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Executive Summary 

The South Middlesex Regional Vocational Technical School/ Joseph P. Keefe Technical 

School was examined by the Office of Educational Quality and Accountability (EQA) in 

early January of 2003. From 1998-2002, it has been one of the lowest performing 

regional vocational-technical schools in the Commonwealth.  The following provides a 

summary of the findings of the examination. 

Keefe Technical vs. Other Vocational Schools in Massachusetts: 

• 	 The aggregate of students at Keefe scored lower than the aggregate of the State’s 
vocational students. 

• 	 White students at Keefe scored lower than the State’s White vocational students.  
• 	 Regular education students at Keefe scored lower than Regular education students 

in the State. 
• 	 Special education students at Keefe scored lower than the State’s special 

education students in vocational schools. 
• 	 Free and Reduced Lunch Program (FRL/Y) students at Keefe scored lower than 

the State’s FRL/Y students at vocational schools.   

Keefe Technical’s totals vs. Keefe Technical’s subgroups: 

• 	 Special education students at Keefe scored lower than all other subgroups at 
Keefe except students who participate in Free and Reduced Lunch Programs 
(FRL/Y). 

• 	 FRL/Y students at Keefe scored lower than all other subgroups at Keefe. 

Proficiency/Achievement: 

• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, 85% of the students at Keefe scored in the ‘Needs 
Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. This figure was 7.5% points 
above the State average percentages for vocational-technical schools in 
Massachusetts. 

• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, in ELA, 78.1% of the students and, in math, 91.5% of 
the students at Keefe scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ 
categories. These figures were 6.3% points in ELA and 6.6% points in math 
above the State average percentages for vocational-technical school in 
Massachusetts. 

• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, according to the PI, Keefe was the second lowest 
performing vocational-technical school in the State. The district’s Composite PI 
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was 12.1 PI points below the State’s average PI for vocational-technical schools 
in Massachusetts. 

• 	 As of the December MCAS retest, 65% of the Keefe Class of 2003 had attained a 
competency determination as compared to 90% of students in the State. 

• 	 As of the December 2002 MCAS retest, 55% of the Keefe Class of 2004 had 
attained a competency determination as compared to 84% of students in the State. 

Equity of Achievement/Proficiency: 

• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, 79.6% of the regular education and 90.6% of the special 
education students at Keefe scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 
‘Warning/Failing’ categories. These figures were 5% points above and 0.2% 
points below the State’s average percentages for these subgroups among 
vocational-technical schools in the State. However, Keefe’s special education 
students scored 13.4% points higher in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category than the 
State’s special education students at vocational-technical schools. This finding 
was of particular concern since Keefe has a special education population that is 
approximately 20% larger than the special education population in vocation-
technical schools in Massachusetts. 

• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, 82% of the FRL/Y students at Keefe scored in the 
‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. This figure was 5.8% 
points above the State average for FRL/Y student in vocational-technical schools 
in Massachusetts. 

• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, males, special education, and FRL/Y students at Keefe 
scored between 0.5 PI and 9.9 PI below the district average PI.   

Improvement: 

• 	 Between 1999-2002, on the MCAS test, Keefe has experienced an 11.3% point 
reduction in the percentage of students scoring in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 
‘Warning/Failing’ categories. However, during this same period of time, Keefe 
fell from the fourth to the second lowest performing vocational-technical school 
in Massachusetts in terms of the Composite PI. 

Equity of Improvement: 

• 	 Between 2000-2002, Keefe’s aggregate student achievement figures, and result 
for regular education, special education, and White students’ all improved by 
between 10.5 points and 15.7 PI points, but FRL/Y students improved by only 1.5 
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PI points. This finding was of particular concern since Keefe’s FRL/Y population 
is approximately 6.4% larger than the State average for FRL/Y students in school 
districts in Massachusetts. 

Participation and Access: 

• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, Keefe’s student test participation rates in ELA and math 
were 87.1% and 91.5%, respectively. These figures are 7.9% and 3.5%, 
respectively, below the Federal No Child Left Behind standards for test 
participation. This Federal standard will begin to apply to school districts in 
Massachusetts in the spring 2003 administration of the MCAS test. 

Summary of Preliminary Findings by Domain: 

Assessment and Evaluation 

• 	 The district did not have a clear, comprehensive testing plan. Currently, the 
students take the Stanford test in reading and math upon entering the school as 
freshmen. 

• 	 Data usage varies from department to department, and the expectation of the 
superintendent was that the lead teachers will analyze the scores for their areas 
and then share them with the teachers in their individual department. Data were 
used in some cases to make revisions to the curriculum or make changes in 
instructional methodology. 

• 	 Results of standardized tests and classroom teacher assessments were used 
primarily for initial placement in the academic courses.  Data were used 
inconsistently to improve academic curriculum and instruction.  However, data 
were used more extensively in the vocational areas. Most of the district’s attention 
was focused on the scores of each individual student. 

• 	 There was no evidence that the district engages in a systematic evaluation process 
at all levels that coordinates student assessment data and program and personnel 
performance evaluation results. 

• 	 The usages of evaluation data were not coordinated. There was insufficient 
evidence to determine that the data from either program evaluations or staff 
evaluations, if collected at all, was used to inform change in academic areas. 
However, program data were used to make some changes in the vocational areas. 

• 	 The district reviews both MCAS test data and placement information as well as 
other test data. It was not clear, however, the degree to which this information 
really informs practice.  
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• 	 According to EQA interviews, Keefe’s formal personnel evaluation system was 
not considered by the administration as a useful process to monitor the quality and 
effectiveness of curriculum and instruction. 

Curriculum and Instruction: 

• 	 The district curriculum guides varied widely in content and quality.  

• 	 A majority of the teachers have been teaching at Keefe Technical for some time 
and were familiar with the district’s curriculum and State curriculum frameworks. 
Furthermore, most teachers have been involved to some degree in the review and 
revision of the district’s curriculum. As a result, teachers relied on their prior 
knowledge of the curriculum when planning and teaching lessons. During the 
years under examination, the EQA found that the faculty continued to plan and 
teach according to past curricula rather than revised ones. 

• 	 The lack of shared planning time limited communication and articulation of 
curriculum within departments and throughout the district. 

• 	 The model used for planning professional development relied solely on self-
reported data. The use of teacher surveys to plan professional development might 
not necessarily identify what was needed in order to improve student 
achievement. 

• 	 The district used teacher surveys to plan professional development, but did not 
consider the needs of students, because it did not do such planning on the basis of 
student achievement data. 

Student Academic and Support Services: 

• 	 The district provides support services for students performing below grade level. 
These students were identified using the results of assessments but the analysis of 
these results did not determine the content and scope of the services. 

• 	 The district support’s services were not well staffed at all levels to address the 
needs of under-performing students. 

• 	 The district had policies, procedures, and programs for attendance, absenteeism, 
mobility, retention, dropout, codes of conduct, and school safety practices. 
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• 	 The codes of conduct and school safety rules were reviewed with students and 
with parents but only with parents at the Grade 10 orientation. The staff talked 
with students about the importance of regular attendance.   

Leadership and Governance: 

• 	 The district’s Statement of Philosophy/Vision reflected the central purpose of 
providing quality technical training, integrated curriculum, development of 
employment skills, well disciplined environment, respect for diversity, value of 
professional development, responsibility of parents, and the need for well 
maintained physical resources.  

• 	 The vision was effectively communicated to all stakeholders and implemented in 
all district and school planning. 

• 	 The district had a clear vision that was delineated in the Statement of Philosophy 
and reflected community values and student needs including: marketable and 
societal skills, disciplined environment, respect for diversity, business 
involvement, parental responsibility, and community resource.   

• 	 The weekly administrative meetings provided both an opportunity for ensuring 
administrative coherency and an informational exchange. 

• 	 The organizational chart indicated the administrative structure and lines of 
responsibility but is unclear on levels of authority.   

• 	 A differentiation of administrative authority exists in that the administrator of 
vocational studies was an assistant superintendent/director, and the administrator 
of academic studies was a curriculum coordinator. 

• 	 In the area of district improvement planning, there was little formal accountability 
of the superintendent beyond the budget process. In particular, the 
superintendent’s evaluation had no clear linkage between district improvement 
planning and performance review. 

Business and Finance: 

• 	 There was evidence of procedures for the development of the district budget to 
ensure input from all staff. The process was clear and meaningful. 

• 	 The district exceeded required Net School Spending. Chapter 70 Aid, as a 
percentage of actual Net School Spending, averaged less than 25%. 
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• 	 There is no evidence of a direct connection between budget decisions and a 
systematic analysis of student performance data.  

• 	 The School Improvement Plan states goals, however, there was little specificity 
and no evidence of student data used in the plan. 

• 	 There was no evidence that the district allocates its resources to accomplish 
targeted initiatives and objectives to improve student achievement. 

• 	 The budget document was clear, complete, and understandable. It provides 
complete information on fund source as well as previous history and trends. 

• 	 A review of the district’s documents and subsequent interviews determined that 
there was evidence of a clear administrative procedure, which sets forth a clear 
process and expectation regarding the expenditure, transfer, and investment of 
funds within the district budget and the expenditure of any district funds. 

• 	 A review of the district’s documents determined that that regular, timely, and 
complete financial reports and statements were made to the school committee and 
financial managers.  

• 	 A review of the district’s documents and subsequent interviews determined that 
required local, State, and Federal financial reports and statements were filed in a 
timely but inaccurate manner. 

• 	 The district had efficient accounting technology that allows all personnel who 
have responsibility for budget management to be able to view financial 
information on-line and regularly, by account or vendor, track spending against 
the budget. 

• 	 There was evidence that the district used reliable forecast mechanisms and control 
procedures to ensure spending was within fiscal budget limits. 
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Part I: Overview of the EQA Review Process and the District 

On January 6-10, 2003, the EQA conducted an independent examination of the Joseph P. 

Keefe Technical School/South Middlesex Regional Vocational Technical School District 

(SMRVT) for the period between 1999-2002. This examination applied the standards 

related to the EQA’s five major domains of inquiry, which include: A, Assessment and 

Evaluation; B, Curriculum and Instruction; C, Student Academic Support Services; D, 

Leadership and Governance; and E, Business and Financial Management. The EQA’s 

examination process for school districts involves two tiers of investigation and utilizes 

ten standards. The basis of this report was the result of the source documents, 

correspondence sent prior to the on-site visit, interviews with the district leadership team, 

and additional documents submitted while in the district. The report did not include 

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

The impact of the Massachusetts Education Reform Act of 1993 and the provisions of the 

Federal Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) reauthorization, as embodied 

in the No Child Left Behind legislation of 2001, have continued to transform vocational-

technical high schools in the Commonwealth. In 1906, Massachusetts was the first state 

to publicly fund industrial education and become the model for other states and the 

blueprint to provide Federal funds through the Smith-Hughes Act of 1917. The early 

mission contained an economic and social component to address the need for a skilled 

workforce to meet the demands of the Industrial Revolution and increase the single digit 

graduation rate from classical education high schools. Legislation from 1963-1984 

reinforced the focus on preparation for high-skilled jobs; added access for the 

handicapped, at-risk, and adult populations; addressed gender bias in the workplace, and 

stipulated a closer alignment with general education to enhance post-secondary 

opportunities. The 1990s emphasized the integration of academic and vocational skills 

necessary for the new workplace, articulation between secondary and post-secondary 

education, closer links between schools and work, and program assessment and 

accountability to raise the level of academic and technical performance. 
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Both the first-generation of industrial trade schools and the second-generation vocational-

technical schools are structured and characterized by their distinctive use of project-based 

instructional methodology, real-world curriculum, and industry standard facilities and 

equipment. Time on task is a critical factor in acquiring technical skills and knowledge, 

but the Massachusetts Education Reform Act of 1993 shifted the emphasis away from a 

time-based approach to a more outcome-oriented approach. The Certificate of 

Occupational Proficiency (COP) and industry credentialing are currently under 

development to implement this strategy. The first and second-generation schools differ 

greatly in their approach to developing the core academic skills. Currently, vocational-

technical schools’ mission is to educate and prepare students for gainful employment and 

continuing education. This education would mean post-secondary as well as job-based 

learning programs. This implies that the scope and rigor of academic courses offered 

must match those of traditional academic high schools. The organization and scheduling 

required to achieve both outcomes is clearly challenging and can be highly inconsistent.  

Additionally, the student composition of vocational-technical schools has differed from 

that of academic schools in several important ways. First, vocational-technical students 

tend to be more focused on career preparation, seek relevancy in their course of study, 

and are more likely to be experiential learners with strengths in visual and kinesthetic 

approaches to learning.  As a result of teaching styles and strategies employed at middle 

schools, these ‘hands-on’ learners enter vocational programs appearing less academically 

successful or more ill prepared. Second, because of legislative mandates to serve special 

populations and the societal bias and perception that an occupational-preparatory 

curriculum is less demanding than a college-preparatory curriculum, vocational-technical 

schools have, on average, at least, twice the special needs student population as found in 

academic high schools. 

Given the dual mission, distinctive structure, and population traits of vocational-technical 

high schools, the impact of academic standards-based and performance-based graduation 

requirements has been significant. The highest performing vocational-technical high 

schools are considered ‘Low Performing’ when measured by the recently developed 

MCAS test proficiency index. 
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The challenges for the leadership of vocational-technical high schools and regional 

districts are in addressing organizational mission, structure, and institutional culture while 

managing curriculum alignment, the integration of skills and knowledge, student support 

services, professional development, evaluation, accountability, gathering political 

agreement and support, and maintaining fiscal stability. A new generation of “career and 

technical education” students entering these programs with better academic preparation 

and skills will assist administrators in addressing these changes. The task for effective 

leadership will be to orchestrate the institutional changes needed to make these schools 

and their students more successful. 

Keefe Technical is located in Framingham in southern Middlesex County and has five 

member communities, which include Ashland, Framingham, Holliston, Hopkinton, and 

Natick. In these five communities, education, healthcare, and social services are the 

largest sources of employment followed by retail trade and manufacturing. According to 

the 2000 U.S. Census, Keefe’s five member communities have a combined population of 

140,901 people and an average median family income of $83,635, while the median 

family income in Massachusetts is $61,664. Keefe Technical has a 16-person school 

committee comprised of the member communities. According to Massachusetts 

Department of Education (DOE) figures, Keefe Technical has one school that serves 

Grades 9-13. The most recent DOE figures indicate that there were 760 total students 

enrolled in the district in FY2002. Also, according to recent Massachusetts DOE data, the 

demographic/subgroup composition in Keefe Technical is: White, 66.4%; African-

American, 6.1%; Hispanic-American, 26.3%; Asian-American, 1.2%; Limited English 

Proficiency (LEP), 11.2%; Free or Reduced Lunch (FRL/Y), 31.1%; and Special 

Education (SPED), 38.9%. 

This report finds Keefe Technical to be a critically low performing school district marked 

by significantly below average student achievement on standardized tests. Since 1999, 

Keefe Technical has demonstrated some improvement in its Massachusetts 
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Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS) test scores, but in the 2002 administration 

of the MCAS test, 85% of its students scored below standard on the test. 

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

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

Keefe’s MCAS test results (1999-2002) 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 determine the extent to which the district’s students performed relative to the 

five essential questions above, the EQA team analyzed the district’s student responses on 

MCAS for all students in Grades 8 (pre-entrance to Keefe) and 10 between 1999-2002. 

The EQA analyzed the MCAS student performance data disaggregated by grade levels 

and by content area (i.e., ELA and math). MCAS student performance data was further 

disaggregated by student status (i.e., regular education, SPED, LEP, and race/ethnicity) 

and by school. A final review included scores disaggregated by student performance 

levels. 
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Due to the fact that all regional vocational-technical schools in the Commonwealth are 

Grades 9-12 and have no clearly articulated “feeder” schools or programs, a special level 

of analysis was developed to consider the impact of these schools on student academic 

performance. Using the unique State Assigned Student Identification Number (SASID), 

the Grade 10 students who took the 2001 MCAS were back-mapped and located as Grade 

8 students. The 1999 MCAS test results for these Grade 8 students were compared with 

their results as Grade 10 students. The purpose of this exercise was to determine the level 

of improvement or increase in performance that participation in the vocational program 

would or would not promote. These results are discussed below in the section focused on 

improvement. 

The data were then analyzed using three methods:  descriptive analysis of the graphs and 

tables provided by MEC, probability/gap analysis of the distributions of the various 

performance categories by the individual district, school, and reporting subgroups, and t- 

tests applied to the distribution of means of each of the various school, district, and 

subgroup responses to the MCAS. Four types of t-tests were conducted, as with the 

proportional analysis: state versus district, state versus state sub-populations, state sub

population versus district sub-population, and district population versus district sub

population. In the 2 by 2 matrix, the following results were deemed to be of significance 

at the 0.95 level of confidence. The information below summarizes these comparisons on 

the 2002 MCAS test. 

Keefe Technical vs. Other Vocational Schools in Massachusetts: 

• 	 The aggregate of students at Keefe scored lower than the aggregate of the State’s 

vocational students. 

• 	 White students at Keefe scored lower than the State’s White vocational students.  

• 	 Regular education students at Keefe scored lower than regular education students 

in the State. 

• 	 Special education students at Keefe scored lower than the State’s special 

education students in vocational-technical schools.   
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• 	 FRL/Y students at Keefe scored lower than the State’s FRL/Y students in 

vocational-technical schools. 

Keefe Technical’s totals vs. Keefe Technical’s subgroups: 

• 	 Special education students at Keefe scored lower than all other subgroups at 

Keefe except FRL/Y students. 

• 	 FRL/Y students at Keefe scored lower than all other subgroups at Keefe. 

Assessment of MCAS Results 1999-2002 

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

district’s students meeting or exceeding state proficiency standards? 

Preliminary Finding(s) 

• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, 85% of the students at Keefe scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. This figure was 7.5% points 

above the State average percentages for vocational-technical schools in 

Massachusetts. 

• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, in ELA, 78.1% of the students and, in math, 91.5% of 

the students at Keefe scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ 

categories. These figures were 6.3% points in ELA and 6.6% points in math 

above the State average percentages for vocational-technical school in 

Massachusetts. 

• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, according to the PI, Keefe was the second lowest 

performing vocational-technical school in the State. The district’s Composite PI 

was 12.1 PI points below the State’s average PI for vocational-technical schools 

in Massachusetts. 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 1: 

• 	 Keefe Technical had 18.4% and 19.2% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ 

and ‘Proficient’ categories than the State’s Grade 10 students, on the 2002 MCAS 

test. 

• 	 Keefe Technical had 4.3% fewer and 33.2% more of its students score in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the State’s Grade 10 

students, on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Keefe Technical had .5% and 6.1% fewer of its students score in the ‘Advanced’ 

and ‘Proficient’ categories than the State’s vocational students, on the 2002 

MCAS test. 

• 	 Keefe Technical had 10.9% fewer and 17.3% more of its students score in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the State’s 

vocational-technical students, on the 2002 MCAS test. 
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• Keefe Technical also exceeded the State’s percentage of Grade 10 students 

scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category by more than twice, 51.1% to 18.3% 
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Figure/Table 1: 

MCAS 2002 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 2: 

• 	 Keefe Technical had 17.5% fewer and 21.2% fewer students score in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in ELA than the State’s Grade 10 students, 

on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Keefe Technical had 4.3% fewer and 33.2% more of its students score in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories in ELA than the State’s 

Grade 10 students, on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Keefe Technical also exceeded the State’s percentage of Grade 10 students in 

ELA scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category by more than twice, 39.9% to 

12.5% 

• 	 Keefe Technical had 0.5% more and 6.7% fewer of its students score in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in ELA than the State’s vocational-

technical students, on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Keefe Technical had 9.8% fewer and 16.1% more of its students score in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories in ELA than the State’s 

vocational-technical students, on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Keefe Technical had 19.1% fewer and 17% fewer students score in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in math than the State’s Grade 10 students, 

on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Keefe Technical had 2.4% fewer and 38.6% more of its students score in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories in math than the State’s 

Grade 10 students, on the 2002 MCAS test. 
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• 	 Keefe Technical also exceeded the State’s percentage of Grade 10 students in 

math scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category by more than twice 62.6% to 

24.0%
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• 	 Keefe Technical had 1.6% fewer and 5.1% fewer of its students score in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in math than the State’s vocational-

technical students, on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Keefe Technical had 11.6% fewer and 18.2% more of its students score in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories in math than the State’s 

vocational-technical students, on the 2002 MCAS test. 

Figure/Table 2: 

MCAS 2002 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level by Subject 
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Analysis of Table 3: 

• 	 Keefe Technical was well below average compared to other vocational-technical 
schools in Massachusetts on the PI for the 2001-2002 MCAS tests.  

• 	 In 2001, Keefe’s Combined PI was 15.5 points lower than the combined PI 
average for all vocational-technical schools in Massachusetts.  

• 	 In 2002, Keefe’s Combined PI was 12.1 points lower than the combined PI 
average for vocational-technical schools in the State.  

• 	 In 2002, Keefe’s ELA and math PIs were 11.4 points and 12.9 points, 
respectively, lower than the State’s PI averages for vocational-technical schools. 
In both 2001 and 2002, Keefe was ‘Very Low’ in all of its PI ratings. 
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Table 3: Proficiency Index (MCAS 2001-2002) Between Vocational Schools 

District 2001 
ELA PI 

2001 
Math PI 

2001 
Comb. PI 

2002 
ELA PI 

2002 
Math PI 

2002 
Comb. PI 

Norfolk Agric. 89.1 67.4 78.3 83.2 66.8 75.0 
Bristol County Agric. 58.4 55.1 56.7 74.7 66.0 70.4 
Blackstone Valley Reg. 66.7 65.2 65.9 71.8 65.5 68.7 
South Shore RVT 61.1 59.6 60.3 73.2 58.2 65.7 
Minuteman Voc. Tech. 68.0 63.4 65.7 71.6 59.4 65.5 
Northern Berkshire Voc. 56.5 50.9 53.7 71.0 58.3 64.7 
Franklin County 53.9 45.3 49.6 76.1 52.1 64.1 
Blue Hills Voc. 66.6 62.7 64.6 68.7 59.2 64.0 
Shawsheen Valley Voc. 62.5 52.5 57.5 73.1 51.4 62.3 
Tri County 58.5 53.9 56.2 66.5 57.3 61.9 
North Shore Reg Voc. 56.8 50.2 53.5 68.2 54.8 61.5 
Upper Cape Cod Voc. 50.7 51.9 51.3 68.1 53.0 60.6 
Cape Cod Regional Voc. 62.6 53.8 58.2 65.8 51.5 58.7 
Average 56.1 50.0 53.0 64.8 50.8 57.8 
Bristol-Plymouth Voc. 52.9 51.2 52.0 64.5 50.1 57.3 
Old Colony RVT 57.0 54.2 55.6 61.8 52.5 57.2 
Pathfinder Voc. Tech. 61.3 59.3 60.3 61.9 51.4 56.7 
Assabet Valley 56.0 48.5 52.2 66.3 46.5 56.4 
Essex Agric. Tech. 54.5 40.9 47.7 65.7 46.5 56.1 
Greater Lowell Voc. Tec. 45.8 38.3 42.0 59.2 52.3 55.8 
Southern Worcester City 55.8 46.7 51.2 61.9 48.1 55.0 
Nashoba Valley Tech. 54.1 47.8 50.9 58.8 50.4 54.6 
Northampton-Smith 48.6 48.2 48.4 57.2 50.7 54.0 
Montachusett Voc. Tech. 50.0 45.9 48.0 60.3 45.6 53.0 
Greater New Bedford 52.8 42.7 47.7 62.1 42.3 52.2 
Greater Fall River 56.9 51.5 54.2 56.5 47.1 51.8 
Southeastern RVT 50.3 42.3 46.3 58.4 39.9 49.2 
Whittier Voc. 43.4 35.1 39.2 56.1 41.8 49.0 
Northeast Metro. Voc. 48.3 49.0 48.6 60.8 31.3 46.1 
So. Middlesex RVT 43.1 32.2 37.5 53.4 38.0 45.7 
Greater Lawrence RVT 40.2 33.8 36.9 46.6 37.3 42.0 
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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 2002 MCAS test, 79.6% of the regular education and 90.6% of the special 

education students at Keefe scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ categories. These figures were 5% points above and 0.2% 

points below the State’s average percentages for these subgroups among 

vocational-technical schools in the State. However, Keefe’s special education 

students scored 13.4% points higher in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category than the 

State’s special education students at vocational-technical schools. This finding 

was of particular concern since Keefe has a special education population that is 

approximately 20% larger than the special education population in vocation-

technical schools in Massachusetts. 

• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, 82% of the FRL/Y students at Keefe scored in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. This figure was 5.8% 

points above the State average for FRL/Y student in vocational-technical schools 

in Massachusetts. 

• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, males, special education, and FRL/Y students at Keefe 

scored between 0.5 PI and 9.9 PI below the district average PI.   

Analysis of Figure/Table 4: 

• 	 Keefe Technical had 0.1% and 4.8% fewer regular education students score in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories than the State’s regular students, on the 

2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Keefe Technical had 1.8% fewer and 6.7% more of its regular education students 

score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the 

State’s regular education students, on the 2002 MCAS test. 
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• 	 Keefe Technical had the same (0.7%) and 0.3% more of its special education 

students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories than the State’s 

vocational-technical, special education students, on the 2002 MCAS test. 
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• 	 Keefe Technical had 13.6% fewer and 13.7% more of its special education 

students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than 

the State’s vocational-technical, special education students, on the 2002 MCAS 

test. 

Figure/Table 4: 

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

level 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 5: 

• 	 Keefe Technical’s FRL/Y students scored .9% and 5.2% lower than the State’s 

vocational-technical, FRL/Y students in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Keefe Technical’s FRL/Y students scored 13.8% higher and 19.6% higher than 

the State’s vocational-technical, FRL/Y students in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ categories on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Keefe Technical’s FRL/N students scored .2% and 5.6% lower than the State’s 

vocational-technical, FRL/N students in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories on the 2002 MCAS test. 
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• 	 Keefe Technical’s FRL/N students scored 9.2% lower and 15% lower than the 

State’s vocational-technical FRL/Y students in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ categories on the 2002 MCAS test. 

Figure/Table 5: 
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MCAS 2002 Data 
Percent of students by FRL (Y or N) at each proficiency level 

State (Voc) FRL Yes SMRVT FRL Yes State (Voc) FRL No SMRVT FRL No 

Advanced 0.9 0.0 2.5 2.3 
Proficient 12.9 7.7 21.3 15.7 

Needs Improv. 39.8 26.0 45.6 36.4 
Warning/Failing 46.8 66.4 30.6 45.6 
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Analysis of Table 6: 

• 	 On average, in Keefe, the math PI was 15.4 points below that for ELA system-

wide. The statewide average for this gap was 12.6 Proficiency Index points.  

• 	 At Keefe Technical, regular education, FRL/N, White, and female students scored 

higher on the MCAS test in both ELA and math than did male, special education, 

and FRL/Y students in the district. 

Table 6: 

Proficiency Index (MCAS 2002) Gender, Free/Reduced Lunch, Student Status, Race 

ELA Math Average 
Regular 63.0 47.3 55.1 

Free Lunch (No) 57.2 42.2 49.6 
White 55.9 43.0 49.4 
Female 55.2 38.4 46.4 

SMRVT 53.4 38.0 45.5 
Male 52.4 37.7 45.0 
Other 49.2 26.2 36.3 

Disability 41.9 28.7 35.3 
Free Lunch (Yes) 43.4 27.7 35.1 
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Analysis of Table 7: The table below illustrates how Keefe Technical’s various student 

subgroups scored on each category of the 2002 MCAS test. 

Table 7: 

Appendix (n-values by category) 
ELA Math 

SO. MIDDLESEX VOC. Advanced 4 2 
Proficient 35 14 

Needs Improv. 68 54 
Failing 71 117 

Female Advanced 2 0 
Proficient 13 6 

Needs Improv. 23 19 
Failing 25 44 

Male Advanced 2 2 
Proficient 22 8 

Needs Improv. 45 35 
Failing 46 73 

Regular Advanced 3 2 
Proficient 26 10 

Needs Improv. 50 41 
Failing 21 47 

Disability Advanced 1 0 
Proficient 9 4 

Needs Improv. 18 13 
Failing 46 57 

LEP Failing 4 13 
Free Lunch (Yes) Proficient 6 2 

 Needs Improv. 16 11 
 Failing 27 42 

Free Lunch (No) Advanced 4 2 
Proficient 29 12 

Needs Improv. 52 43 
Failing 44 75 

African-American Proficient 1 0 
Needs Improv. 1 1 

Failing 0 1 
Asian-American Failing 2 2 

Hispanic-American Proficient 1 1 
Needs Improv. 5 2 

Failing 6 9 
White Advanced 3 2 

 Proficient 29 13 
 Needs Improv. 48 43 
 Failing 48 70 
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3 Improvement:  How has MCAS performance for all students in the district 

changed over time? 

Preliminary Findings: 

• 	 Between 1999-2002, on the MCAS test, Keefe Technical experienced an 11.3% 

point reduction in the percentage of students scoring in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 

and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. However, during this same period of time, 

Keefe fell from the fourth to the second lowest performing vocational-technical 

school in Massachusetts in terms of the Composite PI. 

Analysis of Figure/Table 8: 

• 	 Between 1999-2002, the number of students at Keefe Technical that scored in 

the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories on the MCAS test increased by 

0.6% and 10.5%, respectively. 

• 	 Between 1999-2002, the number of students at Keefe Technical that scored in 

the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories on the MCAS test 

decreased by 17.3% and 28.6%, respectively. 

27




Figure/Table 8: 

MCAS 1999 - 2002 Data (So Middlesex) 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level 
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Advanced 1.0 0.3 0.0 1.6 
Proficient 2.9 4.1 5.5 13.4 

Needs Improv. 16.1 16.1 36.1 33.4 
Warning/Failing 80.1 79.5 58.4 51.5 

Grade 8 Back-Mapping: In order to determine the impact of the first 18 months of the 

vocational-technical program on students, the Grade 10 participants in the 2002 MCAS test 

were tracked backwards to their performance on the 2000 MCAS test as Grade 8 students.  

• 	 Of the 202 Grade 10 students at Keefe Technical who took the 2002 MCAS test, 

175 in ELA and 166 in math could be identified as Grade 8 MCAS test 

participants. There was a significant change in the results of these Grade 8 

students when compared to the Grade 10 MCAS test in ELA. For example, in 

2000 the Grade 8 students  (pre-Keefe) had an average 2000 MCAS test PI 

rating of 64 and by 2002 these students’ average PI rating was 54.8. 

• 	 In math, these back-mapped students experienced slight improvements. In 2000, 

these Grade 8 students (pre-Keefe) had a math PI of 39.6 and in 2002 these 

same students had a math PI of 40.8. It should be noted, however, that the tests 

are different and not designed to be compared in this manner.  
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Below is a table summarizing the EQA’s results from the student matching for Keefe 

regarding 2002 MCAS Grade 10 scores and 2000 MCAS Grade 8 scores. 

At Keefe, 202 students took both the ELA and math portions of the 2002 MCAS test. The 

EQA was successful in matching those students with their Grade 8 scores as follows: 175 

in ELA and 166 in math. The EQA then deleted students who had a test status of ‘NTO’ 

in either 2000 or 2002. This brought the matching to: 144 in ELA and 146 in math. 

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

subgroups change over time? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 Between 2000-2002, Keefe’s aggregate student achievement figures and results 

for regular education, special education, and White students all improved by 

between 10.5 points and 15.7 PI points, but FRL/Y students improved by only 1.5 

PI points. This finding was of particular concern since Keefe’s FRL/Y population 

was approximately 6.4% larger than the State average for FRL/Y students in 

school districts in Massachusetts. 

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

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

tests. 

• 	 Most subgroups in Keefe Technical have seen growth in their ELA and math 

PI ratings between 2000-2002, the district’s overall student achievement 

among subgroups remained significantly below the State’s averages for 

vocational-technical schools. 

• 	 Between 2000-2002, the Keefe Technical’s aggregate student achievement 

figures and results for regular education, special education, and White 

students all improved by between 10.5 points and 15.7 PI points, but FRL/Y 

students improved by only 1.5 PI points. 
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Table 9: 

 Keefe Tech. MCAS data 2000, 2001, 2002 by subgroup (PI) 

MCAS Year EPI MPI 

So. Middlesex RVT 2000 29.2 26.6 

2001 43.1 32.2 

2002 53.4 38.8 

Regular 2000 36.6 32.1 

2001 53.9 37.7 

2002 63.0 47.8 

Disability 2000 20.7 19.6 

2001 29.2 25.8 

2002 41.9 30.1 

Free Lunch (Y) 2000 26.7 26.7 

2001 31.9 28.0 

2002 43.4 28.2 

White 2000 31.8 28.1 

2001 47.5 35.9 

2002 55.6 43.8 
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5. Participation and Access: Are all eligible students attending and participating in all 

required programs and assessments? 

Preliminary Finding(s)/ Analysis of Table 10: 

• On the 2002 MCAS test, Keefe Technical’s student test participation rates in ELA 

and math were 87.1% and 91.5%, respectively. These figures were 7.9% and 

3.5%, respectively, below the Federal No Child Left Behind standards for test 

participation. This Federal standard will begin to apply to school districts in 

Massachusetts in the spring 2003 administration of the MCAS test. 

Table 10: 

English Mathematics

 Tested

 NTA

 NTO 

87.13% 91.58% 

0.99% 0.99% 

11.88% 7.43% 



Part III: Summary and Preliminary Findings by Domain 

Domain A: Assessment and Evaluation 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

D

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

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

Standards   Indicators Total 
omain A - Assessment 

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

S2 - Evaluation 
Excellent N/A N/A N/A 
Satisfactory N/A N/A N/A 
Poor N/A N/A N/A 
Unsatisfactory N/A 

Standard 1. STUDENT ASSESSMENT: District administrators and teachers regularly 

assess the performance of their students relative to State and local student performance 

standards, and analyze aggregate and individual assessment results to review and improve 

curricula, instructional practices, and supplementary remedial programs. The district 

regularly employs criteria-referenced tests, norm-referenced tests, and other standardized 

tests in addition to MCAS to assess student progress.  

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 The district did not have a clear, comprehensive testing plan. The students took 

the Stanford test in reading and math upon entering the school as freshmen. 

• 	 Data usage varies from department to department, and the expectation of the 

superintendent was that the lead teachers would analyze the scores for their areas, 

and then share them with the teachers in their individual department. Data were 

used in some cases to make revisions to the curriculum or make changes in 

instructional methodology. 

• 	 Results of standardized tests and classroom teacher assessments were used 

primarily for initial placement in the academic courses. Data were used 
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inconsistently to improve academic curriculum and instruction. However, data are 

used more extensively in the vocational areas. Most of the district’s attention is 

focused on the scores of each individual student and not necessarily patterns that 

exist within subgroups. This was especially true with the LEP students. 

Indicators: 

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

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

programs. EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The district did not have a clear, comprehensive, testing plan. 

Currently, the students take the Stanford test in reading and math upon entering 

the school as freshmen. Bilingual students were given various placement tests to 

determine their needs. The district had not been able to identify a suitable test for 

the LEP students for whom their first language was Portuguese.  

In Grade 10, the students take the MCAS test. Additionally, the district has 

recently implemented a requirement for senior projects. These were 

interdisciplinary in nature and used to showcase the students’ vocational abilities. 

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

practices, and develop targeted support and remedial programs.  

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: Data usage varied from department to department, and the 

administration’s expectation was that the lead teachers would analyze the scores 

for their areas. These scores and analyses were then shared with the teachers. Data 

were used in some cases to make revisions to the curriculum or make changes in 

instructional methodology. One district administrator explained, “There has been 
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some professional development on data analysis. Not for all teachers, but mostly 

just for the those [involved in the High Schools That Work (HSTW) program].” 

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

purposes, and benefits of the assessment program. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Teachers and administrators received the scores. The guidance 

department included the MCAS test scores on the individual student success 

plans. 

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

standardized test results, and classroom teacher assessments to improve the 

curricula and quality of instruction. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The results of the MCAS test, other standardized test results, and 

classroom teacher assessments were not used consistently to improve curriculum 

and instruction. Data were used more extensively in the vocational areas. In the 

vocational areas, students were expected to complete lists of competencies. Data 

were used primarily for initial placement in the academic courses. 

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

population sub-groups: minority students, special needs, limited English 

proficient, and participants in free lunch programs. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: Most of the district’s attention was focused on the scores of each 

individual student and not necessarily patterns that existed within subgroups. This 

was especially true with the LEP students. The staff was aware of the 
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performance of these students. There was no evidence that the district analyzed 

test data specifically for minority students. 

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

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

disabilities and students with limited English proficiency. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: There are some issues that exist around allowing for accommodations 

for students taking tests. A district administrator explained how it was getting 

more and more difficult to make the accommodations. This problem, according to 

interviewers, is exacerbated by the very high percentage of special education 

students in the district. 

7. Classroom assessment standards and practices are linked with the State 

Curriculum Frameworks standards. The district regularly disseminates assessment 

analysis to appropriate staff. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The teachers saw the MCAS test scores when they became available. 

The lead teachers facilitate this process. The data were then kept by the 

administrators and lead teachers and were available to teachers on request. 

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

personnel evaluation that focuses on accountability and the improvement of student 

achievement. There is an ongoing process to monitor the quality and effectiveness of the 

curriculum and instruction and to implement strategies and action plans to improve 

leadership, instruction, and student performance. 
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Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 There was no evidence that the district engaged in a systematic evaluation process 

at all levels that coordinated student assessment data and program and personnel 

performance evaluation results. 

• 	 The use of evaluation data was not coordinated. The data from either program 

evaluations or staff evaluations, if collected at all, was not used to inform change. 

However, program data were used to make some changes in the vocational-

technical areas. 

• 	 The district reviewed both MCAS test data and placement information as well as 

other test data. It was not clear, however, the degree to which this information 

really informed practice.  

• 	 According to EQA interviews, Keefe Technical’s formal personnel evaluation 

system was not considered by the administration as a useful process to monitor 

the quality and effectiveness of curriculum and instruction. 
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Indicators: 

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

coordinates student assessment data, program, and personnel performance 

evaluation results. The district incorporates pertinent findings and 

recommendations from all external evaluations. EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: There was no evidence that the district engages in a systematic 

evaluation process at all levels that coordinates student assessment data and 

program and personnel performance evaluation results. The use of evaluation data 

is not coordinated. The data from either program evaluations or staff evaluations, 

if collected at all, was not used inform change. Program data were used to make 

some changes in the vocational areas. 

2. 	 The district formulates strategies to improve leadership, instruction, and student 

performance as needs arise from evaluations. EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The district looked at both MCAS test data and placement information 

as well as other test data. It was not clear, however, the degree to which this 

information really informed practice. 

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

effectiveness of existing programs and holds administrators and schools 

accountable for student performance and improvement. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence:  District administrators explained that lead teachers were the monitors 

of quality. However, lead teachers did not consider monitoring the quality of 

instruction as part of their role. There was no formal program evaluation process 

on the academic side. In 2001, the school began participating in the High Schools 
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That Work program. This program requires schools to collect and analyze data. 

However, the district was in the very early stages of implementation, and it was 

not yet clear that data have been used to make significant programmatic changes. 

Each of the vocational areas had a Program Advisory Council. They provided the 

school with data relative to industry changes and future needs. The school utilized 

this information to ensure that programs were kept up-to-date and reflected the 

needs of potential employers. Additionally, positive placement data were used to 

show that students were prepared for employment in their selected trade. 

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

goals and discontinue or change ineffective initiatives. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: See Standard 2, Indicator 3. 

Domain B: Curriculum and Instruction 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
D
Instruction 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 2 
1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 5 

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

Standards   Indicators Total 
omain B - Curriculum and 

S3 – Curriculum 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S4 - Professional Development 
Excellent N/A N/A 
Satisfactory N/A N/A 
Poor N/A N/A 
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 
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Standard 3. CURRICULUM: The district and each of its schools have an academically 

sound, documented curriculum that prepares students to meet state learning standards. 

All teachers have complete curriculum guides that are aligned with the State Curriculum 

Frameworks and the local curriculum and are trained in their use.  A regular analysis of 

student assessment data provides a sound basis for review and revision of the curriculum 

and the development of the district budget and the district, school, and individual 

improvement plans. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 The district curriculum guides varied widely in content and quality.  

• 	 A majority of the teachers have been teaching at Keefe Technical for some time 

and were familiar with the district’s curriculum and State curriculum frameworks. 

Furthermore, most teachers have been involved to some degree in the review and 

revision of the district’s curriculum. As a result, teachers were relied on their prior 

knowledge of the curriculum when planning and teaching lessons. During the 

years under examination, the EQA found that the faculty continued to plan and 

teach according to past, outdated curricula rather than current ones. 

• 	 The lack of shared planning time limited communication and articulation of 

curriculum within departments and throughout the district. 

Indicators: 

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

content areas that include the requisite information.  

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: Curriculum guides varied widely in content and quality. Some 

referenced alignment with State curriculum frameworks, but failed to indicate 

strands, specific standards, scope, sequence, instructional strategies, or 
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assessments. Most guides offered a course outline and relevant strands and/or 

standards, but did not attempt to identify a connection between them.  

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

employs them in the classroom. EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: Teachers interviewed have curriculum guides in their classrooms. 

There was no formal or informal training in their use. With the exception of 

mathematics, teacher lesson plans were not explicitly linked to the local 

curriculum, State curriculum frameworks, or student achievement data.   

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

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

rate of all populations, including ELL, vocational education students, and students 

with disabilities.  EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district did not have a curriculum articulation plan.  

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

curriculum. EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: Teachers worked together within their departments either after school 

during the spring months, or during the summer to review and revise their 

curriculum. The department’s lead teacher organized this process. Use of 

standardized test data (e.g. MCAS test score reports) to inform decisions 

regarding necessary curriculum changes or adaptations was inconsistent. 

Curriculum reviews were not conducted annually in each department. Teacher 

involvement in the review and revision of the curriculum was strictly voluntary.  
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5. 	  A curriculum leader guides every school in the district.

 EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: Although there was an administrator assigned to the role of assistant 

principal/curriculum coordinator for the academic subjects, there was little 

evidence to suggest that this position was providing curriculum leadership to the 

teachers. This person focused primarily on organizing and coordinating 

submissions for the printed Program of Studies, checking informally with lead 

teachers to see if they have the instructional materials they needed, conducting 

teacher observations, and orchestrating standardized testing days and sites. 

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

educational needs of students as determined through an analysis of student 

performance. EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Five years ago, Keefe Technical conducted an analysis of the master 

schedule to determine if the school was meeting State requirements for time on 

learning. According to the assistant principal/curriculum coordinator, this analysis 

had not been done, because “the master schedule has not changed.”  There was no 

evidence that instructional time in each content area was meeting the educational 

needs of students as determined through overall MCAS test levels of achievement 

and an analysis of student performance.   

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

textbooks, instructional materials, and equipment. EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Funding levels were realistic for adequate staffing, professional 

development, textbooks, instructional materials, and equipment. Teachers and 

administrators alike indicated that they “get whatever they ask for.”   
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8. 	Instructional program articulation exists across Grades PreK-12 and is aligned 

with the State curriculum frameworks. EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: Instructional articulation did not exist across all Grades 9-12. 

Teachers did not have shared planning time within their departments or with 

teachers from other departments teaching students at the same grade level or 

across grade levels. Academic teachers did not have shared planning time with 

vocational, bilingual, special education, or academic support teachers. Lead 

teachers did not meet with teachers from the two local middle schools or any of 

the teachers from the five participating high schools in the area to discuss 

curriculum. 

Standard 4. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT: Administrators and teachers in the 

district collaboratively develop professional development programs and activities that 

will increase their knowledge and skills and the quality of the learning environment of 

students. The school committee and the community demonstrate support of sound 

professional development programs as vital to school reform and improvement of student 

learning. 

Preliminary Finding(s) 

• 	 The model used for planning professional development relied solely on self-

reported data. The use of teacher surveys to plan professional development 

might not necessarily have identified what was needed to in order to improve 

student achievement. 

• 	 The district used teacher surveys to plan professional development, but did not 

consider the needs of students, because it did not do such planning on the 

basis of student achievement data. 
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Indicators: 

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

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

observations, and program evaluations. EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under examination, the professional development 

offerings for the period indicated that they were abundant and covered a broad range 

of topics including training in the use of technology in the classroom and teaching 

strategies to meet the needs of a diverse student population. Such examination further 

indicated that the district was not using student achievement data, the school 

improvement plan, program evaluations, or teacher evaluations to identify areas 

where professional development was needed.  The professional development plan 

was not reviewed annually to determine its effectiveness. 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Teacher involvement was an integral part of planning the professional 

development program at Keefe Technical.  Teachers completed an annual survey 

indicating their needs and interests for professional development.  These surveys were 

read and tallied by the administration and professional development offerings were 

subsequently developed to address areas of common interest.   

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

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

conferences. EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: There was little evidence to suggest that the district assisted teachers to 

identify their individual or collective professional development needs. There was a 
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heavy reliance on the teachers’ ability to identify their own weaknesses and select 

professional development to address them.  

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

assignments. EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Administrators and teachers advanced their knowledge and skills by 

enrolling in courses that were directly related to their assignments. Teachers must 

submit their coursework requests to their lead teacher who then approved their 

request and sent it on to the principal and finally to the superintendent for final 

approval. Every signed and approved request was kept on file in the each teacher’s 

Individual Professional Development Plan file. 

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

committees that relate to improving education in the district. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: There was little evidence to indicate that administrators and teachers took 

an active part in professional organizations and committees that related to improving 

all aspects of education in the district. However, most teachers interviewed indicated 

they were members of the local and state teachers unions, a few stated that they were 

members of the Massachusetts Foreign Language Association, and others indicated 

they had recently joined a committee for High Schools That Work. 

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

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

most useful and beneficial programs are included. EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The district offered to pay for most requests for continued professional 

development, including university coursework and teacher conferences, as well as no- 

cost options for programs and courses required for re-certification. Many of the 
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professional development offerings were conducted on site and at various times 

during the day, week, and year to encourage teacher participation. Using teacher 

surveys to plan professional development in order to assess these program plans 

failed to consider whether students’ needs were being met. 

Domain C: Student Academic and Support Services 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
D
Services 

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

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

Standards Indicators Total 
omain C – Student Academic Support 

S5 – 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

S6 - Participation, Safety, and Discipline 
Excellent N/A 
Satisfactory N/A 
Poor N/A 
Unsatisfactory N/A 

Standard 5. ACADEMIC SUPPORT SERVICES: The district provides academic 

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

performance expectations. A comprehensive analysis of results from student performance 

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

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 The district provided support services for students performing below grade level. 

These students were identified using the results of assessments, but the analysis of 

these results did not determine the content and scope of the services. 

• 	 The district’s support services were staffed to address the needs of under

performing students. 

Indicators: 
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1. 	 The district uses data from classroom teachers and standardized tests for Grades K-12 

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

provides them with supplementary and remedial services. EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district used data available from standardized tests, the Stanford 

reading diagnostic test, or the Language Assessment Scales (LAS) to identify all 

students who, upon admission, were not meeting grade level performance 

expectations. The district provided the students supplementary and/or remedial 

services for students scoring below grade level. The district did not use data from 

classroom teachers for this purpose. However, classroom teachers referred students to 

supplementary and/or remedial services.    

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

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

EQA Rating: Not Applicable 

Evidence: Due to the type and grade configuration of the South Middlesex Regional 

Technical Vocational School, this indicator was not appropriate and, therefore, not 

applicable. 

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

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

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district had not developed well-staffed support services at all levels to 

address the needs of under-performing students. The use of aides was limited, and 

district spending for support services was below the State average as a percentage of 

the Foundation budget. 
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4. 	 The district has allocated funds for each of its schools to initiate and implement these 

programs. EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district had allocated funds to initiate and implement support 

programs and services. 

5. 	 The district successfully applies for all eligible Federal and State grants. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district successfully applied for the Federal and State grants for which 

it was eligible. 

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

Act and provide services for under-performing students. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: District policies and practices, relative to providing services for under

performing students, conformed to the requirements of the Education Reform Act. 

Standard 6. PARTICIPATION, DISCIPLINE, AND SAFETY: The district has 

documented attendance, absenteeism, mobility, retention, dropouts, codes of conduct, and 

school safety practices and ensures consistent and effective implementation in all district 

schools. Codes of conduct and school safety rules are reviewed with all students and 

made available to parents and other interested parties. The staff stresses that in order to 

succeed, students must be present, participate, and have a safe learning environment. All 

must share responsibility to achieve that goal. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 The district had policies, procedures, and programs for attendance, absenteeism, 

mobility, retention, dropout, codes of conduct, and school safety practices.  
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• 	 The codes of conduct and school safety rules were reviewed with students and 

with parents, but only with parents at the Grade 10 orientation. The staff talked 

with students about the importance of regular attendance.   

Indicators: 

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

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

including a process for resolving student conflicts that is communicated to all staff 

and students. EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

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

conduct and expectations concerning attendance, participation in programs, retention 

and promotion, including a process for resolving student conflicts that was 

communicated to all staff and students and enforced consistently. 

2. 	 The district ensures that behavioral problems in each of its schools do not interfere 

with instructional and learning time. EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district ensured that behavioral problems in each of its schools did not 

interfere with instructional and learning time.  Teachers referred students to the 

assistant principal for discipline. 

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

and participation. EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: As noted above and below, the schools document attendance and teachers 

talked to students about attending school. The recently implemented in-school 

suspension programs had helped students stay in school. However, administrators still 

perceived attendance as a problem.  
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4. 	The district tracks students who have ceased to participate in school programs and 

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

EQA Rating: Not Addressed 

5. 	The district maintains accurate records on attendance, suspension, discipline, and 

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

students. EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district maintained accurate records on attendance, suspension, 

discipline, and dropouts. There was no evidence that these records were analyzed to 

improve participation and involvement of all students. 

6. 	 Safety procedures within schools are well understood and practiced regularly. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Safety procedures were practiced regularly. The district involved parents 

in the discipline process to the extent that they try to arrange a conference with them 

to discuss problems that arise. 

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

children. EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district involved parents in the discipline process only to the extent 

that they try to call them on the telephone and arrange a conference, according to 

district administrators. 

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The district worked cooperatively with other municipal groups and 

agencies, particularly law enforcement and a network of health providers, to ensure 

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

Domain D: Leadership and Governance 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

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

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

Standards   Indicators Total 
Domain D – Leadership and Governance 

S7 - Vision and Planning 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S8 - Organizational Structures, 
Policies and Practices 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

Standard 7. VISION AND PLANNING: The district and each of its schools have clear, 

credible, and academically sound improvement plans that are based on a detailed analysis 

of student performance data and reflect the district Vision Statement. The results 

achieved through implementation of these plans are shared annually with the staff, school 

committee, and community. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 The district’s Statement of Philosophy/Vision reflected the central purpose of 

providing quality technical training, integrated curriculum, development of 

employment skills, well disciplined environment, respect for diversity, value of 

professional development, responsibility of parents, and the need for well 

maintained physical resources.  
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• 	 The vision was effectively communicated to all stakeholders and implemented in 

all district and school planning. 

• 	 The district had a clear vision that was delineated in the Statement of Philosophy 

and reflects community values and student needs including: marketable and 

societal skills, disciplined environment, respect for diversity, business 

involvement, parental responsibility, and community resource.  

• 	 The 2002-2003 School Improvement Plan was a document that only stated the 

district’s philosophy, goals, and listed activities. There was no accountability or 

specificity on activities necessary for school improvement as well as no use of 

student data. 

• 	 Administrative support for the HSTW initiative was based on the recognized need 

for data based decisions, improvement in student academic achievement, and lead 

teacher interest and enthusiasm in the program. Programs such as Reading Across 

the Curriculum and senior projects began as a result of HSTW, but the process 

was new, and its lasting impact remains to be seen. 

• 	 The open admissions policy enabled the district to serve a large special education 

student population (40%) and at-risk population, as well as assuring a sufficient 

student enrollment. This admissions policy had a significant influence on school 

policy, practice, and daily operations. 

Indicators: 

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

community and the educational needs of students. EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Statement of Philosophy/Vision reflected the central purpose of providing 

quality technical training, integrated curriculum, development of employment skills, 
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well disciplined environment, respect for diversity, value of professional 

development, responsibility of parents, and the need for well maintained physical 

resources. 

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

district and school planning.  EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s Statement of Philosophy appeared in district/school 

documents, including the Handbook, School Improvement Plan, and Professional 

Development Plan. 

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

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The development of school improvement strategies primarily emanated 

from lead teachers’ meetings with their respective academic and vocational-technical 

program administrators, as witnessed through the HSTW Action Plan development 

process. However, this process has been implemented only within the last school 

year. This was reinforced in interviews with the superintendent, principal, and 

business manager.  

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

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

development, implementation, and change of educational strategy. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The 2002-2003 School Improvement Plan was a document that only stated 

the district’s philosophy, goals, and listed activities. There was no accountability or 

specificity on activities necessary for school improvement as well as no use of student 

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

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

made. EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: There was no evidence that interim progress on district goals was 

evaluated throughout the year based on student performance assessment. 

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

implementing the goals in district and school action plans. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: There was no accountability plan for carrying out goals that had been 

established in the School Improvement Plan, and the HSTW Action Plan had not yet 

been developed. 

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

plans to the school committee and community. EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: District school committee members felt that they were involved in 

planning, in that they were aware of what was happening. For example, the school 

committee understood the administrative organizational structure and the HSTW 

program. They were also briefed at the January 6, 2003, school committee meeting on 

regulation changes and NCLB. In addition, they were presented with the FY2004 

Budget Subcommittee Report. They recognized that they are highly dependent on the 

superintendent, because the school committee trusted the superintendent, there was 

little formal accountability beyond the budget process. 

8. 	The school committee is highly involved in the planning process and gives high 

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

budget. EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 
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Evidence: The school committee had accepted that their role, according to Education 

Reform of 1993, was limited to their involvement in budget, policy, and interacting 

with the superintendent. Also, the school committee thought that they were involved 

in planning and were aware of the current status of the district. However, there was 

little evidence of the school committee’s involvement in the district’s planning 

process. 

Standard 8. ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES, POLICIES, AND PRACTICES: 

The district has an organizational structure that has clear lines of authority and 

responsibility promotes efficient operations and facilitates accomplishment of the goals 

of the district and schools to improve student achievement.  An ongoing analysis of 

student performance data and the improvement of the curriculum and instruction are the 

focal points of the district leadership. 

Preliminary Finding(s) 

• 	 The weekly administrative meetings provided both an opportunity for insuring 

administrative coherency and an informational exchange. 

• 	 The organizational chart indicated the administrative structure and lines of 

responsibility, but was unclear on levels of authority.   

• 	 A differentiation of administrative authority existed in that the administrator of 

vocational studies was an assistant superintendent/director and the administrator 

of academic studies was a curriculum coordinator. 

• 	 In the area of district improvement planning there was little formal accountability 

of the superintendent beyond the budget process. In particular, the 

superintendent’s evaluation had no linkage between district improvement 

planning and performance review. 
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Indicators: 

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

school committee, develops a coherent vision statement and District Improvement 

Plan (DIP) designed to achieve it. EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The superintendent met weekly with the administrative staff.  The 

meetings were primarily informational for the superintendent to provide latest 

information, i.e., the EQA visit, DOE memoranda, the school committee’s actions. 

Administrators each provide verbal reports on what was happening in their areas. 

General minutes were taken. However, there was little evidence of the development 

of a district improvement plan. 

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

schools to the building principals. EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The superintendent had worked with most of the senior administrators for 

many years.  A sense of trust and belief in administrators’ competencies was visible. 

The superintendent met weekly with the principal and administrators to receive a 

briefing on what was happening in the school. He provided them with district 

information. Summary minutes were kept.  

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

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

inter-site communication systems to keep all staff well informed and to provide 

avenues for response. EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The primary means of communication among administrators was the 

weekly Tuesday morning meeting. The staff was provided with a summary of the 

school committee meeting actions. The weekly administrative meetings provided both 

an opportunity for insuring administrative coherency and an informational exchange. 
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No evidence was found that the improvement plans were discussed on a consistent 

basis. 

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

that indicates lines of responsibility and job descriptions.  

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The current organizational chart indicated lines of responsibility. There 

was a division of responsibilities in place. However, these distinctions only became 

clear to the EQA after discussions with the two assistant superintendents. 

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

are available to all. EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Student data were kept in the guidance office. 

6. 	 The superintendent is evaluated annually using the District Improvement Plan (DIP) 

as one set of criteria and receives a written report that identifies strengths and 

weaknesses. This report serves as a basis for subsequent improvement goals and 

professional development plans. EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The superintendent’s evaluation instrument did not include criteria on 

district improvement, the planning process, or student achievement. 

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

instructional practices are improved. EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The MCAS test remediation classes were conducted during the summer, 

afternoons after school, and during school. There were scheduled times in place of 

physical education, some academic classes, and, on a few occasions, vocational-

technical instruction. The organizational structure provided for staff to be responsible 
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for the major areas of the district’s mission, i.e. academic instruction, vocational 

instruction, student services, etc. An imbalance existed in that the administrator of 

vocational studies was an assistant superintendent, and the administrator of academic 

studies was a curriculum coordinator. Both the different administrative titles and the 

relative position on the organizational chart suggested an imbalance of authority. 

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

the district’s employment. EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district had little teacher turnover. The superintendent believed that 

personnel stayed because they were supported in their role as teachers through 

reasonable funding, technology tools and training, reasonable scheduling 

requirements, and reasonable student load. Also, the district provided teachers with an 

adequate benefits package. 
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Domain E: Business and Financial Management 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
D

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

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

Standards  Indicators Total 
omain E – Business and 

 Financial Management 
S9 - Budget Planning and Development 

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

S10 - Financial Accounting and 
Reporting 

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

Standard 9. BUDGET PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT: The district has a budget 

planning and development process that ensures effective use of available resources for 

district and school improvement initiatives. The school committee, the superintendent, 

teachers, parents, and members of the community all have varying degrees of 

responsibility to ensure that the school budget meets the educational needs of all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 There was evidence of procedures for the development of the district budget to 

ensure input from all staff. The process was clear and meaningful. 

• 	 The district exceeded required Net School Spending. Chapter 70 Aid as a 

percentage of actual Net School Spending averages less than 25%. 

• 	 There was no evidence of a direct connection between budget decisions and a 

systematic analysis of student performance data.  

• 	 The School Improvement Plan states goals, however, there was little specificity 

and no evidence of student data used in the plan. 
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• 	 There was no evidence that the district allocated its resources to accomplish 

targeted initiatives and objectives to improve student achievement. 

• 	 The budget document was clear, complete, and understandable. It provided 

complete information on fund source as well as previous history and trends. 

Indicators: 

1. 	 There are procedures for the development of the district budget to ensure input from 

all staff.  EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Staff input into the development of the district budget was evident. The 

budget process began in October. Requests for personnel, instructional materials, 

textbooks, and equipment were submitted by the various departments within the 

district to the business manager. The business manager was responsible for compiling 

the requests for the budget. 

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

performance data as well as other pertinent information. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: Data were not generally used to inform the budget decision-making 

process. There was no evidence of a connection between budget decisions and student 

performance data analysis.  In an interview, the superintendent indicated he is not “a 

data person.” He reported that he did not review test data and was not proficient in its 

analyses. The School Improvement Plan has goals; however, there was little 

specificity and no evidence of student data use in the plan. 
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3. 	 The district has long-term goals, action plans, and improvement plans, which are used 

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

process. EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Data were collected and there was evidence of its use to make budget 

decisions pertaining to the vocational programs.  There were clear, consistent, and 

high expectations for vocational achievement. Increased costs for culinary arts, 

automotive, and graphic arts programs to provide for changes, which make them 

eligible for national accreditation, had been included in the budget development 

process. For the past three fiscal years, $300,000 had been budgeted for renovations 

to the science labs, culinary arts, and cosmetology areas. This amount had not been 

budgeted for FY2004 due to uncertain state aid and anticipated fiscal constraints.  

4. 	 The district allocated its resources to accomplish targeted initiatives and objectives at 

the district and school levels to improve student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: There was no evidence that resources were allocated to improve student 

achievement. There was no evidence of a rationale to determine the amounts 

allocated for either instructional materials or textbooks. The administrators, lead 

teachers, and teachers stated they had all of the materials and texts they needed. 

5. 	The district employs a cost-effectiveness process in evaluating all of its programs, 

initiatives, and activities as part of the budget process. EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The district was unable to produce any evidence of the use of any 

evaluative process other than mandated evaluations for the purposes of grants. 

District administrators stated evaluative practices, such determining cost-

effectiveness, were not used, and they were not trained in the implementation of such 

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The budget document was clear, complete, and understandable. It 

provided complete information on fund source as well as previous history and trends. 

Standard 10. FINANCIAL ACCOUNTING AND REPORTING: The district 

maintains adequate accounting and financial reporting procedures to inform district-level 

and school-level decision-making, ensure effective managerial control over the use of 

funds and facilitate public accountability. 

Preliminary Finding(s) 

• 	 A review of the district’s documents and subsequent interviews determined that 

there was evidence of a clear administrative procedure, which sets forth a clear 

process and expectation regarding the expenditure, transfer, and investment of 

funds within the district budget and the expenditure of any district funds. 

• 	 A review of the district’s documents determined that that regular, timely, and 

complete financial reports and statements were made to the school committee and 

financial managers.  

• 	 A review of the district’s documents and subsequent interviews determined that 

required local, State, and Federal financial reports and statements were filed in a 

timely, but inaccurate manner. 

• 	 The district had efficient accounting technology that allowed all personnel who 

had responsibility for budget management to be able to view financial information 

on-line and regularly, by account or vendor, track spending against the budget. 
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• 	 The district regularly employed appropriate independent financial audits and 

implemented their recommendations to assure quality systems.  

• 	 There was evidence that the district used reliable forecast mechanisms and control 

procedures to ensure spending was within fiscal budget limits. 

Indicators: 

1. 	School committee policies and administrative procedures establish clear processes 

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

the district budget. EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: There was a clear administrative process in place regarding the 

expenditure and transfer of district funds. 

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

the community. EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Non-salary expenditure summaries were provided to the school committee 

on a monthly basis.  The school committee did not receive a monthly status report on 

the budget, which listed all expenditures, including salaries. 

Administrators, directors, and lead teachers received a monthly report listing year-to-

date expenditures and available balances.  In addition to printed monthly reports, they 

were able to view financial information on-line and could regularly track 

expenditures by account and vendor against their budget. 

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

and accurate manner. EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: State and Federal reports and statements were filed in a timely, but 

inaccurate manner. 

4. 	 The district has efficient accounting technology that integrates district level financial 

information with the financial information of each school, and allows financial 

managers and principals to accurately track spending against the budget on a regular 

basis. EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district maintained financial accounting system on an AS400.  The 

system was capable of generating revenue and expenditure reports. Integrated payroll 

and personnel reports could also be generated. 

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

financial decisions. EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with the district leadership and the school business 

administrator provided no evidence or documentation that the district regularly 

reviewed student achievement data at the administrative or school committee level 

and used that information to develop budget recommendations, policies, or financial 

decisions. 

6. 	The district regularly employs appropriate independent financial audits and 

implements their recommendations to assure quality financial systems. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district annually employed an independent auditor. Auditor‘s 

recommendations were addressed. 

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

spending is within fiscal budget limits. EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The district’s budget was closely monitored and forecast mechanisms were 

in place. 
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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 Combined Proficiency Index (CPI), the English Language Arts Proficiency Index 

(EPI) and the Math Proficiency Index (MPI).  The index is developed as follows: 

The Proficiency Index is a measure of the level of achievement a district, school, grade, or 

subgroup has made in relation to the proficiency achievement level on the annual MCAS 

test. The Proficiency Index is calculated as follows: 

Percentage of students scoring 200-208 on test       x 0 = A 
Percentage of students scoring 210-218 on test        x 25 = B 
Percentage of students scoring 220-228 on test        x 50 = C 
Percentage of students scoring 230-238 on test        x 75 = D 
Percentage of students scoring 240 or more on test  x 100 = E 

The Proficiency Index (PI) equals the sum of  A + B + C + D + E = PI 

Example:  The Governor Ambrose High School had the following results for the 2001 
MCAS test: 

12% of all students scored 200-208; therefore, 12% x 0 = 0 
15% of all students scored 210-218; therefore, 15% x 25 = 3.75 
21% of all students scored 220-228; therefore,  21% x 50 = 10.5 
34% of all students scored 230-238; therefore, 34% x 75 = 25.5 

            18% of all students scored 240 or more; therefore, 18%  x 100 = 18.0 

The Proficiency Index is calculated by adding:  0 + 3.75 + 10.5 + 25.5 + 18 = 57.75 

     The Proficiency Index for the Governor Ambrose High would be:  57.75 

     The MPI would use the same calculation for all students taking the math exam. 

     The EPI would use the same calculation for all students taking the ELA exam. 


The 100 point Proficiency Index is divided into 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). 
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Appendix B: Management Portfolio Analysis and Questions by Domain 

Student Support Services 

1) What support services programs do you have that addresses the needs of under 

performing students? 

2) What programs are in place to encourage greater student attendance and 

participation? 

Curriculum and Instruction 

1) Is there a comprehensive district curriculum plan?


2) How is professional development linked to student achievement?


3) Explain the increase in professional development expenditures in 2002?


4) Has an analysis of instructional time in each content area been conducted?


5) Is there a district accommodation plan?


Business and Finance 

1) Documentation shows there is a bilingual program, why is there no reporting 

of bilingual expenditures? 

2) How have the recommendations noted in the management letters been 

implemented? 

3) How have the capital improvements noted in the building needs assessment 

report been integrated into the development of the budget? 

4) What categories are being charged to “miscellaneous”? What is the money 

being spent on? 
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Leadership and Governance 

1) What will be the link between the school improvement plan and the High 

Schools That Work 3-5 year action plan? 

2) Is there an annual review and evaluation of the school improvement plan? 

3) Who has primary responsibility and accountability for academic course 

curriculum, alignment, integration, rigor, evaluation, and improvement? 

4) What strategies are being employed to reduce out-of-school suspensions? 

5) What strategies are being employed to reduce student absenteeism? 

6) How does the district calculate its drop out rate? 

Assessment and Evaluation 

1) How are teacher evaluations linked to student achievement? 

2) What criteria are used to exempt LEP students from taking the MCAS? 

3) What standardized tests are used to track student progress? How are these 

tests used to modify curriculum and instruction? 

4) What program evaluation system do you employ?  How do you use the results 

of any such evaluation or assessment systems? 
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