards-Based Learning (SBL). 

Teachers employed Class Compass, a software program that provided units of standard-based 

instruction for middle and high school students. Principals in grade K-5 schools were trained 

in the district’s ELA and math programs to ensure effective oversight of standards-based 

classroom instruction. In addition, the district added four curriculum coaches, trained in 

facilitating standards-based instruction to serve as a material resource for teachers, to assist 

them in modeling lessons and provide them with support in the implementation of new 

curriculum. Three years ago, the district established the use of a standards-based plan book 

that included the following components: coded identification of the state standards, 

objectives, and methods of assessment. In addition, a committee would be formed in January 

of 2004 to develop a grade PreK-12 district-wide curriculum. 

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): 

• 	 During the period under review, the district used a database to maintain student information 

data. Through this system, paraprofessionals, teachers, building administrators, and the 

superintendent could track this student data through the I-PASS software system. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, Hispanic-American males in the district had a disproportionately high 

rate of absenteeism. 
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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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the past three years (2001-2003) the district used a database to maintain 

student attendance information. Two attendance assistants (paraprofessionals) at the high 

school level were responsible for initiating phone calls to the parents of all absent students on 

a daily basis. At the middle school, the assistant principals called selected parents based on 

prior histories of absenteeism. The elementary principals monitored attendance daily. The I

PASS, a software program, enabled building and district administrators to review attendance 

daily. The superintendent was able to track the student and teacher attendance at the school 

level by the use of this system. 

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

attendance. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under review, attendance for staff was monitored on-line through 

the AESOP program administered though a contractual agreement with a temporary 

placement service. That same service also provided substitutes and kept statistics on 

individual staff absences and school summary charts. Routinely, the district also entered staff 

absences on cards and on payroll forms. The superintendent kept a daily record of staff 

absences and generated daily reports for staff. Rates of teacher absenteeism were discussed 

routinely at administrative meetings.  

Overall, the district had a supervisor of attendance, housed at the district office, who 

maintained district data on attendance and was responsible for meeting with parents, 

initiating meetings with appropriate school personnel and parents, and follow up actions. At 

all levels, parents were contacted via phone calls, letters, and, if needed, home visits. If 

attendance remained a problem, the district pursued appropriate legal actions. The district 
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had a clearly defined policy that specified that students exceeding eight absences in a 

semester course and sixteen absences in a full year course would lose credit for that course. 

There was a district-level board of appeals.  Interviewees reported that last year the board 

heard 120 appeals and overturned approximately 50%. District administrators reported that 

truancy laws “without teeth” were a problem. Also, the court system in the district was 

overloaded and as a result the district reported that it was filing half as many CHINS as it 

historically did. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the time under review, the district had student information data recorded 

in its software programming. Last year, the district began collecting monthly reports by 

various student categories. In addition, the district used the I-PASS program that contained 

all of the reporting categories required by the DOE. Committees were reviewing the reports 

to better align the data with state and federal guidelines. The district was in the process of 

aligning its discipline policies at its two high schools. Interviewees reported that there was a 

major disparity in the way the discipline was implemented in the two buildings.  Interviewees 

reported that some data collection was done in the past, but that one of the biggest changes 

under the new administration was that there was a system-wide expectation that data would 

be used to inform the decision-making process, particularly as it related to improved student 

achievement. 

Interviewees reported that the district’s I-PASS program had the capacity to track discipline 

incidents and suspension; at the time of the on-site visit, the district was in the process of 

utilizing that aspect of the program. Interviewees reported that the district did not formally 

track students who have ceased to participate in school programs. In addition, interviewees 
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reported that there was no formal district-wide initiative to ensure attendance during times of 

the MCAS test administration, but that individual schools had implemented various 

incentives to increase attendance during the MCAS testing days. According to the 2003 Mid-

Cycle AYP report, the district met the performance goals in five of the seven student 

subgroups. 

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

expectations. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: A district administrator reported that the process to follow up attendance was less 

formal at the elementary level. Home contacts were not made except in extraordinary 

instances (five days or more of consecutive absences). Interviewees reported that there was a 

citywide expectation to make phone calls home, send letters home to parents, and, if 

necessary, conduct home visits to encourage attendance. Students were allowed twenty days 

of absence, but interviews determined that if students were doing well academically, 

principals were less inclined to enforce the policy. In the case of excessive absences and poor 

academic performance, if none of the interventions work, then the district did not hesitate to 

pursue legal action. Reportedly, there were three legal cases in this last year.  

According to interviewees, at the middle school level, the principals were “more aggressive” 

in contacting the parents. A district attendance supervisor worked with the guidance 

counselors to focus on problematic attendance (10 or more absences). Reportedly, last year, 

the district filed approximately 40 CHINS in grades K-12.  This district was inclined to file 

less this year because the court system was overcrowded. At each high school, there was an 

attendance assistant who called the home of every student who was absent. The district’s 

policy was that students might lose credit for a course if absences exceed 16 days in yearlong 

courses and six days in semester courses. There was a district-level board of appeals to 

consider exceptions; last year the board heard 120 cases and overturned approximately half.     
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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 district used the I-PASS program to track student attendance for the past three 

years. Some principals reported using the reports to review attendance and achievement data 

for students, but there was no system-wide expectation that it should be reviewed routinely. 

In 2003, principals reported receiving daily attendance reports and were prepared to discuss 

attendance and achievement at both weekly and monthly meetings. The district contracted 

with a temporary placement agency for substitute teachers and used the AESOP software 

program that generated a daily report for principals on staff attendance. The software had the 

capacity to track patterns of absences. Principals, district administrators, and the 

superintendent received daily reports on student and staff absences. The superintendent 

tracked daily staff absences by building and category of absence. Administrators at the 

building and district levels reported that attendance for staff and students and the effects on 

student achievement were routine topics of discussion at administrative meetings. Principals 

reported that a district administrator called to make certain that they were aware of patterns 

of staff absence and were addressing those incidents with teachers.   

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 

Evidence: During the period under review, a district-level administrator maintained the 

records for LEP students. The district has five substantially separate classrooms throughout 

the district: one at the high school, two at Fairview Middle School, and two at the Litwin 

Elementary School. Students in those classrooms are the only students for whom the 

alternative test (ALT) status would apply. In addition to the district-level supervisor for 
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special education, there was also one special education supervisor at each level for the 

elementary, middle, and high school levels. The special education supervisors worked in 

conjunction with the building principals to review disaggregated assessment data (primarily 

item analysis of the alternative testing status (ALT) students on the MCAS test) to monitor 

for deficiencies. Last year, this examination reviewed a pattern of deficiencies in the student 

portfolios and prompted meetings with teachers on enhancing the contents of student 

portfolios to better assess progress. A district administrator maintains licensure information 

and the status of teachers of teachers engaged in the licensure process.   

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: Poor 

Evidence: For the period under review, the district collected and maintained assessment data 

on achievement, attendance, suspension, and discipline by race, gender, ethnicity, disability 

status, and school. The district placed language groups in specific buildings to collect more 

accurate data and provide better services and monitoring. In 2003, the district discovered a 

disproportionate number of suspensions among Hispanic-American male students and was in 

the process of planning an in-service in March to address interventions and strategies to 

specifically reduce the suspension rates among Hispanic-American students. Further, 

interviewees reported that the district was in the process of aligning the discipline policy. 
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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 Chicopee, for part of the time under examination, the district’s evaluation process for 

administrators was procedurally formal. In 2003, however, evaluations for administrators 

was procedurally informal and not in accordance with the components of the Massachusetts 

Education Reform Act. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district’s evaluation procedure for teachers was conducted in a 

timely manner, in accordance with the negotiated contract, and aligned with the 

Massachusetts Education Reform Act. 

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: For the majority of time under review, the district did not have a system of 

evaluation that focused on accountability for administrators, programs, or district personnel. 

Interviewees described the district’s efforts with accountability as “disjointed” prior to the 

new administration with the exception of the district’s Title I program. However, under the 

new administration, in the past eighteen months, the district implemented a consolidated 

planning process that was focused on data-driven decision-making.   

The current administration’s philosophy was that staff evaluation was an on-going process. 

The superintendent met weekly with a six-member executive team whose two-pronged focus 

was literacy and numeracy. District administrators reported that the current superintendent 
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believed that self-evaluation was ongoing and that staff and district leaders should 

continually self-evaluate their own effectiveness. Interviewees also reported that the 

superintendent provided administrators the autonomy and the support to be effective leaders. 

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

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

in improved student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Prior to the current administration, interviewees reported that programs were not 

well structured, there was no continuity of process, and the system was best characterized as 

radically decentralized. However, the district was recently engaged in a two-to-three week 

planning process for special education that resulted in the addition of six special education 

teachers. Also, the district was in the process of aligning its elementary programs with its 

middle school programs. One district administrator reported that every school was actively 

involved in analyzing data, teachers were excited in the process, that standards were more 

apparent and present in classrooms, and students were able to relate the standards to their 

work. Curriculum committees, established to develop district-wide curricula in ELA and 

math, were in tact while working on new curriculum but have since been disbanded.  The 

district, however, was recruiting for curriculum committee members for grades PreK-12 to 

continue to develop curriculum for grades 6-12. The district was engaged in a recent 

initiative with Mass Insight involving Revere, Lynn, and New Bedford in a three-year 

program (Math Achievement Partnership) to develop the math content skills of elementary 

teachers. In a train-the-trainer model, the curriculum coaches, previously trained, and a 

cohort of 35 teachers would receive training this summer. 

3. 	 There is an ongoing process to: 

a. monitor; and 

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

programs. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

45 



Evidence: For the time under review, prior to the current administration, the district did little 

to monitor the quality and effectiveness of its curriculum and instructional programs. 

Previously, the district used the IOWA test data to determine the eligibility for summer 

school services. Recently, because that data was not used effectively, the district 

discontinued the use of the IOWA test. Under the new administration, the district used its 

analysis of MCAS math test scores, classroom observations, and verbal feedback from 

teachers to determine that some elementary teachers lacked the content area skills necessary 

to implement the newly created mathematics curriculum.  

In 2003, the district was engaged in an on-going process with Mass Insight to develop 

benchmark testing for grades K-5. Previously, the district contracted with IDEAL consultants 

to administer the Dynamic Indicator of Basic Early Literacy Skills. (DIBELS). In 2003, 

however, to help teachers feel more vested in the process and to focus their attention on 

discrete student progress, the district was providing training to its teachers in administering 

the DIBELS. 

District administrators reported that previously the district did not engage in any formal 

process to evaluate the quality, adequacy, and effectiveness of curriculum and instruction. 

However, in the near future, the effectiveness of the curriculum and instruction will be 

evaluated by assessment results. 

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

Massachusetts Education Reform Act. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The current superintendent reported that he had not conducted evaluations for 

administrators, in part because he believed that evaluations should be an ongoing process. 

Prior to the current superintendent’s arrival, administrators were evaluated on a regular basis.   
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5. 	The district’s evaluation procedure for teachers complies with the requirements of the 

Education Reform Act. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The evaluation process negotiated between the district and the district’s teachers 

required that teachers with professional status would be evaluated once every two years, and 

teachers with non-professional status would be evaluated once every year.  The components 

of the evaluation instrument contained the components required by the Massachusetts 

Education Reform Act. The district had approximately 709 teachers. While on-site, the EQA 

team reviewed 70 evaluations for both professional and non-professional status teachers, 

approximately 10%, and found of the sample evaluated, 7% (five of the seventy sampled) 

were not completed in a timely manner. 

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

scores to: 

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

strengths and weaknesses in curriculum and instruction; 

b. 	 set priorities for professional development; and 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Prior to the new administration, interviewees reported that the district did not 

engage in a coordinated, systemic process to evaluate student achievement. The district’s 

initiatives lacked focus and schools interpreted achievement data-based on the varied 

competency levels of building personnel.  In 2003, however, the district was actively 

engaged in the extensive use of data analysis that included specific training for the entire 

faculty in data interpretation, analysis, and usage. District administrators were also provided 

additional training, as were middle school leaders and curriculum coaches.   

For the majority of time under review, the district provided professional development that 

was ad hoc, not aligned with district or school improvement goals or state standards. 
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Interviewees described previous professional development as “disjointed” one-day 

workshops. In 2003, however, professional development had to be aligned with one of the 

four district goals and participants must disseminate the information to the district. 

For the majority of time under review, resources were allocated on an equitable per pupil 

basis but with no consideration to actual student needs.  Interviewees reported that in 2003, 

allocation of resources was determined by actual need as revealed by data. In effect, the 

district now allocated resources according to rationally determined student needs. 
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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 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

2 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

3 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

4 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
0 
1 

5 6 7 8 9 10 Total 

0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
0 1 1 N/A N/A N/A 3 
1 0 0 N/A N/A N/A 4 
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 5 
0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 
0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 

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

0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
0 1 0 N/A N/A N/A 2 
1 0 1 N/A N/A N/A 4 
0 0 0 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 Chicopee, although in 2003 the district had recently established a K-5 curriculum for ELA 

and math, there was no curriculum in place for the majority of time under review. 
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Indicators: 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the majority of time under review, the building principal was the sole 

curriculum leader in each building. A new initiative in September of 2003 added curriculum 

coaches in ELA and math in grades K-8 to provide support with resources, data analysis, 

training, and model lessons. Under the new initiative, principals were still the curriculum 

leaders in their buildings, but now the curriculum coaches supported them.  

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: For the majority of time under review, there was no district-level curriculum. 

Each individual school had its own curriculum and there was no expectation from the central 

office that there would be a district-wide curriculum. Beginning with the current school year, 

2003-2004, the district created a district-level curriculum in grades K-5 in ELA and math. 

Teachers had written copies of the new curriculum and curricula were posted on the district’s 

website, which was accessible to all stakeholders, including the community.   

Prior to the current curriculum initiative, curriculum training was addressed at the building 

level. Under the new initiative, representatives from the new textbook series trained teachers 

in the use of the curriculum. The entire elementary staff had three days of training in the new 

textbook series. In addition, the assistant superintendent for curriculum and accountability 

conducted training for the ELA and math coaches. 

Teachers were expected to use the newly created ELA and math curricula in planning and 

delivering instruction. Principals in each building monitor the implementation of curriculum 

by walkthroughs, observations and spot checks of lesson plans. 
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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: Poor 

Evidence: Prior to 2003, there was no coordinated effort at the district level to provide 

teachers with input into curriculum review and/or revision process.  However, based on an 

item analysis of the MCAS test, the district revised the new curriculum sequencing of the 

curriculum in both ELA and math to ensure sufficient coverage of items tested. Interviewees 

reported that the district was now focused on curriculum as an ongoing process and had 

planned a district-wide curriculum committee with representation across all levels, grades 

PreK-12. In addition, the district had voluntary discussion groups with curriculum coaches 

and grade level teachers. Curriculum coaches sent out quarterly newsletters, and there was a 

monthly, televised program with representatives from the district engaged in panel 

discussions and school-related issues. 

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: Prior to 2003, interviewees reported that the state curriculum frameworks were 

perceived to be the district’s curriculum. An assessment of the effectiveness of the district’s 

“curriculum” was not done at the district-level, but was done by some principals and teachers 

at some of the schools. However, the current administration was more focused on data and 

had set the expectation that curriculum was an ongoing process and would be informed by 

assessment data. Revisions to the newly created curriculum included some changes in 

sequence. At the time of the on-site visit, the district was in the process of disseminating the 

revisions to teachers and indicated that they would be posted on the website by January 2004.   
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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: Poor 

Evidence: The district had no systemic and horizontal instructional program articulation 

prior to 2003. The middle school and high schools met to discuss and coordinate sixth grade 

to twelfth grade instructional programs. This was not done at the elementary level. There was 

no coordination with the elementary level until this current school year. Prior to the current 

administration and the new initiatives undertaken there was no district curriculum. The 

curricula were the state standards. In 2003, the horizontal articulation was accomplished at 

the elementary and middle school levels by the curriculum coaches.  The department heads at 

the high school level handled the curriculum articulation. The administration was in the 

process of forming a PreK-12 curriculum committee. This committee was anticipated to be in 

place January 2004. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The elementary school had a minimum of 90 minutes of ELA and 60 minutes of 

math instruction per day. The middle school grade levels had a minimum of 45 minutes of 

math. Based on an analysis of the MCAS test results, the district was implementing a double 

period of math instruction at some of the middle schools, which increased the math 

instruction time to 90 minutes.    

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

subgroups. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: In Chicopee, the staffing levels were adequate during the period under review. In 

the district, smaller class sizes were a stated goal of the district in the later year under review. 

The maximum class size was determined by negotiated contracts between the teachers’ union 

and the school committee. The district leadership expressed a need for additional curriculum 

support at the district level, which included a goal of another person to focus on curriculum 

per school building. 

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 only began recently to use student achievement data to 

develop polices and curriculum modification. In Chicopee, instruction was increasingly 

informed by the analysis of data. 

• 	 During the period under review, the district gradually adopted the mission of training 

teachers in instructional practices that were more effective. 

Indicators: 

1. 	 The district has implemented instructional programs that: 

a. 	 are designed to meet the assessed needs of its students; and 

b. 	 include the practices, resources, and procedures needed to support the 


 instructional programs.


EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Modifications were made in time and learning in the area of math at the 

elementary and middle schools, while some training in data analysis had also taken place. In 

the district, there was an increased linkage between data analysis and modified instructional 
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strategies, which had strengthened instruction and instructional supervision. The elementary 

school teachers in Chicopee were trained in individual student assessment instruments. 

Since the assistant superintendent of instruction and accountability position was established 

in the 2003 school year, instruction was more directly and comprehensively monitored, 

especially in the middle and high schools. Special education teachers supplemented the core 

subject teams in the middle school when there were special education students being 

included in regular education classrooms. Other tutorial personnel were utilized as needed in 

these situations. Teacher coaching and mentoring programs were in place in the elementary 

and middle schools to support instruction.  

The current superintendent, along with his leadership team, developed a district improvement 

plan that was simple, but contained significant elements that focused on enhancing student 

achievement. In 2002 and 2003, data analysis became a fundamental practice in the district. 

Since that time, curriculum modifications and instructional strategies were now to a 

substantial extent driven by student assessment data. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Since 2002, curriculum development was a high priority with the new 

administration. In the past, curriculum development fell to individual teachers and school 

sites. Grades K-5 were strengthened by the addition of new math and ELA curriculum 

programs. Some of the strategies now utilized by the district were surveys, mentoring 

programs, focused professional development workshops and training, and the infusion of 

‘root cause’ analysis techniques. PowerPoint presentations were conducted for the school 
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committee and community regarding curriculum initiatives and program modifications. In 

the 2002-2003 school year, the community, through public presentations, was fully apprised 

of achievement data and the achievement trend lines of the district over a period of time. 

The current focus on data analysis and usage prompted teachers and supervisors to assess the 

actual achievement and performances in order to develop improved teaching strategies. Each 

school leader was charged and held accountable for the improvement of student achievement. 

School improvement councils turned away from perfunctory exercises, goal settings, and 

budget recommendations to active participation in the development of two-year cycles of 

school improvement. Elementary schools engaged parents as liaisons between the schools 

and communities for the purpose of encouraging higher level of student attendance and more 

effective parent participation in school life. The current superintendent initiated a new school 

format for new school committees that included a once a month presentation on curricula and 

instructional matters. Teachers, administrators, students, and parents participated in the 

presentations. In the past year, the district presented to the school community information 

through school and district newsletters, press releases, and community television programs. 

Parents were expected to engage in direct conferences with elementary school teachers as 

they were presented with the student’s report card. At the secondary level, parent and teacher 

conferences increased in frequency and scope. All school buildings were open for parent 

tours and visits at any time. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In the elementary schools, flexible instructional time was redeployed to increase 

time in ELA and math instruction for students in need. At the middle schools, all students 

were heterogeneously grouped in teams of core subject teachers. Students who were below 

grade level in math and ELA were scheduled for double class periods in those subjects. Title 

I and other tutorial assistance was routinely provided to those students. At the two high 
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schools, all Grade 9 students were similarly grouped. Time in math and ELA instruction also 

increased for high school students who were having difficulties. 

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

assignment or responsibility. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Ninety percent of the faculty members were certified in their areas of instruction 

and assignment. Ten percent were in various stages of acquiring certification. The central 

office administrator for personnel monitored each non-certified teacher’s specific progress 

towards certification. The College Board trained all Advanced Placement (AP) teachers at 

both high schools. 

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: In 2002 and 2003, school principals were given responsibility for interviews and 

recommendations for appointing teachers to their schools’ programs. The district’s 

evaluation documents reviewed by the EQA indicated that district’s procedures complied 

with state regulations and local policies in the implementation of teacher evaluations. The 

principals reported that they were fully supported in their efforts to redirect under-performing 

teachers who were of non-professional status. Site principals stated that the superintendent 

supported their decisions to retain or to release non-professional status teachers. 
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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): 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district’s student attendance policies and practices were 

insufficiently rigorous to promote high rates of student attendance. 

• 	 In the Chicopee Public Schools, there was a significantly low rate of attendance for Hispanic-

American students at all grade levels. The district did not have a specific policy to encourage 

high levels of attendance for that subgroup. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the teacher absence rates due to sick day usage were not excessive. The 

rate of personal day use as allowed by contract, however, was excessive and thereby 

presented troubles with the delivery of instruction. 

Indicators: 

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

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: In Chicopee, the school district policy now stipulated that 16 absences from 

school or from a particular secondary school level class would result in loss of credit for that 

class or those classes. The limit for semester courses was eight absences. The initial decisions 

regarding legitimacy of student absences were made by the attendance clerk at each high 

school and by other personnel at the middle and elementary schools. Students were able to 

appeal the credit forfeit to the district’s supervisor of attendance. The next level of appeal 

was to the principal. This policy and practice was informally known as a “seat time” policy.  

The school principals who were interviewed stated that this new policy and the attendant 

practices improved attendance at the middle and high schools. Attendance data were now 
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entered in the district’s student management computer program, which allowed analyses on 

daily and longer periods. The administrators reported that telephone contact with students’ 

parents was triggered by a daily review of data. Thus far this school year, all schools in the 

district had average attendance rates of over 92%. The district’s Hispanic-American 

population had a substantially below average rate of attendance. However, comparative data 

for attendance rates over several years were not available at the time of the EQA review. 

According to principals and central office administrators, the district’s collective bargaining 

agreement with the Chicopee Education Association allowed for a generous sick-leave 

allowance that was not exploited by the faculty. The contract provided for a “buy back” 

option for teachers and others who met the service requirements. The contract also allowed a 

generous policy of four “personal days” each school year. The interviewees agreed that this 

provision in the contract was highly problematic as these “personal days” were now used as 

an entitlement for teachers and other eligible personnel. However, the district had no data or 

documentation to highlight this problem in the district.  

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s supervisor of attendance reported that the district had a rate, during 

the last school year, of 16% transience among its student body. The interviewees were not 

able to explain if the figure included students both lost and gained during the school year. 

Individual schools, through guidance programs and administrative procedures, worked with 

incoming students during the school year to assist in appropriate scheduling and placement.  

The district’s administrators cited its dropout prevention practices rather than a fully 

articulated program or policy regarding dropout prevention. The district’s focus was on direct 

intervention with students who presented serious academic deficits and/or behavioral 
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problems. All elementary students who were assessed as below grade level achievement were 

provided ELA and math tutoring by Title I teachers or other tutors. This year, 

paraprofessionals were given professional development training in tutoring students in 

specific non-special and in special education programs. School and district administrators 

cited no specific program conducted by the district’s guidance counselors for the purposes of 

dropout prevention. In 2003, there was no district or secondary guidance department 

administrator, the absence of which was cited as a weakness in the management of student 

personnel. 

The two middle schools were fully organized into teaching teams composed of the four core 

area teachers, as well as special education faculty (as required by IEP’s) and Title I and other 

tutors (as needed). Students were heterogeneously assigned to teams and grouping for 

instruction within each team was as flexible as possible to allow for fluid movement from 

one instructional group to another in the four core subjects. At the high schools, all Grade 9 

students were organized in similar teams. In each of the middle and high schools, common 

planning time was scheduled for all core subject by the teachers of each team. The 

department heads and principals at the high schools monitored the planning efforts. Also, 

principals monitored the team functions at the middle schools. 

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: The two middle schools were organized into teaching teams composed of the 

teachers in the four core areas, as well as the special education faculty (as required by IEPs) 

and Title I and other tutors (as needed). Students were heterogeneously assigned to teams and 
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grouping for instruction within each team was flexible to allow for fluid movement from one 

instructional group to another in the four core subjects.  

The United States Department of Education’s Office of Civil Rights audited the Chicopee 

Public Schools during the fall of 2003 precipitating several issues: Hispanic-American 

students were improperly exempted from testing protocols; disciplinary suspensions from 

school were disproportionately high; school attendance rates were well below local norms; 

and the MCAS test scores had fallen below the state averages for Hispanic-American 

students. 

High school courses were grouped at three levels: Advanced Placement (AP), honors, and 

college preparatory. Quality points were assigned to each grouping level. No formal barriers 

existed to prevent any student from registering for any course level. Hispanic-American 

students were disproportionately under-enrolled in AP and honors classes. Approximately 

5% of students enrolled in AP classes were Hispanic-American. Guidance counselors, 

teachers and others increased their informal efforts to enroll qualified minority students in 

AP and honors classes. The relatively low level of academic preparation of many of the 

minority students sustained low enrollments in the most rigorous high school courses and 

grouping levels. 

In the next year school committee meetings included one monthly meeting that presented 

information regarding new or revised curricula at all levels of education. The meetings were 

televised and served to inform the public, as well as to encourage support for quality 

educational programming. Administrators and teachers, as well as students, participated by 

making presentations.  

District administrators referred to the changes in the district’s student exemption regulations, 

which facilitated proper interpretation among all administrators. The students who might 

have previously been placed in transitional bi-lingual education (TBE) classes for part to all 

of their academic work were now being placed in supported English immersion classes. All 
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of these students would participate in the MCAS testing. These students also received tutorial 

assistance in both MCAS test content areas and test taking skills. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: In Chicopee, new policies at the high schools allowed students who had not 

earned sufficient credits to remain with their classes and grade levels, while taking courses to 

make up for credit deficits. The high schools allowed a fifth year of enrollment known as a 

“fifth year senior.” 

School discipline codes were not uniform between the middle school and secondary high 

school. In 2003, the school was developing uniform codes that would be consistent between 

buildings. Discipline data revealed disproportionate levels of student achievement between 

minority and non-minority populations in Chicopee. Historically, special education students 

were disproportionately suspended from schools in Chicopee. Internal suspension programs 

were in place at the two middle schools and the two high schools. Each program required 

academic work to be provided by classroom teachers and monitored by internal suspension 

supervisors. In the 2002-2003 school year the district had four expulsions and two of these 

expulsions for the possession of weapons. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The student mobility figure for the district was a 16% loss of students per year.  It 

was not clear if this figure reflected a combination of incoming student and outgoing students 
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or merely outgoing students. Interviewees in the district were unable to clarify this question 

for the EQA. Individual schools counselors and administrators treated issues that arose from 

student mobility in a discreet fashion. 

6. 	The district has policies and practices that assign faculty to students and courses that 

maximize all faculty talents and skills and promote high levels of student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In the Chicopee Public Schools, at the two high schools, curriculum supervisors 

recommended to the principals the instructional assignments for the schools. All advanced 

placement courses were assigned to teachers trained in advanced placement teaching 

methods. 

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 years under review, there was no system-wide professional development plan.  

• 	 In Chicopee, the district’s professional development was uncoordinated and there was 

minimal student data analysis used when the school system was selecting professional 

development opportunities.  

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 
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c. other professional staff, including paraprofessionals and teacher assistants. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the majority of time under review, district administrators described 

professional development that was school-based and fragmented. Although a survey was 

used to determine professional development needs, workshops were often offered over and 

over from year to year. Furthermore, data were not used to determine professional 

development needs.  Within the past eighteen months, with the new administration, there was 

a concerted effort to determine professional development needs by using data. The district 

was focusing on literacy and numeracy, as indicated by interviewees. For example, the 

district examined assessment data and determined that its weakest area in curriculum was 

math. Subsequently, the district engaged in a new math initiative with Mass Insight to 

develop benchmark testing. The district was one of the hundred districts involved with the 

DOE in the consolidated grant process and chosen to develop a one-year professional 

development plan.  Data was used as an integral piece of this planning process. 

The district involved teachers and administrators in ‘root cause’ analysis training, which 

focused on staff and school leadership accountability for student performance. Although the 

contract negotiated between the district and its teachers specified that the district have a 

professional development committee, it was only initiated for the first time this year (August 

of 2003). In 2003, the assistant superintendent for curriculum and accountability met with the 

professional development committee to review and use data to determine priorities for 

professional development. The district accountability official was charged with providing 

training in the collection of data and its usage to inform the decision-making process. 

In 2003, the new superintendent presented a televised “State of the Schools” address monthly 

that focused on people and programs in the district. In addition, the district purchased Class 

Compass, a standards-based initiative instructional program for teachers. In the past, 

professional development training for paraprofessionals was minimum, but the district 

offered a professional development course for paraprofessionals in curriculum.  Further all of 

the district’s Title I paraprofessionals received training. 
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2. 	 The district updates its Professional Development Plan annually and sets forth a budget for 

professional development within the confines of the foundation budget. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district was involved in the consolidated grant process with the DOE and 

developed a one-year professional development plan. Initially, the building administrators 

approved individual professional development plans. The assistant superintendent for 

curriculum and accountability then reviewed and approved each individual plan for 

alignment with the district’s four goals. Budget allocations for the FY2000 indicated an 

allocation of $921,250.00 for professional development with an actual expenditure of 

$1,194,000. In FY2001, the district’s allocation was $975,250.00 and its actual expenditure 

was $1,1569,225. 

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 time under review, the district’s use of data analysis and 

evaluation results of programs and personnel was minimal. Prior analysis of student data was 

dependent on individual schools and individual capacity to analyze available data. 

Interviewees reported that in 2003, the analysis of student assessment drove the professional 

development needs of the district. The process of data analysis became more streamlined on 

the district level to collect, analyze and disseminate data to determine instruction and 

curriculum. The MCAS test results were reviewed to determine student skill needs, faculty 

instructional needs and program development. The faculty was trained in ‘root cause’ 

analysis and was using the process “to take instruction to the next level.”  There was both the 

expectation and a district-wide focus on the use of data to inform the decision-making 

process. 
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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: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: In the Chicopee Public Schools, the district’s professional development program 

included training in teaching the curriculum frameworks, participatory decision-making, 

community and parental involvement, and other skills required for the effective 

implementation of education reform. A parent liaison program was started this year in each 

building to encourage and facilitate involvement in school-sponsored activities. In addition, 

the citywide Parent Teacher Organization (PTO) conducted informal sessions on various 

topics pertinent to the school or district. 

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: Between 2000-2002, there was no district accommodation plan used by teachers 

to guide accommodations in the classroom for regular education students. Interviewees, 

however, reported that some teachers knew intuitively how to modify instruction and 

curriculum. In 2003, the Colorado DCAP model was being used as the current plan for the 

Chicopee Public Schools. Schools concentrated on student grouping, inclusion, and pullouts 

for students for diverse styles of learning, and provided tutors to support instruction.  Content 

teachers at the elementary, middle and high schools were provided with common preparatory 

time at a minimum of once a week. In the past, there were isolated incidents where data 

analysis was evident. Within the past eighteen months, there was district-wide awareness of 

the importance of student data analysis skills, and knowledge of curriculum content.  
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For the majority time under review, there was not a district-wide awareness of differentiated 

instruction. In 2003, however, the district’s new math and ELA programs contained a 

component for differentiated instruction.  

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: District administrators noted that for the majority of time under review, 

professional development for administrators and teachers was selected randomly and 

dependent upon the individual interests and convenience. This resulted in professional 

development that was school-based and not supportive of system-wide initiatives. Under the 

current administration, however, district administrators, principals, and teachers met to 

review the analysis of data and determine professional development priorities. Between 

2000-2002, all grade-level teachers attended the same workshops. In 2003, however, 

professional development was grade-level specific. Administrators from both the district and 

the building approved professional development requests to ensure alignment with district 

and school goals and teaching assignments. 

7. 	 The district’s Professional Development Plan is implemented to address and sustain the goals 

identified in the District Improvement Plan and individual School Improvement Plans. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Interviews with district administrators indicated that for the majority of time 

under review there was no connection between the district’s professional development plan 

and its district improvement plan or individual school improvement plans. Interviewees 

reported that the district used TestWiz, but the school system had difficulty using the 

program. 

In 2003, however, the system identified literacy and numeracy as the primary focuses of the 

district. Also, the district provided additional, extensive training in TestWiz and data analysis 
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for both teachers and administrators District interviewees reported that the district 

improvement plan was the driving force for the development of both individual school 

improvement plans and individual professional development plans. Further, interviewees 

reported that the current superintendent expected to see an alignment between and among all 

improvement plans and initiatives to ensure that the district improvement goals (improve 

student achievement and performance; provide clean, safe schools; increase parental and 

community involvement; and increase effectiveness and efficiency) were implemented 

systemically throughout the district. The strategy to accomplish this alignment was a four-

part process consisting of: clear measurable goals, strategies, key actions, persons 

responsible, goal indicators, resources, and timelines for implementation. 

67




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

 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 did not have a District Curriculum 

Accommodation Plan (DCAP). 

• 	 In the last year of the period under review, the district just began to conduct a rigorous 

analysis of student data to determine which academic support services would be offered.  

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: The EQA interviewed the director of Title I, the special education director, and 

the assistant superintendent for instruction and accountability related to student academic 

support services. Between 2000-2002, there was no evidence of a district DCAP in Chicopee, 

even after a search by the new administration. The new superintendent conducted a nation

wide search for a DCAP plan that could serve as template in Chicopee and was compatible 
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with the Commonwealth’s requirements. The Colorado DCAP template was recommended to 

the new superintendent. The state of Colorado’s template for a DCAP was examined by the 

EQA team along with the district improvement plans (DIPs). The new superintendent 

reported that this Colorado template would be adapted as the DCAP for the Chicopee Public 

Schools. This DCAP template will be integrated with the DIPs for each school in the district. 

He reported that this Colorado DCAP would help connect the Instructional Support Teams 

(ISTs), guide teachers to implement accommodations, and inform the necessary 

interventions. 

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: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under review (school years 2000-2003), no DCAP existed in the 

Chicopee Public Schools. 

3. 	 Components of the DCAP include the following: 

a. 	 direct and systematic instruction in reading; 

b. 	 provision of services to address the needs of students whose behavior may interfere with 

learning; 

c. provisions encouraging teacher mentoring and collaboration and parental involvement; 

and 

d. 	 assistance to classroom teachers, such as professional development, to help them analyze 

and accommodate the needs of students. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The district did not have a DCAP for the period under examination. The Chicopee 

Public Schools reported that the Colorado DCAP template served as the district’s interim 
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policy in 2003 and would remain as the interim policy until it could be fully adopted as the 

official DCAP. 

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: The district interviews indicated that the superintendent viewed analyzing student 

assessment data and meeting with entire the administrative team to discuss the analysis as 

one of his prime responsibilities. Principals then formally presented the analysis to the 

faculty at curriculum meetings. Teachers presented these analyses at faculty meetings. 

Interviews indicated that for the past 18 months, the district was more focused and engaged 

in collecting student assessment data and using it to inform the content and scope of 

academic services than it had between 2000-2002. After MCAS test scores were received, 

principals did an additional analysis using TestWiz and Excel and they shared the analysis 

with teachers. 

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: The district used the Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) in grades K-3 

and the Terra Nova in grades 1-8. The district selected the Terra Nova due to its similarity to 

the MCAS test and they thought that the results had been useful when analyzing open-ended 

response questions. Interviews indicated that in the past eighteen months, the district was 

more inclined to use assessments to determine and develop supplementary services and 

programs.  
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6. 	 Early intervention reading programs are provided at the primary level to ensure that by the 

end of Grade 3 students are reading at the Proficiency level on the MCAS test. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: During the period under examination, the district used Guided Reading, two-hour 

literacy blocks, and Reading Recovery. In addition, the district had reading specialists to 

assist classroom teachers. The district was continuing to raise its level of proficiency in 

reading, but the most recent MCAS Reading Test (2003) indicated that the district had 48% 

of its students score as ‘Proficient’, 42% in ‘Needs Improvement’, and 10% in 

‘Warning/Failing’. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In Chicopee, a revised Student Success Plan form was introduced to each school. 

The Chicopee district’s curriculum coaches adopted the form and plan from another western 

Massachusetts school district. During the period under review, the Individual Student 

Success Plans (ISSPs) were not consistently completed or used. The current initiative to 

properly employ ISSPs depended on site administrators for their effectiveness. 
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Domain D: Leadership and Governance

Satisfactory 

 Standards   Indicators  
Domain D - Leadership, Governance, 
& Organization 
S9 - Organizational Leadership:  Direction, 

Goal Setting, Policies & Planning 
Excellent 

1 

1 2 

0 1 
0 1 

3 4 

0 0 
1 1 

5 6 

0 0 
1 0 

7 8 

0 0 
0 N/A 

9 10 

N/A N/A 
N/A 5 

Total 

1 

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

S10 - Organizational & Human Resource 
0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 N/A N/A 2 

Excellent 
Management 

1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 N/A N/A 3 
Satisfactory 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 N/A N/A 5 
Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
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): 

• 	 From 2002-2003, in Chicopee, there was an identifiable shift in the decision-making process 

from a top down format to a more collaborative approach.   

• 	 In Chicopee, in the past eighteen months, new personnel positions were established based on 

the district’s priority to use data to inform improvements in student performance. 

• 	 In the recent years under examination, in Chicopee, the DIP evolved into a document that 

focused on academic achievement in the areas of ELA and math, utilized student assessment 
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data, focused on the district’s academic weaknesses, and facilitated improvements in the 

district’s programs. 

Indicators: 

1. 	 The district provides and maintains thorough, complete, and informative documentation on 

past and current initiatives, practices, policies, procedures, and achievements of the district 

and its students. This documentation is accessible and well organized. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the past eighteen months, under the current administration, there was 

evidence of substantial changes in polices, practices, and procedures in the Chicopee Public 

Schools. There was a restructured administration and a new organization chart for the 

district. For example, the reorganized, bi-monthly school committee meetings focused on 

business matters at one meeting and instructional matters at the other meeting. Staff 

reassignments included a new initiative called “Teachers on Special Assignment” that was 

created to provide classroom consultants from within the school district. A new district 

policy manual was being redrafted and new school handbooks outlined the fundamental 

procedures for governing the schools. 

The superintendent issued press releases and conducted semi-frequent press conferences. 

During the on site visit there was a press conference, which included the mayor in order to 

highlight the 2003 and 2004 MCAS test graduation rate. Monthly, there was a “State of the 

Schools” presentation on television at school committee meetings to highlight individual 

school improvements.  Monthly, the district produced a newsletter and the individual schools 

produced monthly newsletters. In addition, schools informed the parents of happenings 

through advisory councils and individualized school websites. There was a consistency of 

effort in public relations, but there was not a formalized public relations plan. The district 

presented samples of newsletters, reports, and minutes as evidence of its new approach to 

communicating the district’s goals to the community. 
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2. 	 The District Improvement Plan (DIP) incorporates the district’s vision and mission statement, 

and the analysis of student achievement data drives the development, implementation, and 

modification of educational programs, services, and practices. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: The District Improvement Plan was summarized in a graphic, which included the 

district mission, operating principles, goals, strategies, measurements, and essential 

outcomes. The new administration accepted the existing mission statement and established 

the additional goals at two retreats, led by a consultant along with school committee 

members. The district’s educational strategies and measurements were designed by the 

administrative team, which included central administration, principals, and curriculum 

directors. The strategies, measurements, and essential outcomes sections were all driven by 

analysis of student achievement data. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, the school improvement plans were clearly related to the 

district improvement plan. For example, every school improvement plan began with the 

district goal of “improving student learning and achievement.” There was a standard template 

for school improvement plans which resulted in consistent documentation across the district. 

A review of the plans showed far greater development in the grade K-8 school improvement 

plans than in the two high school plans. The high school principals acknowledged that they 

were in the process of re-drafting their respective plans. 

4. 	 District leaders monitor student achievement data throughout the year, considering the goals 

identified in the DIP and individual SIPs and implements programs, policies, and services 

that are most likely to result in improved student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: For the final year under examination, there were extensive charts and graphs in 

the central office and conference rooms outlining an analysis of annual MCAS test data. 

Individual schools were using the TestWiz software to identify specific school strengths and 

weaknesses in ELA and math. The assistant superintendent for instruction and accountability 

position was newly established in January 2003 to monitor student achievement. The 

superintendent established pilot schools, which focused on under-achievement. 

5. 	 All of the district’s administrators are appropriately certified in their area(s) of responsibility. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: All but two district administrators were certified/licensed. The interim business 

manager, a short-term assignment due to a vacancy, was not certified/licensed. The director 

of special education, newly selected for this position, was in the process of completing 

certification/licensure requirements. 

6. 	 The leadership reports annually to the school committee, staff, and community concerning 

the extent to which the implementation of the DIP and SIPs have or have not resulted in 

improved student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In Chicopee, at the bi-monthly school committee meetings that focused on 

instructional activities, the superintendent and assistant superintendent regularly reported on 

student achievement. At these meetings principals also presented “State of the Schools” 

reports. Annually, school improvement plans in Chicopee were presented to the school 

committee. The monthly district and school newsletters and website information served to 

inform parents and the community about the happenings in the district.  

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: Unsatisfactory 
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Evidence: The current superintendent was appointed eighteen months ago. The school 

committee had established a subcommittee to review evaluation processes and procedures. 

To date, no formal evaluation of the superintendent has been completed and there was little 

oversight and evaluation of the previous superintendent of schools, between 2000-2002.  

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: During the superintendent’s initial eighteen months employment period, the 

superintendent had not formally or in writing evaluated the school principals. Between, 

20002-2002, under the previous superintendent, there was also little evaluation of the 

performances of either district administrators or school principals. 

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, there was a notable re-organization of the district 

leadership, which resulted in new positions, new job descriptions for existing positions, a 

more clarified sense of district responsibilities, and an increased academic mission across the 

system. 

• 	 Since 2002, the new superintendent has worked to establish open, candid communications 

with the community, parents, and district stakeholders about the student achievement and 

educational mission of the school system. 
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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: Excellent 

Evidence: From 2002-2003, the superintendent organized a consultant-led two-day retreat 

with members of the school committee to initiate the vision statement and district 

improvement plan. Subsequent meetings, twice per month, with the central administration 

and building principals added the details to the district improvement plan in order to include 

goals, strategies, measurements, and essential outcomes.  Minutes of meetings were kept and 

a summary graphic document outlined the Chicopee Public Schools district improvement 

plan. 

2. 	 The superintendent delegates the educational and operational management of the schools to 

the building principals and program directors. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: Interviews with district administrators and building principals consistently 

highlighted the new administration’s emphasis on delegating educational and operational 

management to administrators. In particular, budget and personnel matters involved 

principals and program directors. In selecting personnel, the principals were the primary 

source of recommendations. When feasible, the interview and selection process included a 

team of teachers and administrators. Principals indicated strong support of a legal and 

advisory nature from central administration when dealing with non-renewals and 

terminations. The new administration’s budget process significantly increased administrative 

input into decision-making. The format was to discuss all major budget directions as a full 

group to maximize communication and attempt to build understanding and consensus. 

Building budgets included professional development resources to support the school 

improvement plans. Curriculum decisions that were fragmented among principals were now 

centralized through group decision-making.   
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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: The superintendent used the bi-monthly administrative meetings to review all 

proposed new and revised policies. The school committee used a system of providing two 

readings to allow public responses before policies were finally adopted.  The aforementioned 

development of the district improvement plan illustrated the collaborative style of policy 

development. However, there was no formal, written intra-district communication system in 

place. The district’s communication was reliant on regular meetings of the administrative 

staff. Communication to the faculty was dependent upon principals and program directors 

conveying information to their teachers and staff.  

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 current organizational chart represented significant changes initiated by the 

superintendent. New positions were created and new personnel staffed the established 

positions. For example, the new position of assistant superintendent for instruction and 

accountability was part of the reorganization as well as a new appointment to the director of 

special education position. The organizational chart accurately illustrated lines of authority. 

The actual inter-relationships between line and staff positions were enhanced by the regular 

administrative meeting and new organizational structure. The organizational changes were 

not complete and job descriptions were subject to ongoing revisions. 
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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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The assistant superintendent for personnel organized the hiring process. 

Applications and related documents were compiled in his office. Candidate pools were 

developed by position and by school. The principals and program directors organized the 

interview process and made recommendations for appointments. It was rare that the 

superintendent or central administration changed a recommendation. Final contract details 

were completed in the office of the assistant superintendent for personnel. Under the current 

administration there was an increased sense of fairness and openness.  In previous years 

under examination, there had been an informal preference for city residents in the hiring 

process. This led to an impression that residency rather than qualifications dictated the 

selection process. 

6. 	The district ensures that all personnel records are carefully compiled, maintained, and 

available to all appropriate faculty and staff. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: The assistant superintendent for personnel maintained all personnel records. A 

review of files illustrated detailed, comprehensive, and complete personnel files for each staff 

member. Teachers were required to provide current evidence of advanced credits and degrees 

and certification/licensure. Principals provided copies of any personnel actions to be placed 

in the files.  Files were available for review by staff as requested at the earliest possible time. 

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 Chicopee, in 2003, there was a mentor provided for every teacher new to the 

system. In 2003, the district initiated the use of recently retired teachers to serve as mentors 

in the district. Generally, however, this was not the case between 2000-2002.   
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8. 	The district routinely recognizes the accomplishments of its professional and support staff 

and has low rates of employee turnover, especially among qualified staff with professional 

status. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Since 2002, the district had a “Teacher of the Year” program.  Its success led to 

plans for a future “Teacher of the Month” program. There was recognition and rewards (a 

gift certificate from a private sector) for perfect teacher attendance, which paralleled the 

student recognition program. Higher performing teachers were recently selected as “teachers 

on special assignment” to assist in the overall development of programs. Informal exit 

interviews on personnel leaving the district were conducted, but data was not formally 

compiled. 
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Domain E: Business and Financial Management 

Standards   Indicators  
Domain E - Business & 
 Financial Management 
S11 - Budget Preparation & Development 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S12 - Financial & Capital Asset Management 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

1 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

2 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

3 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

4 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

5 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

6 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

7 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

8 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

9 10 Total 

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

0 0 0 
1 1 8 
0 0 2 
0 0 0 

Chicopee’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, Chicopee did not 

meet the state-mandated Net School Spending Requirement. For the period between FY1993 and 

FY2003, Chapter 70 Aid to Chicopee increased 110.5% (from $16,939,961 to $35,663,525). 

Chicopee’s Required Local Contribution increased 37.5% (from $16,844,847 to $23,168,041). 

For the period since the Education Reform Act, Chicopee received a total of $299,488,181 in 

Chapter 70 Aid and was required to raise locally $219,463,525. From 2000 to 2003, Chapter 70 

Aid was $136,973,123 and the Required Local Contribution was $89,779,475.  For the period 

between FY1993 and FY2003, Chicopee’s foundation enrollment increased 16.0% and its 

student headcount increased 6.3%. Between FY2000 and FY2003, its foundation enrollment 

increased 5.8% and its student headcount decreased 3.1%. 

Standard 11. BUDGET PREPARATION AND DEVELOPMENT: The district has a budget 

preparation and development process that ensures full consideration and effective use of 

available resources essential for district and school operations focused on student achievement. 

The school committee, superintendent, administrators, faculty, staff, parents, and members of the 

community meet their responsibility to ensure that the school budget and appropriation meet the 

educational and achievement needs of all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• Prior to 2003, there was little analysis of student performance data in budget decisions.  
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• 	 Prior to 2003, there was little connection between the budget and the District Improvement 

Plans (DIPs), the School Improvement Plans (SIPs), and actions plans. 

• 	 Since 2002, the district did significant cost and benefit analysis of its programs. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, due to significant change in the business office, the district’s budget 

office was not accurate or carefully compiled.  

Indicators: 

1. 	 There are clear, well-documented procedures for the development of the district’s budget to 

ensure input from all staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Prior to the current administration, there was little input from the principals and 

all other staff in the budget process. The budget was developed at the district administration 

level between the superintendent and business manager. There was no systematic method for 

soliciting information regarding budget requests and needs from the stakeholders. The 

administration used two documents to gather maintenance and personnel information. The 

new administration changed the method of developing the budget. The principals were now 

involved in building the budget. Several meetings were held between the principals and the 

superintendent to build the budget. The superintendent presented the budget in the form of 

two PowerPoint presentations to the school committee and the principals.   

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: Student performance data was not used in budget decisions until the 2003-2004 

school year. Budget decisions were based on funds available via the state aid and the local 

contribution. Student data was used in formulating the budget. School budgets were 

determined by a per pupil cost allocation.  
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3. 	The district’s budget process is clear and well -documented and integrates district and school 

improvement plans, long-term goals, and action plans. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: A review of the district’s documentation and the EQA interviews revealed that 

there was no documented or visible relationship between the school improvement plans, 

long-term goals, district action plans, and the budget process. 

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: Before 2003, there was no analysis of student achievement data done system-

wide, therefore, the allocation of resources was done solely on a per pupil cost basis.  In 

2003, the district administration changed to a data-driven, decision-making model for the 

allocation of its financial resources. The superintendent allocated the resources and personnel 

based on the achievement of the schools on the MCAS test and other student data analysis.   

5. 	 The district, as part of its budget process, implements a review process to determine the cost 

effectiveness of all of its programs, initiatives, and activities. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In the Chicopee Public Schools, the district undertook several cost analyses of its 

programs, initiatives, and activities beginning with the 2003-2004 budget. The district re

organized the pre-school program and increased the pre-school tuitions. The alternative 

school program was moved from its old location to a building that was no longer needed due 

to restructuring in the district. This saved the district money on the lease of the old building. 

They analyzed the district transportation program and changed it to a three-tier transportation 

system with a savings of approximately $197,000. The district opened up the schools to 

School Choice programs allocating 271 available positions district-wide. The cost 

effectiveness of the school lunch program was analyzed and the fees were raised. The district 

was also more aggressive in accounting for FRL/Y students.   
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6. 	 The district’s budget document is clear, complete, current, and understandable and provides 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s budget for FY2003 ended with a surplus of approximately $92,000. 

The accuracy of the budgets between 2000-2003 was questioned by the current 

administration. Therefore, the superintendent directed the acting business manager to conduct 

a line-by-line analysis of the budget to determine any surplus or deficit that might have 

existed for FY2004. Once completed it was determined that the district had a net surplus that 

would be used to address unfunded liabilities both known and projected. 

7. 	The budget and district’s expenditures are adequate to provide for appropriate levels of 

staffing, professional development, materials, supplies, and equipment. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district had to freeze the budget from time-to-time in previous fiscal years, 

including the spring of 2003. The FY2003 books and supplies accounts for each school were 

cut by approximately 40%. These cuts were not restored in FY2004.   

8. 	 The community provides sufficient financial resources to ensure an educational program of 

quality, as evidenced by a sufficient district revenue levy. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The City of Chicopee had always funded the school at the required minimum 

local contribution. The City allowed the school department to access the Medicaid revenues 

that were collected. In FY2004 as of September 12, 2003 the City contributed $438,094 of 

Medicaid receipts to school-related projects. In FY2003, $837,222 was used for school 

related expenses. In FY2002, $1,434,181 of Medicaid receipts was used for school-related 

expenses. In FY2001, $271,500 was used for school-related expenses. The City had also 

issued $8.4 million in bonds for capital improvements to the schools. 
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9. 	Financial and audit reports are prepared and submitted in a timely manner to appropriate 

agencies. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Financial and audit reports were submitted in a timely manner to the appropriate 

local, state, and federal agencies. The City used Thomas J. Scanlon as their independent 

auditor. The necessary and required grant reports were submitted to the state by the 

respective deadlines. 

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 budget appropriation were not usually done as a result of 

analyzing student data. The budget transfers were usually done quarterly unless it was an 

emergency. The school committee policy guides the actions of budget transfers. The policy 

manual was not current regarding changes in budget appropriations. 

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): 

• 	 Since 2003, reports of the district’s finances, which included details of all fund balances, 

were presented to the school committee on a monthly basis.   

• 	 In Chicopee, the City and the district were using two different accounting systems, which led 

to a duplication of efforts and other inefficiencies. 
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• 	 The City of Chicopee provided significant funding for capital improvements for the schools, 

but funded education in the city at the minimum required by the state.  

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 policies were clear regarding budget expenditures and 

transfers. The budget transfers were presented to the school committee on a monthly basis. 

The department head requesting the transfer provided the rationale for every transfer. 

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

and the public. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Monthly financial reports were provided to the school committee and the public at 

the school committee meetings in the “Statement of Accounts” report from the IMG 

Financial accounting system. These reports provided budget information for the general fund 

budget, all revolving accounts, and federal and state grants. 

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

accurate manner. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, all grant reports were filed with the appropriate agencies. 

However, the End-of-Year Pupil and Financial Report was filed on December 12, 2003.  This 

was the deadline given to the districts by the state that did not file by the required date of 

September 30, 2003. 
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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: The Chicopee School System used the IMG System for financial accounting 

purposes. The City’s finance department used MUNIS. The schools and the City were in the 

process of implementing a financial import and export function for financial purposes. 

Within the school district, principals and administrators did not have access to the system. 

They were given monthly reports regarding their respective budgets. 

5. 	 The district reviews student achievement data and the reviews are reflected in its financial 

decisions. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Prior to the 2003-2004 school year, no review or analysis of student achievement 

data was used in the financial decisions of the school district. However, during 2003 the new 

administration made significant efforts to have the district use student assessment data when 

making financial decisions.  

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 current interim school business manager was not certified. The business 

manager for 2002-2003 was also not certified. The business manager from 2000-2002 was 

certified. School bids were not coordinated in the district through one central administrator. 

The two primary departments that solicited bids were the maintenance department and the 
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technology department. They each wrote their own bid specifications, which were then sent 

to the City’s purchasing agent where they were reviewed for compliance with state bidding 

laws. All bids were reviewed and awarded by the City’s purchasing agent. The school 

committee voted to accept bid recommendations from the purchasing department. The City 

used Thomas Scanlon as their independent auditor. After the completion of each audit the 

City department heads, including the superintendent, attended the exit meeting with the 

auditor. At this time the management letter was reviewed. Whenever there was a school-

related finding, the superintendent delegated the resolution of this finding to the department 

head responsible within the school district. In the FY2002 audit there were no school-related 

findings. The FY2003 audit had not been completed as of the time of the EQA team visit. 

7. 	 The district uses reliable forecast mechanisms and control procedures to ensure that spending 

is within fiscal budget limits. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The interim business manager was directed by the superintendent to do a line-item 

analysis for the FY2004 budget. Upon completion of this analysis a surplus was discovered 

in excess of $1.5 million. The non-salary line expense accounts were analyzed in the same 

manner. Approximately four times per year the district did a salary analysis to determine the 

changes in funds needed. The special education director analyzed the special education 

tuitioning. 
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8. 	 The district has a system in place to: 

a. 	 ensure that that state bidding laws are followed; 

b. 	 monitor special revenue funds, revolving accounts, and fee structures related to them to 

ensure that they are well-managed and efficiently used; 

c. 	 monitor and track instructional assets such as texts, materials, supplies, and equipment to 

ensure efficient and maximum utilization; and 

d. 	 track its assets in accordance with GASB No.34. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, all procurement issues were handled by the City’s 

purchasing agent who ensured all bidding laws were followed. The revolving accounts 

(school lunch, athletics, special education students tuitioned-in, telecommunications, school 

choice and the evening School) did not provide budgets.  These programs were monitored in 

the same manner as the school budget as individual programs. All assets were monitored and 

tracked in accordance with GASB No. 34. The City was commended in its FY2002 audit for 

being in full compliance. 

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: There was no formal preventive maintenance program within the district. The 

director of facilities assigned custodians and other maintenance staff to specific projects. The 

custodians had daily work assignments regarding the cleaning and maintenance of the 

buildings and grounds. The City committed to two new high school building projects and an 

$8.4 million capital improvement bond for the roof repairs to all schools. The City also used 

the Medicaid funds for technological infrastructure upgrade and other capital needs. There 

was no specific long-term capital plan. 
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10. Educational and program facilities are of adequate size, clean, safe, well-lit, well 

maintained, and conducive to promoting the learning process. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Overall, the buildings were of adequate size, clean, safe, well lit, well maintained, 

and conducive to learning. However there were instances where individualized instructional 

services for speech and language instruction were being held in renovated closets. Other 

counseling services were also held in inadequate space and some classrooms were crowded. 
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Appendix A: Proficiency Index 

The Proficiency Index is a metric used to measure and compare all schools and school districts 

regarding their performance on each of the MCAS tests. There are three indices:  The Average 

Proficiency Index (API), the English Language Arts Proficiency Index (EPI) and the Math 

Proficiency Index (MPI). The index is developed as follows: 

The Proficiency Index is a measure of the level of achievement a district, school, grade, or 

subgroup has made in relation to the proficiency achievement level on the annual MCAS test. The 

Proficiency Index is calculated as follows: 

Percentage of students scoring 200-208 on test       x 0 = A 

Percentage of students scoring 210-218 on test        x 25 = B 

Percentage of students scoring 220-228 on test        x 50 = C 

Percentage of students scoring 230-238 on test        x 75 = D 

Percentage of students scoring 240 or more on test  x 100 = E 


The Proficiency Index (PI) equals the sum of  A + B + C + D + E = PI 

Example: The Governor Ambrose High School had the following results for the 2001 MCAS 
test: 

12% of all students scored 200-208; therefore, 12% x 0 = 0 
15% of all students scored 210-218; therefore, 15% x 25 = 3.75 
21% of all students scored 220-228; therefore,  21% x 50 = 10.5 
34% of all students scored 230-238; therefore, 34% x 75 = 25.5 

            18% of all students scored 240 or more; therefore, 18%  x 100 = 18.0 

The Proficiency Index is calculated by adding:  0 + 3.75 + 10.5 + 25.5 + 18 = 57.75 

     The Proficiency Index for the Governor Ambrose High would be:  57.75 
     The MPI would use the same calculation for all students taking the math exam. 
     The EPI would use the same calculation for all students taking the ELA exam. 

The 100 point Proficiency Index is divided into six Proficiency Categories as follows: 90-100 is 

‘Very High’ (VH), 80-89.9 is ‘High’ (H), 70-79.9 is ‘Moderate’ (M), 60-69.9 is ‘Low’ (L), 40-

59.9 is ‘Very Low’ (VL), and 0-39.9 is ‘Critically Low’ (CL). 
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Appendix B: Chicopee Chapter 70 Funding and Net School Spending FY1993-2003 

Foundation Pct Foundation Pct Required Pct Chapter 70 Pct Required Pct Actual Dollars Pct 

Enrollment Chg Budget Chg Local Chg Aid Chg Net School Chg Net School Over/Under Over/ 
FY 

         Contribution       Spending(NSS)   Spending Requirement Under 

FY93 6,722  39,603,247  16,844,847  16,939,961  33,784,808  33,784,808 0 0

FY94 6,786 1 40,007,347 1 17,689,514 5 18,092,936 6.8 35,782,450 5.9 35,970,456 188,006 0.5

FY95 6,954 2.5 42,145,107 5.3 17,738,165 0.3 20,317,034 12.3 38,055,199 6.4 39,307,635 1,252,436 3.3

FY96 7,244 4.2 44,371,742 5.3 18,215,883 2.7 22,534,906 10.9 40,750,789 7.1 40,473,444 -277,345 -0.7

FY97 7,465 3.1 46,973,859 5.9 18,893,514 3.7 25,727,666 14.2 44,621,180 9.5 44,705,342 84,162 0.2

FY98 7,458 -0.1 48,702,945 3.7 19,831,101 5 27,623,444 7.4 47,454,545 6.3 47,336,257 -118,288 -0.2

FY99 7,690 3.1 52,339,147 7.5 20,471,026 3.2 31,279,111 13.2 51,750,137 9.1 51,742,045 -8,092 0

FY00 7,370 -4.2 49,791,841 -4.9 21,337,761 4.2 32,384,611 3.5 53,722,372 3.8 53,604,809 -117,563 -0.2

FY01 7,802 5.9 53,554,471 7.6 22,202,302 4.1 33,749,961 4.2 55,952,263 4.2 55,711,594 -240,669 -0.4

FY02 7,778 -0.3 56,290,101 5.1 23,071,371 3.9 35,175,026 4.2 58,246,397 4.1 58,321,331 74,934 0.1

FY03 7,799 0.3 58,831,566 4.5 23,168,041 0.4 35,663,525 1.4 58,831,566 1 58,086,742* -744,824 -1.3
  

Chapter 
70 Aid as           

FY Dollars per Foundation Enrollment   Percentage of Foundation 

Pct of 
Actual 
NSS           

  Fnd Budget Ch 70
Aid

Actual NSS   Ch 70 Required
NSS

Actual NSS  
          

FY93 5,892 2,520 5,026   42.8 85.3 85.3 50.1           
FY94 5,896 2,666 5,301   45.2 89.4 89.9 50.3           
FY95 6,061 2,922 5,653   48.2 90.3 93.3 51.7           
FY96 6,125 3,111 5,587   50.8 91.8 91.2 55.7           
FY97 6,293 3,446 5,989   54.8 95 95.2 57.5           
FY98 6,530 3,704 6,347   56.7 97.4 97.2 58.4           
FY99 6,806 4,068 6,728   59.8 98.9 98.9 60.5           
FY00 6,756 4,394 7,273   65 107.9 107.7 60.4           
FY01 6,864 4,326 7,141   63 104.5 104 60.6           
FY02 7,237 4,522 7,498   62.5 103.5 103.6 60.3           
FY03 7,543 4,573 7,448   60.6 100 98.7 61.4           

 


