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Executive Summary 

The Office of Educational Quality and Accountability (EQA) examined the Pathfinder Regional 

Vocational-Technical School (Pathfinder Regional) in late February of 2005. During 2001-2004, 

Pathfinder Regional Vocational-Technical School was among the ‘Low’ performing school 

systems and the ‘Low’ performing vocational-technical districts in the Commonwealth. The 

following summarizes the findings of the examination and the district’s performance on the 2004 

Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS) test. 

Proficiency/Achievement: 

• Pathfinder Regional Vocational-Technical School Average Proficiency Index (API) on the 
2004 MCAS test was 68.2. The state average API among vocational-technical schools was 
70.4, placing the Pathfinder Regional Vocational Technical School below average among 
vocational-technical schools. The district’s English Language Arts (ELA) Proficiency Index 
(EPI) was 73.4; the state average EPI among vocational-technical schools was 74.0. The 
district’s math Proficiency Index (MPI) was 63.1, while the state average MPI among 
vocational-technical schools was 66.8 

• Less than one third of all students in Pathfinder attained proficiency on the 2003 and 2004 
MCAS grade 10 tests.  These percentages were 19.4 and 17.1 percent lower than those of 
vocational education students statewide on those tests.  These percentages were 55.4 and 51.7 
percent lower than those for all students statewide. 

• On the 2004 MCAS grade 10 English Language Arts (ELA) subtest, approximately one third 
of all students in Pathfinder attained proficiency. On the grade 10 math subtest, less than one 
third of all students in Pathfinder attained proficiency. These percentages were 7.9 and 29.0 
percent lower than those of all vocational education students statewide. These percentages 
were 44.4 and 62.1 percent lower than those of all students in the state. 

• Pathfinder’s Average Proficiency Index (API) on the 2004 MCAS tests was below the 
average for vocational-technical schools in Massachusetts. In 2004, Pathfinder’s ELA 
Proficiency Index (EPI) was 0.6 points lower than the average EPI for vocational-technical 
schools in the state; its math Proficiency Index (MPI) was 3.7 points lower than the average 
MPI. In 2004, the EPI was ‘Moderate’ and the MPI and API were ‘Low.’ 

• On the MCAS retest administered in the spring of 2004, 91 percent of Pathfinder’s class of 
2004 earned a Competency Determination (CD), compared to 96 percent of the statewide 
class of 2004. 

• On the MCAS retest administered in the spring of 2004, 87 percent of Pathfinder’s class of 
2005 earned a CD, compared to 90 percent of the statewide class of 2005. 

Equity of Achievement/Proficiency 
• Pathfinder’s proficiency gap in ELA was 47.7 PI points. In math, it was 61.0 points. 
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• For Pathfinder’s students with disabilities, the gaps in ELA and math were 44.6 and 39.8 
percent wider than for all Pathfinder students in 2004. Less than one third of students with 
disabilities in Pathfinder attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS grade 10 tests. This 
percentage was 53.1 percent lower than that of regular education students in Pathfinder. 

• Less than one third of Pathfinder’s students eligible for free or reduced-cost lunch (FRL/Y) 
attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS grade 10 tests.  This percentage was 36.0 percent 
lower than those of FRL/Y students statewide and 105.3 percent lower than that of students 
not eligible for either free or reduced-cost lunch (FRL/N) in Pathfinder. 

Improvement: 
• On the 2004 MCAS grade 10 tests, the percentage of all Pathfinder students not attaining 

proficiency was 50.0 percent lower than that on the 2001 grade 10 tests. 

• In Pathfinder between 2001 and 2004, the EPI increased by 11.2 PI points, a 29.2 percent 
gain in closing the ELA gap.  The MPI increased by 3.4 PI points, an 8.4 percent gain in 
closing the math gap between 2001 and 2004 in Pathfinder. 

•  The gap between the EPI and MPI widened by 7.8 points between 2001 and 2004 in 
Pathfinder. 

Equity of Improvement: 

• The proficiency gap in ELA closed by 11.9 PI points between 2002 and 2004 in Pathfinder; 
in math, it closed by 15.3 points. 

Participation and Access: 

• On the 2004 ELA and math subtests, eligible students did not participate at required levels in 
Pathfinder. 

Summary of Preliminary Findings by Domain: 

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

and ‘Unsatisfactory’ on seven of the twenty-eight performance indicators in this domain. 

• For the period under review, a number of local and standardized assessments were given 
annually, including Grade 9 placement tests, Grade 10 MCAS exams, and locally developed 
departmental mid-term and final exams. 

• Department heads analyzed MCAS test items and student performance, but did not analyze 
subgroup performance. 

• Scheduling and curriculum were modified because of analysis of aggregate and individual 
MCAS test results. 

• After-school programs, double periods of ELA and math, and remedial courses were 
mandated for students who failed a course or the MCAS tests. 

• During the period under review, the district had procedures and practices, but did not have 
formal policies, to monitor federal and/or state participation and attendance standards. 
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• During the period under review, participation data were monitored and assessed only in the 
aggregate, and did not ensure participation and equal opportunity for all students and 
subgroups. 

• The district did not formally evaluate the performance of administrators during the period 
under examination. 

• Union-contracted evaluation forms for teachers were developed without connections to 
student assessment data. 

• Administrators stated that the district had not provided training on the use of student 
assessment data for the purpose of teacher or administrator performance evaluation. 

• Decisions about modifying or changing programs, services, and acquiring resources were not 
based on a data-based assessment of effectiveness and efficiency. 

• Outside the analysis required by grants, the district rarely analyzed programs, services, and 
resource acquisition. 

• The district used student achievement data to analyze programs and services, but not to 
analyze resource acquisition. 

• The evaluation processes did not hold administrators, teachers, or staff accountable for 
student achievement. 

• The district had a number of goals for improving student achievement; however, these goals 
were program, not process, goals. 

Curriculum and Instruction: 

• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on fifteen, ‘Poor’ on eleven, and 
‘Unsatisfactory’ on six of the thirty-two performance indicators in this domain. 

• The district had curriculum guides; however, they were only course outlines and were not 
clearly aligned with the State Curriculum Frameworks. 

• Three of the district's thirteen shop areas had third party, national certification. 

• The district’s curriculum committee reviewed curricula for format, and, while preparing for 
the NEASC visit, for alignment with the State Curriculum Frameworks.  

• Administrators confirmed that the district lacked a regular review cycle for all curriculum 
areas. 

• The amount of data analysis that took place, especially as part of a curriculum revision 
process, varied widely by department. 

• The evaluation process and the policy manual did not reveal any expressions of high 
expectations for teachers or for the effectiveness of the instructional process. 

• The district did not require teachers to use assessment information in the planning of 
instruction. 

• Administrators told teachers to consider data; however, this recommendation was merely a 
suggested practice. 
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• During the period under review, the district did not meet the state's standard for attainment of 
the Competency Determination (CD) for all senior students. 

• District transition practices centered on ensuring that students were treated on an individual 
basis. 

• Out-of-school suspensions were relatively rare and in-school suspensions were managed 
through an embedded program that used cognitive/behavioral strategies.  

• The district linked disproportionate reported rates of suspensions, retentions, or exclusions 
between subgroups to disproportionate rates of rules violations.  

• The district used aggregate and individual student assessment data for academic support 
programs and tutorials; however, teachers in their classrooms did not generally practice these 
assessment practices. 

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

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

• During the period under review, the district provided a range of academic support services in 
ELA and math for students who were not meeting state performance expectations.  

• The district's four-year trend had been to reduce the aggregate percentage of Grade 10 
students receiving ‘Warning/Failing’ in math and ELA, to increase the percentage of ‘Needs 
Improvement’ scores in math, and to increase ‘Proficient’ scores in ELA.  

• The District Accommodation Plan was compiled from a number of sources that focused on 
intervention strategies drawn largely from special education instructional literature. 

• The School Improvement Plan that served as the District Improvement Plan presented 
minimal detail for operational plans, and offered minimal linkage to the District 
Accommodation Plan.  

• The district analyzed MCAS test results to determine the academic support services needed.  

• The assessment of data was not systematic, and teachers were not generally involved in data 
analysis for their classes.  

• Evaluation of the effectiveness of programs was irregular and dependent on simple 
comparisons of individual students' retest scores with original MCAS test achievement 
levels.   

Leadership, Governance, and Organization: 

• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on ten, ‘Poor’ on four, and 
‘Unsatisfactory’ on four of the eighteen performance indicators in this domain. 

• The district did not have a District Improvement Plan for the period under examination. 

• The district did not provide training in analysis of student assessment data during the period 
under examination.  
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• Modification of math and English programs were based on information from the High 
Schools That Work program and had some connection to the district’s analysis of aggregate 
MCAS test scores. 

• The district did not have a formalized, system-wide method of staff communication; 
documents such as school improvement plans were not generally, nor formally disseminated.   

• The district did not have current job descriptions written for its administrators. 

• The district used input from a committee of school staff in its hiring of new personnel. 

Business and Finance: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on twenty-four and ‘Poor’ on four of 

the twenty-eight performance indicators in this domain. 

• For the period under review, the budget document did not include funds from all revenue 
sources. 

• The district did not have a District Improvement Plan (DIP). The School Improvement Plan 
(SIP) did not contain budgetary information. 

• Financial reports were submitted to the school committee on as needed basis or upon request. 

• The superintendent stated that the budget was adequate, but that some shop equipment was 
becoming obsolete. 

• The district had specific procedures for the control of expenditures. 

• The district employed an independent audit firm to perform required school district audits 
and planned to use the bidding process for future auditors. 

• The district used aggregate student achievement data for some financial decisions. 

• The district did not employ a certified business official for the period under review; however, 
the business manager was in the process of becoming certified. 

• The district had a long-term 5-year capital plan showing a need to upgrade and replace 
obsolete shop equipment. 

• The district complied with the requirements of GASB No. 34. 

• The district did not apply for and receive a substantial number of competitive grants. 

• The district met the requirements of its combined foundation and extraordinary maintenance 
targets for the period under review. 
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Part I: Overview of the EQA Review Process and the District 

On February 23 through 28, 2005, the EQA conducted an independent examination of the 

Pathfinder Regional Vocational Technical School for the period between 2001 and 2004. 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 involved two tiers of investigation and used 15 standards. This report is 

based on source documents, correspondence sent prior to the on-site visit, interviews with the 

representative from the school committee, the district leadership team, and school administrators 

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

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

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 

(NCLB) legislation of 2001, continue to transform vocational-technical high schools in the 

Commonwealth. In 1906, Massachusetts was the first state to publicly fund industrial education, 

and became the model for other states and for the provision of federal funds through the Smith-

Hughes Act of 1917. The early mission included economic and social components to better 

provide a skilled workforce to meet the demands of the Industrial Revolution, and to increase the 

single-digit graduation rate from classical-education high schools. Legislation between 1963 and 

1984 reinforced the focus on preparation for highly 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 integration of academic and vocational-technical 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 improve academic and 

technical performance. 

Both the first-generation industrial trade schools and the second-generation vocational-technical 

schools characteristically use project-based instructional methodology, real-world curricula, and 

industry-standard facilities and equipment. On-task time is crucial to acquiring technical skills 
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and knowledge, but the Massachusetts Education Reform Act of 1993 reduced the emphasis on 

time on-task as a measure of educational quality, focusing instead on outcomes as measured by 

the Certificate of Occupational Proficiency (COP) and industry credentialing. The first- and 

second-generation schools differ greatly in their approach to the core academic skills. The 

mission of vocational-technical schools is to educate and prepare students for gainful 

employment and continuing education (post-secondary, as well as job-based). This implies that 

the scope and rigor of their academic courses must match those of traditional academic high 

schools. The organization and scheduling required to achieve both these outcomes is clearly 

challenging and can be highly inconsistent. 

The student composition of vocational-technical schools differs from that of academic schools in 

several important ways. Vocational-technical students tend to be more focused on career 

preparation, to seek relevance in their course of study, and to be experiential, visual, and 

kinesthetic learners. As a result of the teaching styles used at academic middle schools, these 

students enter vocational-technical programs appearing less academically successful or more ill 

prepared than less experiential learners. And, because of legislative mandates to serve special 

populations and the popular perception that an occupational-preparatory curriculum is less 

demanding than a college-preparatory one, vocational-technical schools have, on average, at 

least twice the proportion of special-needs students as found in academic high schools. 

Academic standards- and performance-based graduation requirements have had a significant 

effect on vocational-technical high schools, given their dual mission, distinctive structure, and 

population traits. The highest performing vocational-technical high schools tend to be measured 

‘Low Performing’ by the recently developed MCAS test proficiency index. 

The leadership of vocational-technical high schools and regional districts must address 

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 help administrators meet these challenges. 
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Administrators must orchestrate the institutional changes needed to make these schools and their 

students more successful. 

Pathfinder Regional Vocational Technical School is located in the Town of Palmer in eastern 

Hampden County, Massachusetts. The Pathfinder Regional Vocational Technical School serves 

students from seven member communities: Belchertown, Granby, Hardwick, Monson, New 

Braintree, Palmer, and Ware. Education, healthcare, and social services, followed by 

manufacturing, are the largest sources of employment in the member communities. According to 

the 2000 U.S. Census, the five communities have a combined population of 49,663 and a median 

family income of $54,386. The median family income in Massachusetts is $61,664. Pathfinder 

Regional Vocational Technical School’s school committee has eleven members. Pathfinder 

Regional Vocational Technical School is composed of one school serving grades 9-12. 

Massachusetts Department of Education figures indicate that there were 668 students enrolled in 

the district as of October 1, 2004. Pathfinder Regional Vocational Technical School’s 

demographic/subgroup composition is: 97.0 percent White; 1.3 percent Hispanic; 0.4 percent 

Asian-American; 0.4 percent African-American; 0.0 percent students with Limited English 

Proficiency (LEP); 24.7 percent students of Low-Income; and 27.2 percent special education 

students (SPED). 

For the nine-year period, FY1996 to FY2004, Pathfinder met the state-mandated Net School 

Spending Requirement. For the period between FY1996 and FY2004, Chapter 70 Aid to 

Pathfinder increased 60.7 percent (from $1,827,907 to $2,937,331). Pathfinder’s Required Local 

Contribution increased 33.3 percent (from $1,768,708 to $2,357,609). Since FY1996, Pathfinder 

received a total of $22,063,363 in Chapter 70 Aid and was required to raise locally $19,291,680. 

From FY2001 to FY2004, Chapter 70 Aid was $11,376,962 and the Required Local Contribution 

was $9,658,775. For the period between FY1996 and FY2004, Pathfinder’s foundation 

enrollment increased 26.0 percent and its student headcount increased 5.2 percent. Between 

FY2001 and FY2004, its foundation enrollment decreased 2.0 percent and its student headcount 

decreased 5.6 percent. 

This report finds Pathfinder Regional Vocational Technical School to be a ‘Low’ performing 

school district, with ‘Moderate’ student achievement on the MCAS ELA subtest and ‘Low’ 
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performance on the MCAS math subtest. Since 2001, Pathfinder Regional Vocational Technical 

School’s MCAS test scores have improved gradually. However, 29 percent of its students scored 

above standard on the 2004 MCAS test. 
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Part II: Tier I:  Analysis of Student Achievement MCAS Test Data 

Pathfinder RVTS 

Tier I, with primary attention was paid to the 2004 MCAS test, is an analysis of 
Pathfinder’s MCAS test results (2001-2004).  This analysis is framed by the following 
five essential questions: 

Proficiency/Achievement: To what extent is the MCAS test performance of all of the 
district’s students meeting or exceeding state proficiency standards? 

Equity of Achievement: How does the MCAS test performance vary among the district’s 
student subgroups? 

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

Equity of Improvement: How has the MCAS test performance for the district’s student 
subgroups changed over time? 

Opportunity and Access: Are all eligible students attending and participating in all 
required programs and assessments?  

 

The most current state and district MCAS test results are subjected to a series of analyses to 

determine whether there were  differences between the mean results of district students and those 

of students statewide or between student subgroups within the district. Descriptive analyses of 

the results of the 2004 MCAS test revealed differences, some significant, between students in the 

district and the average scores of students in Massachusetts. 

To highlight those differences the data was then summarized in several ways: a performance-

level based summary of student achievement in Pathfinder; and comparative analyses of district-

wide, subject-area, grade, school, and subgroup achievement in relation to that of students 

statewide, in relation to the district averages, and in relation to other subject areas, grades, and 

subgroups. A discussion of that summary follows. 
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Proficiency/Achievement: To what extent is the MCAS test performance of all the district’s 
students meeting or exceeding state proficiency standards? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
• Less than one third of all students in Pathfinder attained proficiency on the 2003 and 

2004 MCAS grade 10 tests.  

• Approximately one third of all students in Pathfinder attained proficiency on the 2004 

MCAS grade 10 English Language Arts (ELA) test. 

• Less than one third of all students in Pathfinder attained proficiency on the grade 10 math 

test. 

• Pathfinder’s proficiency gap in ELA was 27.1 Proficiency Index (PI) points; in math, the 

proficiency gap was 36.1 PI points.    

Figures/Tables 1 A, B: Student MCAS Test Performance, Overall, 2003 and 2004 

A. 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level
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  Advanced 22 4 1 
  Proficient 34 27 24 
  Needs Improv. 29 46 53 
  Warning/Failing 15 24 22 
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B. 

MCAS 2004 Data 
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level
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  Advanced 24 5 3 
  Proficient 36 30 26 
  Needs Improv. 28 48 59 
  Warning/Failing 12 18 13 

Analysis of Figures/Tables 1 A, B:  
• On the 2003 MCAS grade 10 tests 25 percent of Pathfinder students scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories.   

• On the 2004 MCAS grade 10 tests 29 percent of Pathfinder students scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories.      
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Figures/Tables 2:  MCAS Test Performance, by Subject, 2004 

MCAS 2004 Data 
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level
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  Advanced 19 2 1 30 7 5 
  Proficient 44 36 34 28 24 17 
  Needs Improv. 28 49 55 29 48 63 
  Warning/Failing 9 14 10 14 22 16 

 

Analysis of Figure/Table 2:  
• On the 2004 MCAS grade 10 ELA test, 35 percent of Pathfinder students scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories.  

• On the 2004 MCAS grade 10 math test, 22 percent of Pathfinder students scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories.  
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Table 3: MCAS Proficiency Index, Between Vocational-Technical Schools, 2002, 2003, 2004  

District 

ELA 
2002 
CPI 

Math 
2002 
CPI 

API 
2002 

ELA 
2003 
CPI 

Math 
2003 
CPI 

API 
2003 

ELA 
2004 
CPI 

Math 
2004 
CPI 

API 
2004 

Bristol County Agr. 74.7 66.0 70.4 85.5 79.4 82.5 87.7 88.9 88.3 
Norfolk County Agr. 83.2 66.1 74.6 88.9 76.3 82.6 88.1 83.7 85.9 
Blackstone Valley Reg. 69.7 63.0 66.4 75.2 68.0 71.6 84.5 79.9 82.2 
Shawsheen Valley Voc. Tech. 73.2 51.4 62.3 83.8 72.2 78.0 82.2 76.4 79.3 
South Shore Reg. Voc. Tech. 73.2 58.2 65.7 76.7 68.8 72.8 80.0 75.7 77.9 
Northern Berkshire Voc. 71.6 58.3 64.9 75.0 62.3 68.6 81.2 72.9 77.1 
Minuteman Voc. Tech. 71.6 59.4 65.5 75.9 70.5 73.2 76.2 75.3 75.7 
Franklin County 76.1 52.1 64.1 72.5 67.6 70.1 79.3 70.5 74.9 
Upper Cape Cod Voc. Tech. 68.1 53.0 60.6 74.5 56.0 65.3 79.7 68.0 73.8 
North Shore Reg. Voc. 68.2 54.8 61.5 71.7 63.5 67.6 73.9 69.4 71.6 
Cape Cod Reg. Voc. Tech. 65.8 51.5 58.6 72.7 54.9 63.8 74.7 67.8 71.3 
Old Colony Reg. Voc. Tech. 62.1 52.5 57.3 69.2 60.8 65.0 71.9 69.7 70.8 
Average 65.0 50.9 58.0 71.5 60.7 66.1 74.0 66.8 70.4 
Blue Hills Voc. 68.7 59.2 63.9 72.6 59.4 66.0 75.8 65.6 70.7 
Bristol-Plymouth Voc. Tech. 65.5 51.2 58.3 76.1 59.7 67.9 72.9 67.6 70.2 
Montachusett Voc. Tech. Reg. 60.3 45.6 53.0 71.2 62.2 66.7 75.4 64.4 69.9 
Southern Worcester Cty VT 62.1 48.6 55.4 71.1 60.7 65.9 72.7 66.9 69.8 
Nashoba Valley Tech  58.8 52.1 55.4 63.7 59.6 61.6 68.5 70.0 69.2 
Whittier Voc. 55.4 41.4 48.4 64.8 48.2 56.5 72.3 64.9 68.6 
Tri-County 66.5 57.6 62.0 75.4 65.0 70.2 72.9 63.9 68.4 
Pathfinder Voc. Tech. 62.6 52.4 57.5 65.0 60.4 62.7 73.4 63.1 68.2 
Assabet Valley 67.3 46.8 57.0 67.9 52.9 60.4 70.9 63.7 67.3 
Southeastern Reg. Voc. Tech. 59.0 40.6 49.8 65.5 49.1 57.3 70.8 61.5 66.1 
Greater New Bedford 61.8 42.2 52.0 66.1 48.6 57.3 69.8 59.6 64.7 
Northeast Metro Voc. 60.8 31.3 46.0 65.7 63.6 64.7 65.0 61.8 63.4 
Essex Agr. Tech. 65.7 46.5 56.1 72.3 53.2 62.7 71.7 52.8 62.3 
Greater Lowell Voc. Tec 60.3 53.5 56.9 65.8 56.6 61.2 64.8 58.7 61.7 
Greater Fall River 56.5 47.1 51.8 69.8 58.1 63.9 69.2 54.2 61.7 
So Middlesex Voc. Tech. Reg. 49.2 36.8 43.0 63.0 56.6 59.8 60.5 50.6 55.6 
Greater Lawrence RVT 45.9 37.1 41.5 55.4 46.9 51.1 59.1 50.1 54.6 
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Analysis of Table 3:  

• Pathfinder’s proficiency gap in ELA was 26.6 PI points in 2004; the proficiency gap in math 
was 36.9 PI points. 

• In 2003, Pathfinder’s Average Proficiency Index (API) was 3.4 points lower than the average 
for all vocational-technical schools in Massachusetts. In 2004, Pathfinder’s API was 2.2 
points lower than the average. 

• In 2004, Pathfinder’s EPI was 0.6 points lower than the average EPI for vocational-technical 
schools in the state. Its MPI was 3.7 points lower than the average MPI for vocational-
technical schools in 2004. 

• In 2003 Pathfinder’s performance ratings in ELA, math, and overall were ‘Low.’ In 2004, the 
ELA Performance Rating was ‘Moderate’ and the math and overall Performance Ratings 
were ‘Low.’ 

• In 2003, Pathfinder had the ninth lowest API among the 30 vocational-technical schools in 
Massachusetts. In 2004, it had the tenth lowest API. 
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Equity of Achievement: How does the MCAS test performance vary among the district’s 
student subgroups? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
• The performance gap in ELA was 47.7 PI points in Pathfinder. In math, the performance 

gap was 61.0 points. 

• For Pathfinder’s students with disabilities, the proficiency gaps in both ELA and in math 

were wider than those for all Pathfinder students in 2004. 

• Less than one third of students with disabilities in Pathfinder attained proficiency on the 

2004 MCAS grade 10 tests, a lower percentage than that of regular education students in 

Pathfinder. 

• Less than one third of Pathfinder’s students eligible for free or reduced-cost lunch 

(FRL/Y) attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS grade 10 tests, a lower percentage than 

that of students not eligible for either free or reduced-cost lunch (FRL/N) in Pathfinder. 
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Figure /Table 4:  MCAS Proficiency Index, byFree/Reduced lunch Status and Student 
Status, 2004 
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E FRL (Y) 64.8 56.8 44 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 4:  

• In Pathfinder in 2004, the proficiency gap in ELA was 27.1 PI points for all students; for 
students with disabilities, the proficiency gap was 39.2 PI points. 

• The proficiency gap in math was 36.9 PI points for all students; for students with disabilities 
it was 51.6 PI points in Pathfinder in 2004. 

• The subgroup performance range between the highest and lowest EPIs for subgroups was 
15.0 PI points in Pathfinder in 2004. In math, this subgroup performance range was 18.3 PI 
points in Pathfinder. 

• The average of the differences between the 2004 EPI of the highest-scoring subgroup and 
those of the other subgroups (excluding the lowest-scoring subgroup) was 5.6 PI points in 
Pathfinder in 2004. In math, this average subgroup gap was 5.8 PI points. 

• The performance gap, the sum of the sub-group range and average gap, in ELA was 47.7 PI 
points, in Pathfinder. In math, the performance gap was 61.0 PI points. 

Figures/Table 5 A-B: Student Population by Reportable Subgroups 
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Students by Status
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Figure /Table 6:  Student Subgroup MCAS Test Performance, by Student Status, 2004 

MCAS 2004 Data 
Percent of Regular and Disabilites students at each 
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100
80
60
40
20

B
el

ow
 S

ta
nd

ar
d 

0
20
40
60
80

100

State (Voc) Reg Pathfinder RVT
Reg

State (Voc)
Disability

Pathfinder RVT
Disability

  A
bo

ve
 S

ta
nd

ar
d

 
  Advanced 6 4 1 0 
  Proficient 35 28 17 15 
  Needs Improv. 48 58 50 59 
  Warning/Failing 12 10 32 26 

 

Analysis of Figure/Table 6: 
• For students with disabilities in Pathfinder, 15 percent scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories on the 2004 MCAS grade 10 tests, 17 percentage points lower than 
that of Pathfinder regular education students. 
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Figure /Table 7:  Student Subgroup MCAS Test Performance, by Free and Reduced Lunch 
Eligibility Status, 2004 

MCAS 2004 Data 
Percent of students by FreeLunch status at each proficiency level
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  Advanced 3 3 5 3 
  Proficient 22 13 33 30 
  Needs Improv. 50 67 47 56 
  Warning/Failing 25 17 15 12 

Analysis of Figure/Table 7: 

• For FRL/Y students in Pathfinder, 16 percent scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 
categories on the 2004 MCAS grade 10 tests,17 percentage points lower than that of FRL/N 
students in Pathfinder. 
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Improvement: How has the MCAS test performance for all students in the district changed 
over time? 

Preliminary Findings: 
• In ELA, the proficiency gap was 11.2 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 2001, for an 

improvement rate of 29.2 percent. 

• In math, the proficiency gap was 3.4 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 2001, for an 

improvement rate of 8.4 percent. 

• Overall and on both the ELA and math MCAS grade 10 tests, the percentage of all 

Pathfinder students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category was lower in 2004 than in 

2001. 

Figure/Tables 8: Student MCAS Test Performance, 2001-2004  

MCAS 2001 - 2004 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level
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  2001 2002 2003 2004 
  Advanced 1 2 1 3 
  Proficient 21 20 24 26 
  Needs Improv. 52 48 53 59 
  Warning/Failing 26 30 22 13 

Analysis of Figure/Table 8: 
• The percentage of Pathfinder students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories 

was 7 percentage points higher on the 2004 MCAS grade 10 tests than on the 2001 tests. 

• The percentage of Pathfinder students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category was 13 
percentage points lower in 2004 than in 2001. 
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Figure/Table 9: MCAS Proficiency Index Trend Data, by Subject, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004 

Prof. Index Trend Data
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Trend Data MCAS, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004 (detail) 

  ELA Math 
  2001 2002 2003 2004 2001 2002 2003 2004 

Advanced 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 2.0% 3.9% 1.4% 5.2% 
Proficient 19.7% 26.6% 24.8% 34.4% 21.8% 13.0% 23.8% 16.8% 

Needs Improvement 59.9% 48.7% 58.6% 54.6% 44.9% 48.1% 46.9% 62.6% 
Warning/Failing 19.7% 24.7% 16.6% 10.4% 31.3% 35.1% 27.9% 15.5% 

Analysis of Figure/Table 9: 
• The proficiency gap in ELA was 11.2 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 2001 in Pathfinder. 

• The proficiency gap in math was 3.4 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 2001. 

• The gap between the EPI and MPI widened by 7.8 points between 2001 and 2004 in 
Pathfinder. 

• The percentage of Pathfinder students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories 
on the grade 10 ELA test was 14.7 percentage points higher in 2004 than in 2001. The 
percentage of Pathfinder students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category on that test was 
9.3 percentage points lower in 2004 than in 2001. 

• The percentage of Pathfinder students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category on the 2004 
MCAS math tests was 15.8 percentage points lower in 2004 than in 2001. 
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Equity of Improvement: How has the MCAS test performance for the district’s student 
subgroups change over time? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
• The improvement gap in ELA was 11.9 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 2002 in 

Pathfinder. 

• The improvement gap in math was 3.4 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 2002 in 

Pathfinder. 

• The performance gap in ELA was 1.4 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 2002 in 

Pathfinder. 

• The performance gap in math was 5.8 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 2002 in 

Pathfinder. 

Figures 10 A - B/Table 10: Improvement in Student MCAS Test Performance by Subgroup 
NOTE: In the following graphs, the bars represent the individual district’s performance; the dots represent the 

performance of all the schools in the state. 
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B. 

 
 

Prof Index by Subgroup (Math)
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Analysis of Figures 10 A-B/Table 10:  

• The proficiency gap in ELA for all students was 37.7 PI points in 2002 in Pathfinder; in 
2004, it was 27.1 PI points. 

• The proficiency gap in math, in 2002 was 46.4 PI points and in 2004, it was 36.9 PI points.  

• The subgroup performance range in ELA in 2002 was 15.9 PI points; in 2004, it was 15 PI 
points. 

•  The subgroup performance range in math was 23.6 PI points in 2002 and 18.3 PI points in 
2004 in Pathfinder. 

• The average gap in ELA was 6.0 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 5.6 PI points.  

• The average gap in math was 6.3 PI points in 2002 and was 5.8 PI points in 2004 in 
Pathfinder. 

• The performance gap in ELA was 21.9 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 20.6 PI points. 

• The performance gap in math was 29.9 PI points in 2002 and was 24.1 PI points in 2004 in 
Pathfinder. 

• The improvement gap in ELA was 59.6 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 47.7 PI points. 

• The improvement gap in math was 76.3 PI points in 2002 and was 61.0 PI points in 2004 in 
Pathfinder. 
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Participation and Access: Are all eligible students attending and participating in all 
required programs and assessments? 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• On the 2004 ELA and math tests, eligible students did not participate at required levels in 

Pathfinder. 

Table 11: Student MCAS Test Participation by Subject Area
 ELA Math 

T 93.29% 94.51% 
NTO 1.83% 3.05% 
NTM 4.27% 1.22% 
NTA 0.61% 1.22% 
ALT 0.00% 0.00% 

T = Tested 
NTA = Not Tested, Absent 

NTM = Not Tested, Medical 
NTO = Not Tested, Other 
ALT = Alt. Assessment 

 

Analysis of Table 11: 
• In Pathfinder, the 93.29 percent student participation rate on the 2004 MCAS ELA test was 

1.71 percentage points lower than the state’s 95 percent requirement. 

• In Pathfinder, the 94.51 percent student participation rate on the 2004 MCAS math test was 
0.49 percentage points lower than the state’s 95 percent requirement. 
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Appendix A: N- values  

1. n-Values by Grade, 2004 
   ELA Math 

Pathfinder RVT ALL LEVELS     
Pathfinder RVT Advanced 1 8 

  Proficient 53 26 
  Needs Improv 84 97 
  Warning/Failing 16 24 

Regular Advanced 1 8 
  Proficient 46 24 
  Needs Improv 67 78 
  Warning/Failing 10 14 

Disability Advanced 0 0 
  Proficient 7 2 
  Needs Improv 17 19 
  Warning/Failing 6 10 

Free Lunch (Y) Advanced 1 2 
  Proficient 8 3 
  Needs Improv 27 32 
  Warning/Failing 8 7 

Free Lunch (N) Advanced 0 6 
  Proficient 43 22 
  Needs Improv 57 64 
  Warning/Failing 8 17 

Hispanic Advanced 0 0 
  Proficient 0 0 
  Needs Improv 3 2 
  Warning/Failing 1 2 

White Advanced 1 8 
  Proficient 53 26 
  Needs Improv 81 95 
  Warning/Failing 15 22 
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2. n-values for NTA, NTM, and NTO by Student Status, 2004: 
 

 ELA Math 
T. Disability 30 31 
T. Regular 123 124 

NTM. Disability 3 0 
NTM. Regular 4 2 

NTO. Disability 3 4 
NTO. Regular 0 1 

NTA. Disability 0 1 
NTA. Regular 0 1 

T = Tested 
NTA = Not Tested, Absent 

NTM = Not Tested, Medical 
NTO = Not Tested, Other 
ALT = Alt. Assessment 

Notes: 
 
In 2004, for State vs. District performance charts, only data from English and Math tests for grades 3 through 10 was 
included unless otherwise noted.  For Proficiency Indicator charts, Grade 3 was included. Grade 3 does not include 
an “advanced” level and would therefore skew aggregated proficiency level charts. 
 
These results include only Students with test status of Tested, ALT, or NTA with a Scaled Score <> 200 unless 
otherwise noted. 
 
In calculation for EPI, the following groups were included for each year reported: 
2001:  Gr. 4, Gr. 7, Gr. 10 
2002:  Gr. 4, Gr. 7, Gr. 10 
2003:  Gr. 4, Gr. 7, Gr. 10 
2004:  Gr. 3, Gr. 4, Gr. 7, Gr. 10 
 
In calculation for MPI, the following groups were included for each year reported: 
2001:  Gr. 4, Gr. 8, Gr. 10 
2002:  Gr. 4, Gr. 8, Gr. 10 
2003:  Gr. 4, Gr. 8, Gr. 10 
2004:  Gr. 4, Gr. 6, Gr. 8, Gr. 10 
 
Subgroup inclusion was based on the number of students in a district and the number of schools in a district. To be 
included, a subgroup must have at least 10 times the number of schools in the district to be considered reportable. 
For example, in a school district with 4 schools, only subgroup categories with 40 or more students from that district 
in that category were included. 
 
Rounded differences may result in slight discrepancies. 
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Part III: Domain Findings and Summary  

Domain A: Assessment and Evaluation 

 Standards � Indicators � 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total
Domain A - Assessment & Evaluation                  

S1 - Student Assessment                  

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
  Satisfactory 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 N/A 1 
  Poor 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 N/A 6 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
S2 - Participation          
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
  Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 N/A 5 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 N/A 2 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
S3 - Evaluation Processes: Personnel          
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Satisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Poor 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 2 
  Unsatisfactory 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 6 
S4 - Evaluation Processes: Programs, Services, &
Resource Acquisition          
 Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
 Satisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
 Poor 1 1 1 1 1 0 N/A N/A 5 
 Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 1 N/A N/A 1 
 
Standard 1. STUDENT ASSESSMENT: For the period of time under examination, district and 

building administrators carefully administered statewide assessments and teachers regularly 

assessed the performance of their students relative to state and local student performance 

standards, and analyzed aggregate and individual assessment results to improve curricula, 

instructional practices, and supplementary and remedial programs.  

Preliminary Finding(s): 
• For the period under review, a number of local and standardized assessments were given 

annually, including Grade 9 placement tests, Grade 10 MCAS exams, and locally developed 
departmental mid-term and final exams. 
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• Department heads analyzed MCAS test items and student performance, but did not analyze 
subgroup performance. 

• Scheduling and curriculum were modified because of analysis of aggregate and individual 
MCAS test results. 

• After-school programs, double periods of ELA and math, and remedial courses were 
mandated for students who failed a course or the MCAS tests. 

Indicators: 
1. The district utilized assessment policies and practices that resulted in the formal, regular 

evaluation of student assessment results.  

Rating:   Poor

Evidence:  During the period under review, the district lacked assessment policies and did not 

have consistent practices in the evaluation of student assessment results.  

Grade 9 placement data and MCAS test results were evaluated annually during the period under 

review. The data were analyzed to varying degrees and used to provide information about 

general areas of strength and weakness and to modify programs accordingly.  

Beginning with the 2002-2003 school year, departmental midterm and final examinations were 

required of all academic and vocational departments and were reviewed by the principal. 

2. In order to improve achievement for all students, the district used aggregated and disaggregated 

assessment scores to assess student progress for all populations. Student performance has 

improved across all subgroups.  

Rating: Poor 

Evidence:   For the period under review, populations at Pathfinder included male, female, 

regular education, special education, Modified Vocational Instruction at Pathfinder (MVIP) 

students, Free and Reduced Lunch-Y (FRL-Y), Free and Reduced Lunch-N (FRL-N). Subgroups 

by race/ethnicity and ELL were not reportable for the entire period under review. 

The district used aggregated data for all populations and analyzed individual test scores from 

Grade 9 admissions testing and MCAS testing to assess progress. Examination of individual test 

scores and individual item analysis were the most frequently used methods of analysis. 
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In the 2002 NEASC report, the two district assessment objectives were to "provide a system…of 

academic assessment, including…monitoring and assessment of student performance;" and to 

"prepare all students to meet current state and federal academic assessment requirements." These 

objectives supported Pathfinder in developing remedial classes, providing multi-level courses, 

and developing additional after-school classes. 

Data provided to EQA examiners reflected the 2003 test and retest scores, the number of students 

who needed to retest in 2004, and their remedial course enrollment. In the class of 2005, 12 

students received remediation for ELA through support programs because of analysis of MCAS 

test scores. Of the nine who re-tested, four passed. In the class of 2006, 14 students received 

remedial services in ELA because of data analysis, 14 retested, and 11 passed with improved 

scores. The class of 2007 had 20 students who received ELA services and 14 passed with 

improved scores. In the district, scores were not disaggregated between regular education and 

special education subgroups.  

In ELA, 2004 AYP data provided to the EQA by the Department of Education showed that 

Pathfinder met Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) for improvement and attainment of the 

Competency Determination (CD). AYP for the aggregate was met in 2001, 2002, and 2004. For 

subgroups, Pathfinder was exempt from AYP for 2001 and 2002, did not meet AYP for 2003, 

and met AYP for 2004. Similarly in math, the district met AYP in the aggregate for the years 

under examination. For subgroups, Pathfinder was exempt from AYP in 2001 and 2002, did not 

meet AYP in 2003, and did meet AYP in 2004 for subgroups. 

Student schedules and class rosters reflected participation in double period math and ELA 

classes. Remedial and after-school math and ELA classes had been introduced during the period 

under review because of data analysis of individual MCAS test scores.  

Proficiency Index (PI) data reflected an increase in the number of students attaining higher 

scores; however, the increases were mainly in the ‘Needs Improvement’ category, not in the 

‘Proficient’ or ‘Advanced’ categories. Between 2003 and 2004, the school showed a slight 

improvement in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories with increases from 2 to 9 students 

scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category and from 71 to 79 students in the ‘Proficient’ category. 

However, the major change was in the number of students scoring in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 
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category, an increase of 25 students, from 154 to 181. The number of students in the 

‘Warning/Failing’ category decreased by 25 in one year from 65 in 2003 to 40 in 2004.  

3. District and building administrators carefully and accurately implemented the “Principles of Test 

Administration” in their jurisdictions and provided complete and accurate information on student 

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

test and system-wide tests.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:   District administrators stated in an EQA interview that they were careful to follow 

the “Principles of Test Administration” and to provide complete and accurate information on 

student status and participation in MCAS tests. 

The director of guidance reported receiving training in test administration. This administrator 

also certified compliance with testing guidelines in the proctor's manual, and stated that he 

reviewed testing formats and calendars with proctors and monitored their compliance. The 

director of guidance also reviewed all materials to ensure the accuracy of reported data and 

subgroup information. 

Testing accommodations were made as necessary. These accommodations were discussed prior 

to testing with the guidance department. The director of guidance also reviewed student data, 

SIMS data to account for test forms, and FRL student information. 

4. In addition to the MCAS, the district regularly employed the use of standardized tests, local 

benchmarks, or other assessments to measure the progress of all student populations at regular 

intervals and used these results to measure the effectiveness of achieving district objectives for 

student learning.  

Rating: Poor 

Evidence:  Other standardized tests, local benchmarks, and assessments that measured student 

progress for the period under review included Grade 9 intake assessments in math and ELA, as 

well as departmental mid-term and final examinations. It was reported to EQA examiners that 

some freshmen had some pre- and post-testing in reading during the review period. 
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The effectiveness of achieving district objectives for students as a result of using these 

assessments could be seen in the development of three levels of math, the increased enrollment 

in those classes, and improved MCAS test scores as students moved from ‘Warning/Failing’ to 

‘Needs Improvement.’  

5. The district engaged in a formal, documented annual review of student assessment data to 

reallocate staff and prioritize resource distribution to improve achievement for all student 

populations.  

Rating: Poor 

Evidence:  The district did not provide documentation of an annual formal, documented review 

of student assessment data to reallocate staff and prioritize the distribution of resources for the 

period under review. The district used informal assessment, teacher input, and requests by 

students for specific courses and levels to determine teacher assignments for the period under 

review. Additional resource teachers or Title I instructors were hired as necessary, as 

exemplified in the remedial ELA program.  

For the last year of the period under review, academic teachers who had traditionally worked 

with advanced students were assigned to one or two periods with students who were struggling 

in academic courses.  Through this reassignment plan, the district hoped to improve student 

achievement by introducing these underachieving students to teachers who presented material in 

a more challenging mode. 

Pathfinder had a General Advisory Committee (GAC) prior to and during the period under 

review. The GAC was comprised of representatives from each shop advisory committee. 

Minutes of GAC and shop committee meetings were filed in and accessible through the district 

office. The district had a five-year capital improvement plan and took recommendations for the 

upgrade or purchase of new equipment from advisory committees. During the period under 

review, the culinary arts program purchased a new baking oven and the machine shop received 

two new computerized pneumatic control machines. A random review of records by EQA 

examiners revealed that each shop had minutes and agendas of two meetings held per year for 

the years under review. 
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While assessment of student performance between cooperative education employers and the 

cooperative education coordinator or vocational coordinator had been primarily verbal, weekly 

cooperative education reports had been written. Students were required to describe their projects 

and supervisors assessed the week’s work by the student. Although the district provided one 

example of a multi-page student evaluation, most student evaluations were one-page, double-

sided, and completed primarily by the student with two or three lines of supervisor comment. 

Pathfinder students had the opportunity to achieve national certifications in specific technical 

areas. In Automotive Service Technology (AST) and Auto Body Repair (AB), students could 

achieve National Automotive Technicians Education Foundation (NATEF) certification. The 

culinary arts program received certification through the American Culinary Federation in the last 

year of the period under review. Heating, ventilating and air conditioning (HVAC) students 

could test for oil burner technician licenses, air conditioner technician licenses, and for a 

refrigerant reclaimant license. Health students were eligible to earn a certified nurse’s aid 

license. Ornamental horticulture students who had met age and experience standards could 

pursue their hydraulics and pesticide licenses. Data were not presented to 

EQA examiners that reflected the number of students who had received appropriate licensure in 

those technical areas. 

6. The district and each of its schools disseminated assessment analyses to appropriate staff at 

regular intervals. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence:  Dissemination of assessment analysis to department staff occurred during the period 

under review; however, teachers had to request the data. Interviews of district administrators 

revealed that data were shared as it became available. The TestWiz data analysis program was 

available to teachers during the review period. For one year of the period under review (2003-

04), teachers were given copies of students’ written MCAS test responses with exemplars.  

In a teacher focus group, it was discussed that a general synopsis of individual student MCAS 

test results were presented to vocational instructors rather than a more specific analysis of 

performance. Positive placement data were not shared with vocational instructors. 
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7. Assessment trend data indicated that classroom assessment standards, practices, and expectations 

for students were consistently linked with the learning standards articulated in the State 

Curriculum Frameworks. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Assessment trend data indicated that classroom assessment standards, practices, and 

expectations were not consistently linked with the State Curriculum Frameworks learning 

standards for the period under review. During the period under review, students were tested in 

content and technical areas on a weekly basis. 

However, a review of the 2002 Coordinated Perkins review report revealed that the district was 

commended for "setting high standards for all students," and the recent (2003-04) inclusion of 

the High Schools the Works program reinforced the expectation of high standards. When asked 

in an EQA interview how the administration knew students were aware of the high standards set 

for them, they stated that students stated that their "teacher(s) pushed them harder." 

One of the goals of the school improvement plan for 2003-04 was “the improvement of student 

performance on all standard and alternative assessments.” These objectives were reflected in the 

rearrangement of math courses to require algebra of all Grade 9 students and geometry of all 

Grade 10 students for three years of the period under review. The school was in the process of 

developing a study skills curriculum at the time of the EQA on-site review. Class meetings were 

held to inform students about High Schools That Work. 

For the first year of the period under review, the curriculum was not linked to the State 

Curriculum Frameworks. For the remaining years, curriculum remained insufficiently linked to 

the Frameworks. Overall, during the period under review, curriculum was minimally linked to 

the Frameworks. 
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Standard 2. PARTICIPATION: For the period under examination, the district and all of its 

schools had policies, procedures, and practices that met federal and state participation and 

attendance standards. Data on participation in state and local tests were monitored and assessed 

to ensure participation and opportunity for all students and all subgroups. 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• During the period under review, the district had procedures and practices, but did not have 
formal policies, to monitor federal and/or state participation and attendance standards. 

• During the period under review, participation data were monitored and assessed only in the 
aggregate, and did not ensure participation and equal opportunity for all students and 
subgroups. 

Indicators: 

1. The district and each of its schools had clear management systems in use that required all students 

to participate in all mandatory and appropriate assessments that resulted in a two- or three-year 

average participation rate of 95% in the state assessment. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  For the period under review, the following rates of participation were calculated 

according to Department of Education (DOE) reports for the district. In math, regular education 

students participated at a rate of 97 percent in 2004, 100 percent in 2003, 98 percent in 2002, 97 

percent in 2001, and 99 percent in 2000; special education students participated at rates of 85 

percent in 2004, 100 percent in 2003, 98 percent in 2002, and 100 percent in 2001 and 2000. In 

ELA, reported rates for regular education students were 96 percent in 2004, 99 percent in 2003, 

and 97 percent in 2002; rates for special education students were 82 percent in 2004, 100 percent 

in 2003, and 98 percent in 2002. Data for ELA participation rates in 2000 and 2001 were not 

included in the DOE report provided to EQA. 

Although the district was without formal, mandatory policies for participation, Pathfinder had 

practices that encouraged participation. Each year, with the exception of 2004, special education 

students in the district had a participation rate of higher than 95 percent. 
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It was reported to EQA examiners by district administrators that three factors affected student 

test participation: refusal to test, illness, and sudden withdrawal from the district within days of 

scheduled testing. 

Data provided in the 2004 DOE Proficiency Index (PI) report showed that 93.3 percent of 

students were tested in ELA, 1.83 percent were categorized as Not Tested, Other (NTO), 4.27 

percent were classified as Not Tested, Medical (NTM), 0.61 percent was counted as Not Tested 

Absent (NTA), and 0.00 were reported as having taken the alternative exam (ALT). In math, the 

94.51 percent were tested, 3.05 percent NTO, 1.22 percent NTM, 1.27 percent NTA, and 0.00 

ALT. 

In interviews with EQA examiners, the district reported that the district intentionally, and 

without DOE approval, exempted all MVIP students from MCAS testing in 2004. This decision 

resulted in an 85 percent participation rate in Grade 10 math and an 82 percent participation rate 

on the 2004 ELA exam, a 15 percent decrease in special education participation in math, and an 

18 percent decrease in special education ELA participation. 

2. The district and each of its schools had systems in use that required all students to participate in 

district and school-based assessment programs or benchmarks. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  For the period under review, Pathfinder Vocational High School District assessment 

practices included the Grade 9 entrance assessment tests in math and ELA as well as 

departmental mid-terms and final examinations.  

The entrance exams included the Stanford 9 for ELA for the entire period under review, the 

Stanford 9 for math during two years of the period under review, and a math test developed by 

the school’s math teachers during the last two years of the period under review.  These tests were 

mandatory for all incoming freshmen for the entire period under review. The math and ELA 

assessments were used for placement in ELA and math courses and for the determination of class 

size and enrollment for the incoming freshman class. Students were notified by mail of their 

acceptance to the vocational high school and their testing date. Students who missed that date 

  40



received a follow-up phone call to determine if the student would be attending Pathfinder and to 

reschedule the test. 

The locally developed math test was developed to assist in both course placement and MCAS 

test preparation. Item analysis was used to develop the test, to assist in the upgrade of math 

curricula, and in the development of a foundation assessment within the district. 

For the 2003-4 school year, the district had implemented the High Schools That Work (HSTW) 

program. Class meetings were held to inform students about High Schools That Work According 

to interviewees, the district's decision to become involved with this education reform model 

came as a direct result of the review of ELA and math MCAS test scores. The HSTW assessment 

was given to a random group of seniors in 2004; however, the results, and subsequently 

developed school goals, were not part of the period under review. 

 

3. The district maintained clear and accurate records on student waivers for LEP and ALT status for 

MCAS assessment. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  As there was no Limited English Proficient (LEP) subgroup of students in the 

district, no LEP waivers were requested by the district for the period under review.  

Alternative assessment students would have been identified in their individual education plans. 

No alternative assessment waivers were requested for regular education or special education 

students within the district during the period under examination. The director of special 

education was responsible for securing alternative assessments; the director of guidance 

ascertained the number of waivers needed. 

4. The district and each of its schools had clear management systems in place that required all 

students to attend school, and these systems were actively implemented and resulted in a student 

attendance rate of 93% or higher. 
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Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  Clear management systems requiring all students to attend school were in place and 

implemented for the period under review. Student handbooks for school years 2000, 2001, and 

2003 included specific policies for both school and class attendance. The 2000 handbook further 

clarified attendance policies by including a section that defined offenses for which students could 

be suspended and their consequences, including the stipulation that students on suspension could 

not be on school grounds or participate in extra-curricular activities. 

The 2003 School Improvement Plan called for the implementation of an academic attendance 

policy, as well as a vocational shop hour completion policy. In addition, an end-of-year 

attendance committee was developed and implemented during the period under review. The 

committee was voluntary and included a mix of district staff. One policy developed and 

implemented by the committee required 90 percent class attendance by students. Those who had 

below a 90 percent attendance rate were graded but did not receive credit and were mandated to 

take a summer make-up course. Upon successful completion of the summer course, the district 

awarded credit for the course. Handbooks reviewed by EQA examiners included the following 

attendance policies: (1) missing nine academic periods of a single period course or 18 periods of 

a double period course resulted in denied credit for the class (2) missing nine to twelve shop days 

or fifty-four to seventy-two shop hours required the participation in unpaid community service or 

summer school in order to receive course credit. (3) missing 13 days resulted in a loss of credit 

and repetition of the school year. This attendance policy was clearly outlined in the student 

handbook and described in detail by interviewees.  

District-level attendance data provided to EQA through DOE reports reflected decreasing 

attendance rates; however, these rates were consistently above the state standard of 93 percent.  

The attendance declined from 98.1 percent in 2002 to 94.4 percent in 2003, and to 93.6 percent 

in 2004. During the same period, state attendance rates remained relatively stable: 94.2 percent 

in 2002, 93.9 percent in 2003, and 94.2 percent in 2004. 

When administrators were asked to explain the drop in attendance, they responded by describing 

the new computerized attendance system, the SASI, for some of the period under review. This 

system may have resulted in more accurate reporting. The SASI system also automatically sent 
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20 to 30 letters per week to parents for students who were approaching three, six, or nine days of 

absences. Administrators reported that the use of this system led to better tracking of daily and 

period attendance. 

The implementation of High Schools That Work (HSTW) for a portion of the period under 

review, from 2003 to 2004 also had a positive impact on attendance policies. Attendance, 

according to HSTW participation guidelines, must be 90 percent for all students, below the state 

standard of 93 percent. 

5. The district and its schools had and enforced, when necessary, clear consequences for students 

with chronic absenteeism. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence:  District administrators reported to EQA examiners that for the period under review, 

the district's philosophy was to prevent chronic absenteeism before it began. Chronic 

absenteeism was outlined in all student handbooks for the entire period under review. District 

administers stated that they were unaware that “chronically absent” was defined as students who 

were "absent more than 10 percent of their days in membership." 

Loss of credit and mandatory summer school were two resulting consequences at Pathfinder. 

Students who routinely skipped school or class were assessed three hours of after-school 

suspension, to be served over three days. Detentions were not to be served during the school day. 

Students who missed detentions were penalized by having to serve additional detentions and to 

serve additional time in the "Time Out Room” where students spent time writing reflectively on 

curriculum packets that addressed specific discipline issues such as smoking, fighting, 

insubordination or harassment.  

The district used detentions, parent letters, and parent meetings to prevent chronic absenteeism. 

In 2002, according to DOE data, 2.5 percent of district students were classified as chronically 

absent. In 2003, the percentage rose to 10.6 percent and to 13.7 percent in 2004. In 2004, the 

average days absent for Grade 9 students was 8 days, for a 95.2 percent attendance rate; for 

Grade 10 students, 12.4 days and a 92.8 percent rate; for Grade 11 students, 10.9 days and a 93.3 

percent rate; and for Grade12 students, 12 days and a 93.1 percent rate. Only Grade 10 students 
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did not meet the state standard of a 93 percent attendance rate. Ten percent of Grade 9 students, 

13 percent of Grade 10 students, 14 percent of grade 11 students, and 16 percent of Grade 12 

students were classified as chronically absent in 2004.  

6. The district maintained and used accurate records on attendance, suspensions, discipline, and 

dropouts by student subgroup populations and frequently analyzed these records to improve 

participation, involvement, and achievement for all students. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the period under review, data were not analyzed to improve participation, 

involvement, or achievement. Although the district had the SASI system in place, the district did 

not analyze the data produced from it. 

The district reported that differences were noticed more by gender than by any other sub-group; 

however, referrals were not tracked. The district implemented Positive Alternatives to Student 

Suspensions (PASS). More frequent parent meetings and writing reflectively in the time-out 

room were cited as positive deterrents to suspensions. 

7. The district maintained and used clear and accurate program and individual records of all English 

language learners (ELLs) during the period under examination.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: A review of the district’s enrollment data showed that they had no reportable ELL 

population for the entire period under review. 

Standard 3. EVALUATION PROCESS/PERSONNEL: For the period of time under 

examination, the district used student assessment data in its development, implementation, 

evaluation, and analysis of school and district personnel. The evaluation process focused on 

accountability for administrators, teachers, and instructional support staff, and one of the goals of 

the process was the improvement of achievement for all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
• The district did not formally evaluate the performance of administrators during the period 

under examination. 
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• Union-contracted evaluation forms for teachers were developed without connections to 
student assessment data. 

• Administrators stated that the district had not provided training on the use of student 
assessment data for the purpose of teacher or administrator performance evaluation. 

Indicators: 
1. The district and each of its schools implemented systems for the evaluation of personnel 

performance that were linked to student achievement data and resulted in sustained or continued 

improvements in the quality of teaching and learning. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence:   The EQA team had randomly selected 24 teacher files from 87. These evaluations 

showed no evidence of any link to student achievement data. In interviews with the 

administrators who evaluated stated that the evaluation process did not have a formal link to 

student achievement. The forms used in the teacher evaluation process did not provide an area to 

address student achievement.  

No written evaluations were found for administrators. Two administrators stated in interviews 

with the examiners that their performance had never been evaluated. 

2. The district utilized evaluation procedures for administrators that were aligned with the 

requirements of the MGL Chapter 71, §38 and 603 CMR 35.00.  

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence:   Administrators’ performance had not been formally evaluated for the period under 

examination. The superintendent-director stated in an interview that his evaluation of 

administrators was informal and consisted of casual conversations and memos when he felt they 

were necessary. When asked for their evaluations, two other administrators stated that they had 

not been evaluated in written or verbal form during their careers at the school; each had been at 

Pathfinder Vocational High School for more than 20 years. 

3. The form and content of the district’s evaluation process for administrators was informative, 

instructive, and used to promote individual professional growth and overall effectiveness. 
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Rating: Poor  

Evidence:   Evaluations consisted of informal conversations or memos from the superintendent-

director when he felt they were necessary. The superintendent-director stated in interviews with 

the examiners that he sent a memo when he felt an administrator needed to change or improve on 

a procedure or practice. These memos had not been filed; no memo was submitted to the EQA 

examiners. Four administrators stated to the examiners that the superintendent-director's memos 

were informative, instructive, and helped them to increase their effectiveness.  

4. Administrators in the district were held accountable for student assessment results in their yearly 

evaluations. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence:   No annual evaluations for administrators were found or submitted by the district. 

Administrators in four separate interviews stated to examiners that they were not evaluated 

formally or on a regular basis. The superintendent-director stated to examiners in an interview 

that while administrators shared a great concern and effort to improve student scores in 

assessments, administrators were not specifically held accountable for those assessment scores. 

5. The district utilized an evaluation procedure for teachers that was aligned with the requirements 

of the MGL Chapter 71, §38 and 603 CMR 35.00.  

Rating: Poor 

Evidence:   The district had an evaluation form that was aligned with the requirements of the 

MGL Chapter 71, sec. 38 and 603 CMR 35.00. Of the 24 examined folders, 17, or 70 percent, 

contained the required alternate year evaluation. In two cases, only one evaluation was found for 

staff hired over ten years ago. Administrators stated that they did not have formal evaluation 

forms for the positions of school librarian and the director of the Modified Vocational 

Instructional Program (MVIP). 
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6. The form and content of the district’s evaluation process for teachers was informative, instructive, 

and used to provide professional development offerings that promoted individual growth and 

effectiveness. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence:   The district’s teacher evaluation form ranked teachers’ performance on 17 activities. 

The ratings scale was (1) Needs Improvement; (2) Acceptable; (3) Competent; and (4) 

Commendable. The form also required a comment for every extremely low (Needs 

Improvement) and every extremely high (Commendable) rating.  

EQA examiners randomly selected twenty-four of 87 teacher evaluation folders for review. Of 

the 408 activities rated in these 24 evaluations, the administrators had not rated any teacher’s 

performance In Need of Improvement. In addition, while the form stated that a written comment 

was required for all ratings of Commendable, no comments were found. In interviews, 

administrators responsible for evaluating teaching staff performance listed three restrictions on 

the use of that form: (1) only what was observed in the one classroom lesson seen could be 

written in the evaluation; (2) activities observed outside the classroom visit could not be 

commented on in the written evaluation; (3) and other activities connected to teaching duties 

would not appear in the written evaluation. 

7. Teachers in the district were held accountable for student assessment results in their respective 

schools and classrooms. These results were cited in the evaluation process.  

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence:   Student assessment was not mentioned in any of the 24 evaluation folders examined. 

The forms used in the evaluation process did not have a place for student assessment. In 

interviews, the administrators responsible for teacher performance evaluation stated that only 

what was observed during a classroom visit could be recorded in the evaluation. The 

administrators stated that student assessment results were not broken down by individual 

classrooms, as a rule.  
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8. When evaluations were not satisfactory, after following due process, the district had and applied 

consequences for compensation, advancement, or employment. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence:   The school policy and the union agreement did not have a provision for 

consideration of evaluations in setting compensation or advancement. No unsatisfactory 

evaluation was found in the 24 randomly selected teacher evaluation folders from a total teaching 

staff of 87 and spanning the four years of the period under review from 2001 to 2004. 

Administrators and the superintendent-director stated to the examiners that the performance of 

administrators had not been formally evaluated during the period under review. One non-

professional status teacher was denied continued employment during the examination period. It 

was not clear to the EQA examiners that an unsatisfactory evaluation was a factor in this 

decision not to rehire the teacher. 

Standard 4. EVALUATION PROCESS/PROGRAMS, SERVICES, AND RESOURCE 

ACQUISITION: For the period of time under examination, the district used student assessment 

data in its development, implementation, evaluation and analysis of programs, services, and 

resource acquisition. The evaluation process focused on accountability for administrators, 

teachers, and staff, and one of the goals of the process was the improvement of achievement for 

all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
• Decisions about modifying or changing programs, services, and acquiring resources were not 

based on a data-based assessment of effectiveness and efficiency. 

• Outside the analysis required by grants, the district rarely analyzed programs, services, and 
resource acquisition. 

• The district used student achievement data to analyze programs and services, but not to 
analyze resource acquisition. 

• The evaluation processes did not hold administrators, teachers, or staff accountable for 
student achievement. 

• The district had a number of goals for improving student achievement; however, these goals 
were program, not process, goals. 

  48



Indicators: 

1. The district and each of its schools implemented a data-driven system for the evaluation of 

programs and services, and resource acquisition that was linked to student achievement data. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence:  For the period under review, the district generally did not use formal evaluations with 

few exceptions. The district used TestWiz item analysis and Grade 10 MCAS test scores as a 

pre-test and grades 10, 11, and 12 MCAS re-tests as post-tests to analyze programs and services, 

but not to analyze resource acquisition. The district's grant coordinator, who was full-time before 

becoming part-time during the period under review, was responsible for the overall program 

evaluation. A comparison of scores on original MCAS tests and re-tests served as an evaluation 

of program success. 

The district did maintain post-graduation placement data, but did not use it for program 

evaluation.  

2. District and school administrators used student assessment and other pertinent data to measure the 

effectiveness of the district’s instructional, supplemental, and support programs and services.  

Rating: Poor 

Evidence:  During the period under review, the district offered grant-generated Title I programs, 

grant-generated MCAS test remediation programs, and a self-supporting (tuition) summer school 

program. 

Under Title I, grant monies were used to hire staff that then provided remedial instruction in 

ELA and math. Interviews and documents reflected grant-funded MCAS test programs that 

included Saturday sessions with 8 to 10 weeks of instruction and two days of after-school classes 

for students who had failed at least one academic course, the MCAS test exam, or both during 

2002, 2003, and 2004. Interviewees reported that the district used grant money to hire Pathfinder 

staff, usually from the special education department, to teach in these programs and that 

participating students usually had Individualized Education Plans (IEPs). 
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Data from the Saturday and after-school programs consisted of comparison of scores on original 

MCAS tests and re-tests. No formal evaluation procedure existed during the period under review. 

The grant coordinator reviewed and compared scores, and then gave administrators and some 

teachers informal verbal reports and lists of scores by student. Program success was determined 

based upon the numbers of students with significant increases in scores and/or advancing from 

the ‘Warning/Failing’ to ‘Proficient’ categories.  

The analysis of pretest scores had an impact on teacher scheduling. To provide the needed 

support, the Title I and MCAS test monies were used to hire additional personnel, usually aides 

or tutors. Student schedules were modified for students found to be in need of additional support 

that were "pulled" from non-academic courses, such as physical education or health, and 

scheduled into focused tutorial classes. 

3. The evaluation results of the district’s instructional, supplemental, and support programs and 

services were used to inform decision-making and resulted in sustained or continued 

improvements in the quality of teaching and learning. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence:   For the period under review, evaluation results were used to inform decision making 

in teaching and learning. Pre- and post-tests of students assigned to the reading program showed 

positive results, and the district felt these improved results were a direct result of the additional 

classes and the hiring of additional people. Improvement was linked to interventions. During the 

period under review, student data that was assessed led to the acquisition of a number of 

materials for the district including a Kurzweil computerized reading program with a five-seat 

license in 2003. Although this tool was found to be effective with student achievement, it was 

reported by interviewees that they were unclear as to the method for funding this purchase. 

During the period under review, evaluation was based on individual success or failure on MCAS 

tests, rather than the impact of a particular program on student achievement. For the period under 

review, the district evaluated and measured the effectiveness of instructional, supplemental, and 

support programs, and services. At one point during the period under review, the district 

employed a permanent substitute in reading to free up the grants coordinator to focus more on 
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the grants for the district. Analysis had an impact on scheduling, and the district used Title I and 

MCAS test grant funds to provide support for students. Students were pulled from courses such 

as physical education or health for an opportunity to participate in focused tutorial for one period 

a day for the entire year. 

4. District and school administrators used student assessment and other pertinent data to measure the 

effectiveness of acquired resources, including capital improvements and projects, equipment, 

materials, and supplies.  

Rating: Poor 

Evidence:   A few examples of the use of student assessment and other pertinent data to measure 

effectiveness of resources were seen during the period under review. The guidance department 

had used a program entitled EXPAN, but due to the ineffective nature of the program compared 

to its cost, the program was discontinued. 

Although advisory committee recommendations had been followed to obtain equipment in shops, 

the district did not have data or procedures to measure the impact of these acquisitions on 

program enrollment, student achievement, or post-graduate placement. 

 

5. The results of the district’s evaluation of acquired resources, including capital improvements and 

projects, equipment, materials, and supplies, were used to inform decision making and resulted in 

sustained or continued improvements in the quality of teaching and learning. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence:  When asked how resources, equipment, materials, and supplies supported improved 

teaching and learning, interviewees replied that the MCAS retest scores, which had shown a 

quantitative gain during the period under review, were the standard used to inform decision-

making. 

Beyond the use of MCAS retest scores, the district provided little evidence that evaluations of 

any kind were used to inform decision-making or continue improvements. Cooperative education 

students and supervisors wrote weekly evaluations on the students’ projects. The cooperative 
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education coordinator reviewed these evaluations; however, the district provided no evidence 

that these reports were used to improve teaching and learning. 

 

6. When evaluations indicated that programs, services, and resource acquisition were not effective 

and efficient, the district made appropriate modifications and/or changes. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The district did not make modifications or changes in programs, services, and 

resource acquisition based upon district assessments of effectiveness and efficiency during the 

period under review. 
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Domain B: Curriculum and Instruction 

 
 Standards � Indicators � 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total
Domain B - Curriculum & Instruction               
S5 – Curriculum                     
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
  Satisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 N/A 2 
  Poor 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 N/A 4 
  Unsatisfactory 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 N/A 2 
S6 – Instruction: Expectations & Policies                     
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Satisfactory 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 6 
  Poor 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 
  Unsatisfactory 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
S7 - Opportunity & Access To Quality 
Education Programs                     
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
  Satisfactory 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 N/A 6 
  Poor 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 N/A 2 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
S8 - Professional Development & Training                     
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
  Satisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 N/A N/A 1 
  Poor 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 N/A N/A 3 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 N/A N/A 3 
 
Standard 5. CURRICULUM: For the period of time under examination, the district, each of its 

schools, and programs utilized curricula that were aligned with the State Curriculum 

Frameworks in the core academic subjects of English Language Arts (ELA), mathematics, 

science and technology (and other tested core academic subjects as added). The curricula were 

current, academically sound, and clearly understood by all who administered and taught in the 

district. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
• The district had curriculum guides; however, they were only course outlines and were not 

clearly aligned with the State Curriculum Frameworks. 

• Three of the district's thirteen shop areas had third party, national certification. 

• The district’s curriculum committee reviewed curricula only for format, but not for alignment 
with the State Curriculum Frameworks.  

• Administrators confirmed that the district lacked a regular review cycle for all curriculum 
areas. 
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• The amount of data analysis that took place, especially as part of a curriculum revision 
process, varied widely by department. 

Indicators: 
1. The district had written curricula for all grade levels and tested core content areas that were 

clearly aligned with the State Curriculum Frameworks.  

Rating: Poor 

Evidence:  During the period under review, the district did not have a written curriculum for all 

content areas that was clearly aligned with the State Curriculum Frameworks. A review of the 

documentation revealed that the district had curriculum guides for all of their content areas 

including ELA, math, and all thirteen of its vocational shop programs. Interviews with 

administrators revealed that written curricula of this nature had been available throughout the 

period under examination. 

A review of the curriculum guides, however, revealed most of them to be simple syllabi or 

course outlines with some additional resources. The guides had been made available to teachers 

through the school's website. One of the website entries stated, "The individual departments 

review academic disciplines and all new curriculum updates or provisions are aligned with the 

Massachusetts Department of Education Curriculum Frameworks.” These guides were not dated 

and did not indicate any specific alignment with the frameworks. 

Interviews with teachers revealed that they were provided with curriculum guides. A number of 

vocational teachers explained that they had a curriculum that was developed in-house and was 

not aligned with any particular set of standards. Instead, they were based on their knowledge of 

the industry and input from their program advisory committee. It should be noted that only three 

of the district's thirteen shop areas, 23 percent, had third party, national certification:  

automotive, auto body and culinary. 

2. Each school in the district had a curriculum leader to oversee the use, alignment, quality, 

currency, and consistency of the district’s curricula. 
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Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence:  For the period under review, the principal served as the overseer of all curriculum 

matters. In 2002, the position of vocational coordinator was created. The principal was then 

responsible for all academic area curricula and the vocational coordinator was responsible for all 

vocational area curricula. However, interviews with teachers and administrators and a review of 

documentation, revealed a more complex system that lacked a clear accountability mechanism. 

The district had a standing curriculum committee composed of the principal, two academic 

teachers, two vocational teachers, and a special education teacher. These committee participants 

were given a stipend for their participation. The responsibility of this committee was "curriculum 

maintenance." Administrators explained in interviews that the effectiveness of the committee had 

been questioned. In the past the curricula had been reviewed when "teachers felt that the 

curriculum needed looking at." The district did not have a schedule for the review of each 

content area. When a curriculum was presented to the committee, their role was to insure only 

that the guide conformed to the formatting standards of the document. According to 

administrators, the committee did not critically review the content or the assessments to see that 

the guides were aligned with the Massachusetts Curriculum Frameworks. The administration had 

attempted to abolish the group because of its ineffectiveness, but could not because of the 

specific language in the teacher contract. In 2004-2005, the group was reconfigured and its role 

was redefined. 

According to all personnel interviewed, the role of monitoring the adequacy of the curriculum, as 

well as its alignment to the frameworks, fell upon the individual teachers.  

3. The district had an established, documented process that involved teachers in the annual review 

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

Rating: Poor 

Evidence:  During the period under review, the district had a system that involved teachers in the 

review of curriculum. As cited, the district had a curriculum committee established in the teacher 

contract. This committee met monthly and reviewed various curriculum guides. However, 
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according to interviews with administrators and teachers, revisions were not based on the 

analyses of data from standardized tests. This committee reviewed curricula only to insure that 

they followed the district's standard format. They did not, as suggested on the school website, 

"validate" the guides. Typically, teachers made changes when the curriculum frameworks 

changed dramatically, or if a program advisory committee specifically recommended it. 

Administrators confirmed that the district lacked a regular review cycle for all content areas. 

4. (In vocational districts and academic districts with Chapter 74 programs) The results of student 

assessment data (i.e., longitudinal, demographic, disaggregated, diagnostic, and/or surveys) and 

post-graduate placement data indicated that the district implemented an established process to 

ensure sequencing and alignment of learning goals, skills and expectations from one grade to the 

next in grades 9-12, and integration of academic skills, particularly in ELA, mathematics and 

science and technology (and other tested core academic areas as added) into each occupational 

area. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence:  During the period under examination, the district had made some effort to evaluate 

the sequencing of courses. Interviews with administrators, as well as a review of the program of 

studies, showed that changes had been made to the sequence of the math curriculum. Item 

analysis revealed that students were performing very poorly on various aspects of the MCAS 

math subtest. Further analysis by the math department highlighted a weakness in geometry. It 

was discovered that even though geometry appeared quite frequently on the MCAS test, the 

majority of students were not being exposed to geometry until Grade 11, after they had taken the 

MCAS. As a result, in 2002 the math course progression was changed so that students were 

exposed to geometry by the time they took the Grade 10 MCAS test. Another example in the 

area of math had been to increase the minimum level of all math courses for freshmen. As of 

2002, the minimum standard was raised to Algebra I. Previously lower ability students were 

placed in basic remedial level classes. Remediation was provided, and basic math and writing 

became an integral component of the students’ related instruction for their vocational area. 

According to administrators and teachers, the amount of actual data analysis that took place, 

especially as part of a curriculum revision process, varied widely by department. Analyses varied 
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from in-depth studies done in one area to some shop areas complaining that they never saw 

placement data. Administrators explained that even though data might not be provided in the 

regular course of business, in all cases data were available to teachers upon request. A number of 

teachers were either unaware of this fact, or did not avail themselves of the opportunity. 

5. The district’s curricula in all tested content areas were aligned horizontally to ensure that all 

teachers of a common grade level addressed specific subject matter following the same time line, 

and vertically to ensure complete coverage, eliminate redundancies, and close any gaps. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence:  The district's curricula were not aligned horizontally and vertically in some of the 

content areas. In many cases, the district’s curriculum guides were more like syllabi or course 

outlines. In interviews, teachers and administrators explained that these guides provided a 

framework and that teachers were allowed to develop specific activities or use the resources they 

saw fit to address the requirements of the curriculum. As a result, in some areas teachers at a 

similar level of the same subject might be teaching completely different material. This variation 

among teachers was also true when it came to the sequencing of concepts being taught 

throughout the year. 

Administrators and teachers explained that it was a departmental decision about how closely 

teachers in the same department mirrored each other. While the social studies department was 

cited as an example of a group with instruction that was highly synchronized from class to class 

and teacher to teacher, the English department was seen as a department with far more variation. 

It was a unanimously held belief that the vocational areas had a great deal of articulation both 

horizontally and vertically. Teachers in the same shop areas worked closely together and covered 

the same types of projects. Additionally, the competency lists in place for each shop area ensured 

that the entire curriculum was covered and that areas were omitted.  

6. Modifications to the curriculum resulted in improved, equitable achievement for all student 

populations. 
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Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence:  An examination of MCAS test data for the period under review showed that the 

district did not have equitable achievement for the various student populations in the district. 

Scores for students with disabilities had improved during the period under review from a 

Performance Index (PI) of 37.2 in 2002 to a PI of 48.4 in 2004. However, the PI for Pathfinder 

was 5.2 points lower than special education vocational students statewide. According to 

interviews with teachers and administrators, no formal evaluations were conducted to measure 

the effectiveness of the various curricula or any modifications made to them. Administrators 

described discussions that took place in meetings around a particular initiative. However, in most 

cases these were limited to the use of anecdotal evidence.  

7. Staffing levels were adequate to deliver the district’s curriculum to all students, as indicated by 

equitable rates of improvement for all student populations. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  During the period under review, the staffing levels were appropriate to deliver the 

curriculum to all students. 

Interviews with administrators explained that classes ranged in size from a student to teacher 

ratio of 10:1 to 25:1, with an average of 17 or 18:1. Interviews with teachers confirmed these 

numbers and teachers interviewed unanimously felt that the number of staff was adequate. 

8. The district established practices that adequately provisioned for and supported the curriculum 

and its overall effectiveness in all assessed subject areas and all levels. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  Interviews with administrators, teachers, and program advisory committee members 

provided instances of the adequate provisioning for and support of the curriculum. The district 

provided funds for both academic and shop areas. For example, the district spent approximately 

$8,000 in carpentry and $20,000 in culinary, $14,000 in ELA, and $7,000 in math in 2002. In 

addition, in 2004 the district spent $31,000 on laptop computers for the reading program. Other 
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examples included the annual professional development budget and the hiring of additional staff 

in 2002 to support programs, including two teachers for math, two for ELA, and one remedial 

teacher for the shop classes. 

Standard 6. INSTRUCTION: EXPECTATIONS AND POLICIES: For the period of time 

under examination, the district used the analysis of student achievement data to develop policies 

and documents that expressed high expectations for student achievement and clear expectations 

for staff in the use of effective instructional methods strategies and practices to teach all students.  

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• The evaluation process and the policy manual did not reveal any expressions of high 
expectations for teachers or for the effectiveness of the instructional process. 

• The district did not require teachers to use assessment information in the planning of 
instruction. 

• Administrators told teachers to consider data; however, this recommendation was merely a 
suggested practice. 

Indicators: 
1. The district had policies in place that expressed rigorous/high expectations for teachers, their 

work as professional educators, and the effectiveness of the instructional process. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence:  A review of the policy manual did not reveal any expressions of high expectations 

for teachers or the effectiveness of the instructional process. Additionally, a review of a sample 

of randomly selected personnel files from professional status teachers revealed that in the vast 

majority of cases the evaluation process was not used to reaffirm any high expectations for 

instruction. In most cases, the evaluations were benign and consistently laudatory. 

Administrators explained during interviews that they would give teachers verbal directions and 

encourage higher standards for instruction. Interviews with approximately 15 teachers did not 

confirm that this was a general practice.  

1. The district expected that teachers used current assessment information to plan instruction and 

provided teachers with support and training in this process. MCAS and other trend data indicated 

that the district’s practices, provisioning, and support for the instructional program were 
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sufficient, as indicated in student achievement that consistently equaled or surpassed the state 

averages across grade levels.  

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence:  The district did not place an expectation upon the teachers that they use current 

assessment information to plan instruction. A review of the documentation, which included the 

policy manual, teachers' contract, and the teachers' handbook, did not reveal any requirement that 

teachers use assessment information in the planning of instruction. Interviews with 

administrators supported this finding; however, teachers were expected to assess the progress of 

their students, and it was assumed that the results from these assessments would affect what 

instruction took place. 

Pathfinder was a participant in the High Schools That Work (HSTW) program. This model 

required the district to make data-driven decisions. The district has been a participant since 2002, 

but was still in the early stages of achieving the goal of using data for decision-making 

Interviews with administrators did not show that the district provided professional development 

in the use of data to plan instruction. Administrators added that teachers were told to consider 

data; however, this recommendation was merely a suggested practice. Administrators did 

confirm that a main focus of the professional development program was differentiated instruction 

and the different ways that students learn. A component of the district's professional 

development program allowed for teachers to take courses at local colleges and receive 

reimbursement for the cost. To be eligible for the reimbursement, the teachers were required to 

receive initial approval from the superintendent. Administrators were certain that training on the 

use of data would certainly be approved; however, they could not cite an example of when this 

type of training took place in the district. 

In interviews teachers consistently agreed that the district had provided sufficient materials. Even 

in shop areas, where equipment purchases were often expensive, teachers confirmed that if they 

needed something and their program advisory committee (PAC) supported it, the district made 

every attempt to make the purchase. Very expensive items were then included in long-term 

capital plans. Departments were given their own discretionary funds that could be used as they 
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saw fit. It was the assumption of the administration that departments could best decide what they 

needed and would spend the money accordingly. 

Ultimately, an analysis of MCAS test data did not show the district consistently equaling or 

surpassing the state averages. 

2. Instructional time in each assessed content area met or exceeded state requirements in each 

subject area and at each level. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  The instructional time allotted for academic and vocational areas met the state 

requirements. During the period under review, the district expected the students to attend school 

for 180 days. Upon examination of both master schedules, as well as some sample student 

schedules, the students received approximately 5.75 hours of instruction per day. This is 

equivalent to 1035 hours of instruction per year, exceeding the state requirement of 990 hours 

per year. 

3. The district provided instructional leadership and support for strategies, techniques, and methods 

that resulted in improved student achievement. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  During the period under examination, the main focus of the school's professional 

development program was on differentiating instruction and presenting material to students in a 

variety of different ways. Administrators confirmed that they consistently saw teachers using a 

variety of instructional strategies as they informally made observations of instruction. In fact, 

they estimated that at any given time 50 percent or fewer of their teachers would be using the 

mostly teacher-centered lecture method of instruction. EQA examiners confirmed this percentage 

as they toured the facility and saw teachers employing a variety of different techniques.  

When asked, administrators were unable to say whether the improvements made by students 

were due to this training. No formal evaluations were made of the professional development 

program. However, administrators said anecdotally that they were sure that using these strategies 

helped. 
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4. The district analyzed student achievement data and allocated instructional time in the tested core 

content areas that resulted in improved rates of proficiency for all students. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  During the period under examination, the district made some effort to allocate 

instructional time based on needs shown in their student achievement data. Interviews with 

administrators, as well as a review of the program of studies, showed that incoming freshmen 

who did poorly on the ELA test were required to take a reading class for one period per day in 

addition to the required two periods of ELA per day. The requirement of taking an extra reading 

class continued until the student demonstrated proficiency on the MCAS test assessment. 

To emphasize integration between the vocational and academic programs, the district had 

focused on writing across the curriculum. All students were required to keep a journal in their 

shop area. Randomly selected student portfolios showed that journals were being completed. All 

shop instructors who were interviewed confirmed that journals were being completed in their 

area. In addition, as of 2002, the minimum standard in math was raised to Algebra I. Previously, 

lower ability students were placed in basic remedial level classes. Remediation was still provided 

where needed, and additional basic math instruction was provided as an integral component of 

the vocational area. 

Administrators were unable to say if the improvements made by students were due to this 

additional instruction. The district had not formally evaluated the instructional program. 

However, administrators said anecdotally that they were sure that providing more time helped. 

5. The district recognized the importance of instructional stability by maintaining not only accurate 

information on staff attendance but also by evaluating the effects of staff attendance on student 

achievement. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence:  Interviews with district administrators revealed that the district did have a system in 

place to monitor staff attendance and track absences over time. However, these interviews also 
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revealed that, during the period under review, the district had not conducted any analyses of staff 

attendance and its impact upon student achievement. 

6. The district and its schools had consequences, policies, and practices that addressed patterns of 

staff attendance and chronic staff absenteeism. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  During the period under review, the principal or the teacher's supervisor met with 

teachers who exhibited patterns of chronic absenteeism as a matter of routine practice to address 

and correct the problem. For 2003-04, absenteeism for short-term illness averaged 2.6 days per 

teacher. 

The principal monitored absenteeism for professional development purposes. Teachers were 

required to submit a written application to the principal who indicated approval and required 

follow-up in writing. Copies of individual teacher’s requests were included in their personnel 

file. For the 2003-04 school year, absenteeism for professional development averaged 2.3 days 

per teacher. 

7. Educational technology was available and used as an integral part of the instructional program. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  Technology was available and used as an integral part of the instructional program. A 

review of DOE data showed that in 2002-03, the student to computer ratio was 2.4:1, exceeding 

the state average of 4.3:1. Additionally, this data also showed 100 percent of the district's 

classrooms were wired to the Internet, compared to the state average of 93 percent. 

An inspection of the facility showed a variety of different technologies available and in use 

throughout the school. These included computer labs, mobile computer stations, laptops, and 

Smart Boards. In addition to these, other technologies were being employed in the various shop 

areas. For example, students used computer diagnostic tools in the automotive shop, computer 

controlled machinery in the machine shop, paint mixing systems in auto body, and various 

metering devices in the electronics shop. All of these, and many others, were in use as part of 

each shop's hands-on, project-based program.  
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8. Student achievement data indicated that the district provided effective instruction, programs, and 

services to all English language learners. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  A review of the enrollment data obtained from the DOE showed that the district did 

not have any ELL students enrolled during the period under review. 

Standard 7. OPPORTUNITY AND ACCESS TO QUALITY EDUCATION PROGRAMS: 

For the period under examination, district and school policies, practices, procedures, and 

programs encouraged and supported equitable access to and participation in high quality 

educational programs for all students.  

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• During the period under review, the district did not meet the state's standard for attainment of 
the Competency Determination (CD) for all senior students. 

• District transition practices centered on ensuring that students were treated on an individual 
basis. 

• Out-of-school suspensions were relatively rare and in-school suspensions were managed 
through an embedded program that used cognitive/behavioral strategies.  

• The district linked disproportionate reported rates of suspensions, retentions, or exclusions 
between subgroups to disproportionate rates of rules violations.  

• The district used aggregate and individual student assessment data for academic support 
programs and tutorials; however, teachers in their classrooms did not generally practice these 
assessment practices. 

Indicators: 
1. All of the students in the district graduated in their senior year. All senior students met or 

exceeded the state’s Competency Determination. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence:  Not all students in the district graduated in their senior year during the 2002, 2003, 

and 2004 school years. The district averaged a 91 percent Competency Determination (CD) 

attainment rate for those years, lower than the state's requirement. However, that average was 

dramatically affected by the inclusion of students enrolled in the district's historical and unique 

program for severely mentally disabled students, Modified Vocational Instruction Program at 

  64



Pathfinder (MVIP). This program originated in the mid-1970's in conjunction with and under the 

auspices of the Massachusetts Bureau of Institutional Schools. Pathfinder agreed to provide skills 

training to low functioning, developmentally disabled students in cooperation with the former 

Belchertown State School and the Monson Developmental Center. Separate staff served the 

students, but students took classes in six of Pathfinder's vocational shops in order to satisfy the 

skills training components of the students' IEPs. The 50 to 60 students in the program were sent 

from the seven member towns as well, as from other area towns. 

In each of the years of the period under review, 10 to 11 MVIP students had been included in the 

Competency Determination (CD) attainment data. If excluded from that data, Pathfinder would 

have presented a CD average attainment rate for 2002-2004 of 97 percent.  

2. The district had documented policies, practices, or procedures that addressed and supported 

students in transition from one level to another, one program to another, one school to another 

(intra district), and students entering the district after the start of school (inter district), tracked 

dropouts and maintained these data over time (3 years).  

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  During the period under review, the district had practices and procedures that 

provided support to students in transition from sending schools, from one trade program to 

another within the school, from other vocational schools, and from dropping out of and returning 

to Pathfinder. Dropout data were maintained over time.  

District administrators cited a number of practices that provided support to students in transition. 

Guidance to students was improved by changing to a two-year looping assignment that started in 

2002. Students who entered after the start of the school year were followed up by guidance 

counselors and paired with a peer mentor from the Grade11 or 12. If a student had an IEP, the 

student's special education liaison would also monitor progress. If necessary, extra tutorial time 

with the shop and academic subject teachers was provided to students. 

Starting in 2004, Pathfinder students could work with teachers after school. The teachers' 

association and the school committee modified the collective bargaining agreement to require a 

30-minute planning period after school was dismissed each school day. Each shop and each 
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academic department set aside one or more days each week for tutorials. School officials stated 

that the use of that time was beneficial but variable. Evaluation of the effectiveness of this 

program was informal. 

Dropout rates, as reported to the state were 2.2 percent for 2001 and 2.9 percent for 2003. 

District officials stated that students intending to dropout were counseled, and parents were 

contacted and invited to a conference as initial steps in the practice to prevent dropping out of 

school. In addition, Pathfinder provided a late afternoon shop program for students who agreed 

to return to their home high schools but continued instruction in their Pathfinder shop programs. 

District officials stated that the sending schools of the regional district funded the staffing for this 

part-time, late afternoon program. The only information about the effectiveness of this practice 

was anecdotal, such as several cases of successful re-entry into the full-time Pathfinder program. 

3. Disaggregated trend data (minimum of 3 years) indicated no significant differences or 

disproportionate rates of discipline referrals, retentions, suspensions, exclusion, or dropout rates 

among students of all subgroup populations. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  While disaggregated trend data for 2001-2003 indicated disproportionate rates of 

suspensions among subgroups of the population, these rates were in the context of a student 

enrollment rate for white students of 98 percent in 2001, 99 percent in 2002, and 97 percent in 

2003. In 2003, the out-of-school suspension rate for male students was 6.4 percent; female 

students were suspended at a rate of 2.0 percent. Both of these rates were well below the state 

average rates of 9.0 and 4.2 percent, respectively. For 2003, White students were suspended at a 

rate of 4.5 percent. 

Hispanic students were suspended at the rate of 23.1 percent; the Hispanic enrollment at 

Pathfinder for 2003 was 2 percent. The state rate for suspensions of Hispanic students for 2003 

was 11.9 percent. School administrators stated they had recognized the disparity, but could not 

account for it except as the result of equitable disciplinary response to disparate rates of 

misconduct or violations of rules. The very low rates of minority student enrollments did not 

offer reliable disciplinary trend data.  
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No data on the rates or numbers of disciplinary referrals were available. The three-year rate for 

out-of-school suspensions was 4.9 percent for students suspended one or more times during the 

school year.  

An EQA team review of the data indicated that the rates of exclusion from school were 7.1 

percent for males and 4.5 percent for females in 2001; 2.9 percent for males and 0.0 percent for 

females in 2002; and 0.0 percent for both males and females in 2003. All excluded students were 

White. The three-year rate was 2.7 percent. In those three years, five students were excluded 

from school.  

4. The district used aggregated and disaggregated student achievement data on participation and 

achievement to adjust instruction and policies for populations at risk and evaluated the 

effectiveness of these adjustments. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence:  Student achievement data were used during the years under review to adjust 

instruction for individual students who demonstrated risk of failure. Identifiable, significant 

subgroups of students were composed of males and females; special education students, 33 

percent in 2003 and 29 percent in 2004; low-income students, 21 percent, 21 percent, 22 percent, 

and 26 percent in 2001, 2001, 2003, 2004, respectively; and white students, 98 percent, 99 

percent, 97 percent, 97 percent in 2001-2004. During the period under review, the district did not 

have a significant minority population or have ELL or LEP students enrolled. District 

administrators stated that the effectiveness of these practices was evaluated solely through the 

comparisons of individual student pre- and post-test scores. 

School district administrators stated that weaknesses in student skills revealed by MCAS test 

scores prompted the district to adopt instructional strategies that focused on skills deficits. 

Examples of those strategies included the uses of Bloom's Taxonomy, instruction that 

emphasized open-ended questions, and the use of a common language that incorporated the 

terms of the State Curriculum Frameworks. In 2003, the district instituted a practice that required 

the attendance of each student who received a failing grade in any academic subject for any 

marking period at tutorial sessions in that subject. Another practice cited was that of enrolling 
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students who were failing in math and ELA courses in a second parallel course in math and ELA 

concepts that emphasized teaching to the specific skills deficits of individual students.  

5. Enrollment data indicated equitable participation in higher level, advanced, and AP-type courses 

in all assessed grade levels and programs. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  Enrollment data indicated that participation in courses at Pathfinder was on an 

equitable basis, but that few higher-level courses had been offered during the period under 

review.  

School officials stated that some academic courses with more than one section were grouped as 

"high, medium, or low.” Spanish IV scheduled one section per year. Spanish I and II were 

scheduled with three sections each. Spanish III was scheduled with one or two sections. The 

school did not offer any AP courses. Pre-calculus was scheduled for one section. Calculus was 

not offered during this period.  

The number of sections of English courses at each grade level offered in each year was based on 

the needs of the population. English courses were informally grouped according to entering 

students' skill levels. The practice was to move students from one section to another with the 

sufficient advancement of their skill levels. The emphasis in most academic courses was to 

ensure that all sections of a course and grouping level used the same tests, both formative and 

summative.  

6. The district had documented policies and practices to respond to student behavior and support 

student needs in an equitable manner. The collective district policies, procedures, and practices 

addressed issues in the areas of discipline, retention, suspension, exclusion, and dropout recovery. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence:  During the period under review, the district had practices and procedures that 

provided support to students in transition from dropping out of and returning to Pathfinder. 
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District administrators cited a number of practices that provided support to students. Changing to 

a two-year looping assignment in 2002 improved guidance to students. Guidance counselors 

followed up with students who entered after the start of the school year and paired them with a 

peer mentor from the Grade11 or 12. If a student had an IEP, the student's special education 

liaison would also monitor progress. If necessary, extra tutorial time with the shop and academic 

subject teachers was provided to students. 

7. The district had policies and programs in place to address the needs of transient or mobile 

students. These policies and programs promoted transient student involvement in quality, 

challenging programs and extra curricular activities. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  During the period under review, the district had practices in place that treated 

students (a) who entered Pathfinder after the start of the school year, (b) who were at risk of 

dropping out of school, (c) who requested a return to their home high school, (d) who requested a 

transfer from one shop program to another, and (e) who transferred from another 

vocational/technical school to Pathfinder. Situating such students in academic classes was less of 

a problem than ensuring opportunity for success in the shop programs. Participation in all student 

activities and athletics was encouraged by school personnel. Officials stated that no activity or 

athletics team turned down a student who transferred into or entered late into Pathfinder, except 

as prohibited by inter-scholastic associations rules and regulations. They cited a 35 percent rate 

of student participation in one or more athletics programs.  

Administrators stated that a range of accommodations provided appropriate support to such 

students. These included counseling all students wishing to return to home schools and 

convening conferences with parents. Shop teachers assigned extra help after school and linked to 

peer mentors in the shop programs to the late-entering students. Transfers from one shop 

program to another were preceded by counseling, parent conferences, and mediation. Students 

who insisted on dropping out or returning to home schools were offered and sometimes accepted 

part-time status while enrolling in the late afternoon shop program, staffed by Pathfinder teachers 

and paid by the student’s home school district. Students transferring from one vocational school 
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to Pathfinder were counseled, mentored by a peer within the shop, and provided supplementary 

instruction after school and, if available, during the school day.  

8. The district had policies and practices that assigned faculty to students and courses that 

maximized all faculty talents and skills and promoted high levels of student achievement. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  The district had the practice of developing the master schedule based on student 

needs and teacher suitability for particular courses of study. District administrators stated that 

department heads and the guidance director collaborated on the best placement of teachers in the 

master schedule. MCAS test scores were considered in teacher assignments whenever possible. 

However, some shop programs were departments of a few teachers in this small school. 

Standard 8. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING: For the period of time 

under examination, the district adopted and implemented a Professional Development Plan 

developed through the analyses of data for all administrators, teachers, and other professional 

staff, paraprofessionals, and professional support teams.  

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• The school did not have an annually approved professional development plan with specific 
activities for the year. 

• Aggregate student achievement data informed the development of professional development 
offerings, but not the assessment of the programs themselves. 

• Data from teacher and administrator evaluations and from feedback from the participants did 
not inform professional development.  

• Pathfinder administrators had minimal training in data analysis, but teachers were without 
training in its use. 

Indicators: 

 
1. The district had an annually approved professional development plan for all administrative and 

instructional staff employed by the district. 
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Rating: Poor 

Evidence:  The district did not have an annually approved professional development plan. A 

review of a sample professional development plan dated 2002 showed that it contained the 

school philosophy, content, goals, and options. A review of this document revealed that it was 

very generic in nature and lacked specific information about the activities that were to be offered. 

The professional development plan stated in the purpose that, “[There would be] opportunities 

for all individuals who work with students attending [the] school.” An administrator explained 

that the same plan was used each year, and that the revised focus was “verbalized” to the staff 

each year. 

Interviews with administrators and teachers revealed that professional development opportunities 

were made available to them throughout the year. These were in the form of in-school 

professional development days, off-site workshops, or college credit courses for which they 

could be reimbursed.  

2. The district’s plan met or exceeded state requirements for resources committed to professional 

development, and the plan was evaluated for its effectiveness in advancing student performance. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district exceeded state requirements for spending for professional development 

during the first two years of review, but not during the third year. No plan was evaluated for its 

effectiveness in advancing student performance.  

According to the end of year reports, the district spent $90,000, which was $52,000 above its 

requirement of $38,000 for 2001.  The following year in 2002, the district spent $63,000, which 

was $14,000 above its requirement of $49,000. In 2003, the district spent $38,000, which was 

$24,000 below its required spending amount of $62K.  Administrators explained that this was 

due to shortfalls in the overall budget. 

Interviews with administrators revealed that the professional development program was not 

formally evaluated to gauge its effectiveness at advancing student performance. Interviewees 

further explained that evaluations were “strictly anecdotal” and not based on data. 
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3. All of the following informed the district’s Professional Development program: evaluation results 

of personnel, programs, and services (i.e., teacher evaluations, curriculum alignment, instruction, 

assessment results, and MCAS remediation needs), student assessment data by student subgroups, 

and district and school improvement plans and goals. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence:  The district did not have a formal system in place to inform the year’s professional 

development program. Administrators explained that administrators had discussions of MCAS 

results and its relationship to possible workshops. Generally, if aggregate scores demonstrated 

areas of weakness in MCAS scores, some activities were planned in an attempt to address the 

need. The district did not use disaggregated student data for this purpose. 

Administrators confirmed in interviews that information from staff or program evaluations were 

not used in determining the type of professional development that was offered. They did point 

out that a staff member could select courses of their own choosing as part of the tuition 

reimbursement program. Administrators stated that courses were eligible for reimbursement only 

if they were related to the teacher/administrator’s area of responsibility. However, the courses 

did not have to address areas of improvement identified in evaluations. 

4. The district’s professional development programs included training in the teaching of the 

curriculum frameworks, participatory decision-making, community and parental involvement, 

and other skills required for the effective implementation of education reform. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: When interviewed, neither administrators nor teachers were able to demonstrate any 

professional development activities that had taken place about the teaching of the curriculum 

frameworks, participatory decision-making, community and parental involvement, or other skills 

required for the effective implementation of education reform. They did explain that certain 

professional development activities had taken place in the past that may have contained portions 

that would have touched upon these topics. However, they explained that the connections were 

coincidental and not by design. Administrators explained that of the topics required by 
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Massachusetts Education Reform they had spent more time on curriculum matters than any of 

the others. 

5. The district’s programs included data analysis skills for staff, the use of item analysis, and 

disaggregated data to address all students’ achievement, accommodations for diverse styles of 

learning, and skill building in curriculum development, delivery, and instructional techniques. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district’s 2002 professional development plan did not show what professional 

development activities were available to either teachers or administrators. Additionally, the 

district was unable to provide a listing of the activities that had been offered. 

Administrators explained that certain key personnel had training in data analysis. The majority of 

the teachers had been exposed to student data in-group settings. Administrators stated that the 

data was already analyzed at that point and teachers were able to assist each other to interpret the 

data. 

Interviewees were able to recount professional development activities that had taken place n the 

past that included Special Education accommodation workshops, No Child Left Behind, and 

National Automobile Technicians Education Foundation training. 

6. Administrators and teachers advanced their knowledge and skills on a regular basis by enrolling 

in courses that were directly related to their professional assignments.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Administrators and teachers advanced their knowledge related to their professional 

assignments. Administrators explained that the principal was responsible for putting together the 

professional development activities for the year. The teachers’ contract allowed for 3.5 days of 

professional development days per year. These activities took place in school. Administrators 

explained that activities offered were either mandatory due to regulations or were of general 

relevance to all staff. In some instances, the staff was able to work within their department or 

select activities they felt were the most relevant to their specific needs or assignments. 
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A review of the random personnel records indicated that a number of staff had participated in 

college courses for which they had received reimbursement. Administrators explained that if a 

teacher was looking to be reimbursed for a course they were required to get approval from the 

principal ahead of time. Reimbursement was only approved if the course was seen to be directly 

relevant to the teacher’s assignment. 

Finally, all the staff was required to submit an individual professional development plan. The 

plan was reviewed annually, and teachers had to show that they were making adequate progress 

towards recertification. 

7. Teachers were involved in the development, implementation, and assessment of the district’s 

professional development program. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The district teachers were minimally involved in the development and 

implementation of the professional development program. 

Administrators and teachers explained in interviews that when the school year started that the 

professional days were set in place. At that time, some activities were planned, however, in most 

cases these time slots were open, which allowed activities to be plugged in as needed. However, 

interviewees explained that they were often unsure of the relevance of the various activities. 

They complained that the professional development activities were frequently stand-alone 

workshops and rarely had the desired follow ups. 

Administrators stated that the lack of involvement of the staff in the planning and 

implementation of the professional development program lead to a lack of engagement. As a 

result, administrators and teachers felt that the professional development was not as effective as 

it could have been. 
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Domain C: Academic Support Services 

 Standards � Indicators � 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total
Domain C - Academic Support Services        
S9 - Student Academic Support: Programs        
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 0 
  Satisfactory 1 0 1 1 N/A 0 3 
  Poor 0 1 0 0 N/A 1 2 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 0 
S10 - Student Academic Support: Program 
Management & Evaluation        
 Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
 Satisfactory 0 0 0 1 0 N/A 1 
 Poor 1 1 0 0 0 N/A 2 
 Unsatisfactory 0 0 1 0 1 N/A 2 

Standard 9. STUDENT ACADEMIC SUPPORT PROGRAMS: For the period under 

examination, the district provided appropriate academic support services in ELA, math, and 

other core content areas for students who were not meeting state performance expectations.  

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• During the period under review, the district provided a range of academic support services in 
ELA and math for students who were not meeting state performance expectations.  

• The district's four-year trend had been to reduce the aggregate percentage of Grade 10 
students receiving ‘Warning/Failing’ in math and ELA, to increase the percentage of ‘Needs 
Improvement’ scores in math, and to increase ‘Proficient’ scores in ELA.  

• The District Accommodation Plan was compiled from a number of sources that focused on 
intervention strategies drawn largely from special education instructional literature. 

• The School Improvement Plan that served as the District Improvement Plan presented 
minimal detail for operational plans, and offered minimal linkage to the District 
Accommodation Plan.  

Indicators: 
1. The district-monitored student progress through the assessment of individual student performance 

data and provided students who were not proficient with additional programs and support to assist 

their progress. 
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Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:   The district monitored student progress through the assessment of individual 

performance data, resulting in a number of additional programs and changes in curriculum and 

the school's program of studies. During the period under review, the district examined incoming 

students' Grade 8 MCAS test scores prior to scheduling those students for the first year at 

Pathfinder. Grade 10 MCAS test individual scores were examined and the district used the data 

to modify students' programs to support individual progress toward ‘Proficient’ status. 

According to district administrators, the director of guidance, counselors, and the principal 

scheduled remediation and support programs for those students who had scored in the 

‘Warning/Failing’ category of the MCAS test. A review of the master schedule revealed that all 

Grade 9 students were enrolled in two periods of algebra daily. The enrollment was based on 

Grade 8 test data. MCAS item analysis prompted the school to enroll all Grade 10 students in 

geometry to ensure that all students, prior to taking the Grade 10 MCAS test would have taken 

one year of algebra and more than one semester of geometry.  

Further modifications in the master schedule and in the course schedules of Pathfinder students 

was established during the period under review. Administrators stated that two courses of study 

were established for students in grades 11 or 12 who were deficient in English and math skills. 

The course, English Concepts, was established for students in both grades. Students were taught 

concepts and skills in which they demonstrated weakness. Math Concepts focused on those math 

operations for which individual students needed help. Elective courses were scheduled for the 

same period in order to receive those students who were sufficiently prepared to transfer out of 

the concepts courses when they passed the MCAS retest. 

2. The district adopted and implemented a District Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP) as a 

component of the District Improvement Plan (DIP) to assist principals in ensuring that all efforts 

were made to meet students’ needs in regular education. 
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Rating: Poor 

Evidence:  The district adopted a DCAP and a School Improvement Plan that served as the DIP. 

A review of the DIP revealed that the DCAP was a voluminous but "stand-alone" document that 

was composed of long lists of accommodations and interventions that might be used by teachers 

in their efforts to meet students' needs in regular educational settings. The DIP for Pathfinder 

was a minimal and highly generalized document containing broad goals for the improvement of 

education outcomes for the school's students. 

Teachers interviewed stated that they had access to the DCAP that was available on the district's 

computer server. The EQA team reviewed the one "hard" copy of the DCAP available.  

3. Components of the DCAP included the following:  

a. direct and systematic instruction in reading; 

b. provision of services to address the needs of students whose behavior may have interfered 

with learning;  

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

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

accommodate the needs of students. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  The district DCAP had the required components to varying degrees. Many of the 

entries referred the reader to other documents. The DCAP drew on strategies and interventions 

derived from general special education practices and accommodations. Interviews with teachers 

revealed that, while the DCAP was available on the district's computer server and teachers had 

access to it, the document was not generally used during the period under review.  

4. At each grade level, the district used data available from classroom teachers, standardized tests, 

and local benchmarks to identify all students who are not meeting grade-level performance 

expectations and provided these students with sufficient supplementary and/or remedial services. 
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Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  For the period under review, the district used standardized test data, local test scores, 

and information provided by sending school districts and Pathfinder teachers to identify all 

students not meeting grade-level expectations. Those identified students were provided a range 

of supplementary and support services. 

District officials stated that each in-coming Grade 9 student was tested by means of the Stanford 

English, a locally developed math skills tests, and Grade 8 MCAS test data. The math test was 

algebra-based in anticipation of scheduling all students, except those who were severely 

handicapped, into one of the three levels of Grade 9 algebra. In interviews, administrators stated 

that assessment of individual students and the tested population led to a number of 

supplementary programs designed to provide remediation in math and English to all who needed 

such support.  

School leaders stated that each in-coming Grade 9 student and students new to the district were 

provided with a math portfolio that was continuously upgraded during the student's enrollment at 

Pathfinder. In addition, each such student was assigned a teacher-mentor who maintained 

supportive contact with the student for the duration of the first semester of the freshman 

"exploratory" period. In addition to scheduled remedial classes and after-school opportunities, 

school day "drop-in" tutorial opportunities were available to students from all grades.  

Officials stated that all ninth graders were scheduled into two periods of algebra each day during 

their academic weeks for strengthening generally weak math skills. Grade 8 MCAS test and local 

test scores determined which of the three levels. In addition to this extended exposure to algebra, 

Title I funds were used to support the employment of two full-time math teachers/tutors who 

were assigned to provide individual tutoring to students in math during pull out sessions from 

physical and health education classes. 

The district established two courses of study for those grades 11 and 12 students who required 

supplementary instruction in math and English in preparation for the MCAS retest. Math 

Concepts and English Concepts were full-year courses into which students could enter and from 

which they could withdraw if the students were successful in scoring in the ‘Needs 
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Improvement’ category on the MCAS retests. After-school tutorials were provided on a regular 

basis to all students. Late buses were provided to all member towns.  

5. Early intervention programs in literacy were provided at the primary level to ensure that by the 

end of Grade 3 students were reading at the ‘Proficient’ level on the MCAS test. * 

*This indicator is not applicable to secondary and Vocational schools and districts. 

Rating: N/A 

Evidence:  N/A 

6. The district's MCAS success plan was approved by the Department of Education, and contained 

the elements articulated in MGL Chapter 69, §1I (in applicable districts only). 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence:  The district did not have evidence of DOE approval of the MCAS success plan, 

except that the district received Academic Support Services program funding, and such approval 

was a condition of receipt. 

Standard 10. STUDENT ACADEMIC SUPPORT: PROGRAM MANAGEMENT AND  

EVALUATION: For the period under examination, the district engaged in a comprehensive 

analysis of the results from student performance assessments and student needs in order to 

determine the content and scope of academic support services that were offered. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
• The district analyzed MCAS test results to determine the academic support services needed.  

• The assessment of data was not systematic, and teachers were not generally involved in data 
analysis for their classes.  

• Evaluation of the effectiveness of programs was irregular and dependent on simple 
comparisons of individual students' retest scores with original MCAS test achievement 
levels.   

Indicators: 
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1. The district engaged in a documented, formal, comprehensive analysis of the results from student 

performance assessments and student needs to determine the content and scope of academic 

programs and support services offered. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence:  During the period under review, the district, examined MCAS test and Stanford 

assessment data for incoming Grade 9 students to implement programs and curriculum 

modifications that would improve test scores. The data analysis was conducted with minimal 

participation of classroom teachers. Teachers had access to MCAS test and other data, but the 

information was not systematically distributed to teachers during the period under review.  

According to district administrators, the analyses were conducted, and the results were 

disseminated through the school's department heads. Item analysis was conducted for each 

MCAS test data set in order to identify specific skills to be addressed in the curricula and support 

programs. In interviews, teachers stated that a few teachers routinely examined individual 

student test data to discover trends and patterns. Teachers also stated that departments as a whole 

rarely conducted detailed analysis of test results. English department teachers did receive the 

names of students who failed the MCAS test from the administration. Teachers indicated that 

this minimal practice was the exception rather than the rule.    

2. The district used MCAS grant funds to develop or enhance academic support programs for 

students scoring in 'Warning/Failing' and 'Needs improvement' categories.  

Rating: Poor 

Evidence:  No single document that listed MCAS test grant funds and that linked funds to 

specific academic support programs for the years under review was available at the time of the 

EQA site visit. 

Administrators described several grant-funded MCAS test support programs that were conducted 

from 2002 to 2004. MCAS test school year and summer programs were cited as examples of 

programs for students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. School officials stated that the 

programs did not target or serve those students who scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 
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category. One brief report, Part III-A Equity and Access, stated that, “Pathfinder actively pursues 

SPED monies, Title I and Academic Support (funds) to offer programs and services to these at 

risk populations.” Academic Support and other MCAS test grants supported after-school tutorial 

programs during the period under review. Administrators stated that a combination of Title I and 

MCAS test support grants provided in-school tutorial programs for failing students. They stated 

that students were reassigned tutorial classes from some physical education or health education 

classes to work on targeted weaknesses. A Saturday tutorial program for Grade 10 students 

operated during 2002 and 2003. District administrators provided no documentation of the 

program.  

3. District and/or school administrators evaluated the overall effectiveness of its grant-funded 

MCAS success program. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence:  The school district did not evaluate the overall effectiveness of its grant-funded 

MCAS success program, except by simply tabulating the MCAS test and MCAS retest scores of 

the participants. The district did not compare one type of intervention with others because of the 

mix of possible supports funded from several sources received by students.  

Several times, the EQA audit team requested a listing of MCAS test success grants received 

during the period under review that linked the grant, program, duration, hours, and evaluations. 

No list was made available. One folder of records from one program was submitted during the 

final hours of the audit visit. It contained student rosters and pre- and post-test scores, plus 

sample individual student worksheets. No other documentation for grant-funded MCAS test 

programs was submitted, except for the Massachusetts Department of Education FY03 and FY04 

End of Year Grants lists pages from the state report web site.   

4. The district used a range of supplemental support programs to advance student performance for 

those students in need. These programs were designed to address a variety of learner needs and 

styles in the assessed content areas. 
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Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  During the period under review, the district produced a range of supplemental 

programs and interventions for students in need of academic improvement.  

Interviewees stated that low test scores in ELA and especially in math prompted the district to 

focus on curricular and schedule changes that placed students in remedial/tutorial classes. 

Teacher schedules were, in some instances, modified in order to provide support classes and 

tutorials. One major change was to enroll all Grade 9 students in two periods of math each day in 

a level of algebra and all Grade10 students in a geometry course.  Failing students in Grades 11 

and 12 were enrolled in one or both of the math or English "concepts" courses that focused on 

particular weaknesses of individual students. The district provided substantial remediation for 

academic subjects during the weeks assigned to shop courses. Shop teachers, supported by Title I 

staff, used part of the shop Related Classes to work with students on writing skills. Academic 

research papers’ subjects were often shop- and trade-related. During the period under review, 

teachers in academic subjects collaborated with shop teachers to develop lessons and units of 

study that incorporated ELA, math, and science into the shop curriculum. In 2003 and 2004, 

summer programs were offered to students who failed the MCAS test. Enrollment was low and 

attendance erratic due to transportation issues and summer vacation distractions.   

5. Evaluations of academic support programs indicated that overall programs were efficient, 

managed effectively, and resulted in moving students from ‘Warning/Failing’ and ‘Needs 

improvement' to the 'Proficient' category.  

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence:  The district did not evaluate academic support programs, except through examination 

of MCAS retest results attained by individual students. District administrators stated that 

programs and courses such as study skills were dropped from the program of studies because of 

low achievement gains on the MCAS retests. No other evaluation was made or was available. 

Departments would recommend changes in courses or programs. The procedure was an informal 

one. An external evaluator supported by district funds had evaluated the program for severely 

handicapped students (MVIP), according to district administrators. The MVIP evaluation 
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document was not located for review by the EQA audit team. During the period under review, 

MCAS test scores showed improvement with the significant increase in the percentage of 

students scoring in the ‘Needs Improvement’ category and the decrease of students scoring in the 

‘Warning/Failing’ category. School officials stated that students were motivated to pass the 

MCAS test and to score at the ‘Needs Improvement’ level, but, generally, were not sufficiently 

motivated to work toward the ‘Proficient’ level.  
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Domain D: Leadership, Governance, and Organization 

 

 Standards � Indicators � 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total
Domain D - Leadership, Governance, &
Organization           
S11 - Organizational Leadership: Direction, Goal
Setting, Policies, & Planning           
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Satisfactory 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 
  Unsatisfactory 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 4 
S12 - Organizational & Human Resource
Management           
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Satisfactory 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 7 
  Poor 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 
Standard 11. ORGANIZATIONAL LEADERSHIP: DIRECTION, GOAL SETTING, 

POLICIES AND PLANNING: For the period under examination, the district, each of its 

schools, and programs implemented improvement plans that were based on a comprehensive 

vision or mission, clear priorities for student achievement, and the analysis of recent and long-

range student performance data. The district maintained organized, accessible, thorough, and 

complete documentation on past and current initiatives, practices, policies, procedures, and 

achievements of the district and its students. The implementation of improvement plans was 

consistently assessed and modified based on the ongoing analysis of student achievement data. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• The district did not have a District Improvement Plan for the period under examination. 

• The district did not provide training in analysis of student assessment data during the period 
under examination.  

• Modification of math and English programs were based on information from the High 
Schools That Work program and had some connection to the district’s analysis of aggregate 
MCAS test scores. 
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Indicators: 

1. The district had a clearly understood vision and/or mission, goals, and priorities included in the 

District Improvement Plan (DIP). The plan and the analysis of student achievement data drove the 

development, implementation, and modification of educational programs, services, and practices. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence:  No District Improvement Plan was submitted by the district or found by the 

examiners. Administrators stated that the School Improvement Plan (SIP) served as a district 

plan. SIPs for 2002, 2003, and 2004 were reviewed. The 2002 SIP was without goals, timelines, 

methods of implementation, or staff responsible for implementation. Student achievement was 

not mentioned. The 2003 SIP was without timelines, methods of implementation, or staff 

responsible for implementation. None of the goals had any relationship to student achievement. 

The 2004 SIP had three goals, one of which was the improvement of the MCAS test scores. The 

2004 SIP had no timelines, methods of implementation, staff responsible for implementation, or 

methods to measure progress towards goals. 

Administrators stated in interviews with the examiners that they were just getting to the point of 

knowing how to put together a School Improvement Plan. 

2. School Committee members were informed and knowledgeable about their responsibilities under 

Education Reform, and relied on student achievement and other data as the foundation of their 

policymaking and decision-making. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  School committee members stated to examiners that during the period under review 

seven out of nine members attended every MASS/MASC convention and workshop. Eight out of 

nine of the school committee members had served over seven years on the board. Board 

members reported that they received complete reports on the MCAS test scores and frequent 

reports on other school data to aid them in decisions and policy-making. 
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3. The district maintained organized, accessible, thorough, and complete documentation on past and 

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

students. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  The secretary of the superintendent-director, under the direction of the 

superintendent, was the person responsible for the records of the school. Records of policies in 

the school’s policy handbook, practices outlined in the teacher's and student's handbooks, 

procedures outlined in the union contract, and achievements of the district and its students were 

stored in the superintendent-director's office. The assistant director’s secretary kept records of 

current initiatives. All records were organized and accessible. An examination of records 

including files, handbooks, contracts, and the policy book for the period under review indicated 

that they were thorough and complete. 

4. An approved School Improvement Plan (SIP) for every school, aligned with the district’s plan, 

was in use and based on the analysis of student achievement data.  

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence:  The district did not provide a District Improvement Plan (DIP) to EQA examiners. 

Administrators stated that the School Improvement Plan served as the district plan. Three SIPs 

were submitted and examined. The 2002 and 2003, SIPs were narrative and described what the 

school had done in the past year. The SIPs did not have goals or any mention of student 

achievement. The 2004 SIP had three goals, one of which was the improvement of the MCAS 

test scores. However, the plan did not have procedures for achieving that goal, timelines, and 

staff responsible for striving towards that goal. It was stated to examiners that because of 

administrative changes, they had been confused about the development of School Improvement 

Plans for the period under review. 

5. District administrators, building administrators, and teachers demonstrated that they had the skills 

to use aggregate and individual test analyses to inform and assess the effectiveness of the 

planning process, and to improve instructional programs and services for all student populations. 
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Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence:  Two administrators stated they reviewed the MCAS test scores with the help of a 

math teacher. The administrators stated that they did not disaggregate the data, nor did they have 

the skills to do so. Four administrators, in separate interviews, stated that they did not know how 

to use test analysis in the planning process. Two administrators stated in an interview that 

although a review of the MCAS test scores indicated the necessity of making changes in the 

math curriculum, those changes came about through the High Schools That Work program.  

6. District leaders monitored student achievement data throughout the year, considered the goals 

identified in the DIP, and individual SIPs, and implemented programs, policies, and services that 

were most likely to result in improved student achievement. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence:  For the period under examination, the district did not have a District Improvement 

Plan. For that same period, the School Improvement Plans were in narrative form and were 

without student achievement goals, except for one general goal in the 2004 SIP that was without 

procedures for the achievement of that goal. The MCAS test scores were reviewed when 

received; however, the changes in scope and sequence of math and ELA that had been made 

were not part of any School Improvement Plans.  

7. All of the district’s administrators were appropriately certified. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  An examination of all of the personnel folders for administrators confirmed the 

statements of the superintendent-director that all administrators were appropriately certified. 

8. The leadership reported annually to the school committee, staff, and community concerning the 

extent to which the implementation of the DIP and SIPs did/did not result in improved student 

achievement. 

  87



Rating: Poor 

Evidence:  The assistant director brought the School Improvement Plan to the school committee 

for their approval. The district did not produce evidence in document form nor in interviews with 

school committee members, administrators, or staff members that a report was compiled on the 

implementation of the School Improvement Plan and the results of its goals, including the goal of 

improved student achievement. They were no District Improvement Plans for the period under 

examination.  

9. The superintendent's performance was evaluated annually based on the district’s state assessment 

results and implementation of the DIP. This evaluation served as the basis for setting 

compensation and improving the future job performance of the superintendent. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence:  The superintendent-director was evaluated annually. The district’s state assessment 

results were not a factor in those evaluations. Instead, they were based upon his relations with the 

committee, the district communities, and the school staff. For the period under review, the 

district did not have District Improvement Plans. The evaluation of the superintendent-director 

was one factor in setting compensation and improving job performance. 

Standard 12. ORGANIZATIONAL AND HUMAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT: For the 

period under examination, the district had organizational structures, policies, collective 

bargaining agreements, procedures, and practices with clear lines of authority, responsibility, and 

accountability. Teacher retention/turnover rates were within reason. Together, these elements 

promoted efficient and effective district operation and facilitated achievement for all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
• The district did not have a formalized, system-wide method of staff communication; 

documents such as school improvement plans were not generally, nor formally disseminated.  

• Although administrators stated that they did not have job descriptions, the district stated that 
it had current job descriptions written for its administrators. 

• The district used input from a committee of school staff in its hiring of new personnel. 
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Indicators: 

1. The superintendent effectively delegated the educational and operational management of the 

schools to the building principals and program directors. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  Interviews with the administrators confirmed the superintendent-director’s 

statements on the lines of authority operating in the school. One assistant director had been 

acting as school principal and had responsibility for hiring teachers and for staff supervision and 

evaluation during the period under examination. A vocational coordinator had supervisory 

responsibility over all vocational programs. The district had an assistant director for all student 

affairs, a guidance director, and a special education director for the period under review. 

2. The district leaders ensured that:  

a. all principals were aware of and understood published policies and district improvement 

plans, and 

b. the district used system-wide and intra-district communication systems to keep all faculty and 

staff informed and to provide avenues for response.  

Rating: Poor 

Evidence:  The district did not submit any District Improvement Plans for the period under 

examination. The staff’s knowledge of the School Improvement Plans, beyond those directly 

involved with its creation, was not evident; the plans were not generally, nor formally, 

disseminated. In interviews with administrators and staff, it was stated that the school was small 

enough for informal communications, memos when needed, and monthly teachers’ meetings to 

keep all informed. Response was also informal; in interviews administrators stated, “The doors 

are always open." 

3. The district was organized in a manner that addressed all aspects of administrative actions and 

had lines of responsibility. Job descriptions for all personnel were current, published, and 

available to all faculty and staff. 
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Rating: Poor 

Evidence:  The district had a clear organizational chart. Although the administrators stated to 

examiners that they did not have job descriptions, the central office stated that it had current job 

descriptions for administrators. They stated that they knew what their duties and responsibilities 

were from past practice and procedures. Further examination and interviews revealed that when a 

position was posted for a new hire, a list of qualifications was drawn up and served as an 

unofficial job description. These requirements were published at the time of job posting, but 

were not available after the position was filled.  

 

4. The district had practices for the recruitment and hiring of staff that involved administrative and 

staff participation. The process was perceived as fair and open and focused on identifying and 

acquiring the most qualified individuals for each position. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  Position descriptions were drawn up by administrators with the input of department 

heads and lead teachers, posted in the school, sent to a number of colleges, and advertised in 

local and state newspapers. Applications were checked for qualifications and screened by a 

committee of staff and administrators who were to work directly with the new hire. The top three 

candidates were interviewed and rated by that committee and recommendations were made to the 

assistant director, who acted as principal. The superintendent-director interviewed the final 

choice for placement on the salary schedule.  

5. The district employed qualified teachers who were certified in the area(s) of their primary 

assignment or responsibility. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  A review of 24 of 87 personnel folders confirmed administrators’ statements that all 

teachers were certified or had valid waivers in the areas of their primary assignment or 

responsibility during the period under examination. Further confirming evidence was found in 
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charts tracking certification and progress toward professional status kept by the superintendent-

director's secretary.  

6. The district maintained waivers for staff regarding certification and progress toward certification. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  The superintendent-director's secretary, under the direction of the superintendent, 

maintained records and charts tracking progress towards certification and professional status. 

These charts were up to date. Vocational teachers who had not achieved a full approval status 

were monitored by the vocational director who checked progress and aided in any problems they 

had in advancing toward licensure. The assistant director served as school principal and was 

responsible for monitoring academic teachers’ progress toward full licensure. 

7. The district actively undertook efforts to provide teachers new to the district and to the profession 

with coaches and mentors in their respective roles. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  The district had a system of assigning a paid mentor to all new teachers for one full 

school year. This system was in place for the period under examination. The mentor had to be in 

the new teacher’s area of certification and was available for consultation and suggestions as 

needed. Mentors were selected from long-term teachers believed by their administrators to be 

above average in their organization and classroom delivery skills. 

8. The district ensured that all personnel records were carefully compiled, maintained, and available 

to all appropriate faculty and staff. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  Teachers’ personnel records were kept in the assistant director's office in a locked 

file cabinet. A review of 24 out of 87 folders confirmed that records were carefully compiled and 

maintained. Access was available through the assistant director's secretary and appropriate 

faculty and staff members were given access during working hours. However, C.O.R.I. reports 

were kept in the staff's personnel files.  
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9.  District employment policies and practices identified and encouraged skilled, qualified personnel 

to be appointed to and remain in the district’s employ, which resulted in a low rate of teacher and 

administrative turnover among qualified staff.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  The use of committees to screen and recommend candidates for employment 

encouraged the appointment of skilled qualified personnel. A review of the district’s personnel 

folders confirmed that the district had a very low turnover rate. For the period under 

examination, fewer then five staff left, two for retirement, and one to assume the superintendent-

director position at another technical school. 
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Domain E: Business and Financial Management 

 Standards � Indicators � 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total

Domain E – Business & Financial 
Management         

   

S13 - Budget Preparation & Development            

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Satisfactory 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 7 
  Poor 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
S14 – Financial Asset Management            
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
  Satisfactory 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A 8 
  Poor 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 1 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
S15 – Supplemental, Capital, & Facilities 
Asset Management         

 
   

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
  Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A 9 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
  

Standard 13. BUDGET PREPARATION AND DEVELOPMENT: For the period under 

examination, the district had a budget preparation and development process that ensured full 

consideration and effective use of available resources essential for district and school operations 

focused on student achievement. The school committee, superintendent, administrators, faculty, 

staff, parents, and members of the community met their responsibility to ensure that the school 

budget and appropriations met the educational and achievement needs of all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• For the period under review, the budget document did not include funds from all revenue 
sources. 

• The district did not have a District Improvement Plan (DIP). The School Improvement Plan 
(SIP) did not contain budgetary information. 

• Financial reports were submitted to the school committee on as needed basis or upon request. 
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• The superintendent stated that the budget was adequate, but that some shop equipment was 
becoming obsolete. 

Indicators: 

1. There were clear, documented policies and procedures for the development of the district’s 

budget to ensure input from all staff. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  The budget development conformed to the district agreement and school committee 

policy DB and M.G.L. 71:34. According to interviews with the superintendent, the budget 

process began in December with a presentation by the superintendent to the faculty, based on the 

current fiscal conditions. The staff received blank budget sheets to request supplies, material, and 

equipment. The vocational coordinator reviewed all requests from the vocational staff and the 

principal reviewed the academic staff's requests. The superintendent received all budget 

information and prepared the final budget with the business manager. The school committee 

approved the budget and assessments, as recommended by the superintendent, at a meeting on or 

before February 15, as required by the district agreement. In interviews with school committee 

members, it was stated that they relied on the superintendent's judgment and expertise that he 

had developed over 31 years as superintendent. The vocational-technical advisory committees 

provided recommendations for capital items to be included into the budget. The district made 

presentations to a joint meeting of town finance committee members. The budget was presented 

to the various town meetings for their consideration and approval. In order for it to be certified 

and operational, five of the seven communities had to approve the budget and assessments. 

2. Relevant budget development decisions were premised on a clear, documented systemic analysis 

of student performance data as well as other pertinent information.  

Rating: Poor 

Evidence:  For the period under review, according to an interview with the superintendent, the 

district did little systemic analysis of student achievement data in the district's budget 

development. The main focus was retaining teaching staff and maintaining class size. The New 

England Association of Schools and Colleges (NEASC) report indicated that the budgets were 
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clear and understandable. In interviews, administrators stated that relevant budget decisions were 

based on a review of MCAS test scores, although not in a documented, systematic analysis. This 

analysis resulted in more resources for the academic areas, including additional math and English 

teachers and a remedial English teacher who worked with the vocational teachers. Monies were 

allocated to professional development for courses in reading across the curriculum and portfolio 

development.  

3. The district’s budget development process was clear, document and integrated district and school 

improvement plans, long-term goals, and action plans.  

Rating: Poor 

Evidence:  The budget development process was determined by school committee policy and the 

superintendent's many years of experiences in analyzing the fiscal conditions of the district 

towns and the availability of Chapter 70 and transportation reimbursements. The district did not 

have a district improvement plan. The School Improvement Plan (SIP) was not integrated into 

the budget development process. The administration addressed the areas of student achievement 

by reviewing the MCAS test scores; however, student achievement data was not used in making 

budgetary decisions. The superintendent stated that the district had informal, long-term goals that 

included adding staff and reviewing the MVIP program and restructuring it into a collaborative. 

The long-term capital plan was reviewed periodically.  

4. The district allocated its resources based on the ongoing analysis of student assessment data in the 

aggregate and disaggregated by student subgroups to improve achievement for all student 

populations.  

Rating: Poor 

Evidence:  The district did not base its resource allocation on an ongoing analysis of student 

assessment data. According to the administration, the district addressed the needs of its special 

education population by providing additional staff and professional development in order to 

address the areas of alternative assessments for special education students. The district allocated 

its resources based to some degree on an analysis of student assessment for special education 

students. However, students eligible for free or reduced lunch FRL(Y) were not analyzed as a 
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subgroup. The superintendent stated that Title 1 was used a resource to improve achievement for 

all student populations. 

5. The district, as part of its budget process, implemented a review process to determine the cost 

effectiveness of all of its programs, initiatives, and activities. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district, as part of its budget process, reviewed programs for cost effectiveness. 

The NEASC report noted that the contract for EXPAN, a computerized informational system 

used by the guidance department, was not renewed after evaluation showed the cost-

effectiveness to be negative. The High Schools That Work program was being evaluated for its 

effectiveness at the time of the EQA examination. The district performed an audit of its lighting 

and, as a result, was able to save in energy costs by installing new fixtures. 

6. The district’s budget document was clear, complete, current, and understandable and provided 

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

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The budget document was clear and listed prior year actual expenditures, the final 

proposed budget, and the difference. This was followed by a detailed explanation and 

justification for each line item of the budget. The document provided a breakdown of the town’s 

assessment that included the required net school spending, other required spending, and capital 

expenditures. The budget did not include revenue from all fund sources such as state and federal 

grants. The annual report contained information on the receipt of state and federal grants. In 

interviews, town officials from some of the member communities stated that the information 

presented was sufficiently detailed and adequate for use at town meetings. 

7. The budget and district’s expenditures were adequate to provide for appropriate levels of staffing, 

professional development, materials, supplies, and equipment.  
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Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under review, the district exceeded the net school spending (NSS) 

requirements in FY01 by $761,423, in FY02 by $996,658, in FY03 by $701,794, and in FY04 by 

$1,508,274. Based on a review of the end of the year reports, the district's professional 

requirement was $37,376 for FY01. The actual professional development expenditure, $90,376, 

exceeded the requirement by $52,501. For FY02, the district's professional development 

requirement was $48,700 and the actual professional development expenditures totaled $63,325, 

exceeding the requirement by $14,625. For FY03, the district's professional development 

requirement was $62,625. The actual professional development expenditure, $38,397, did not 

meet the professional development requirement. For FY04, DOE did not have a professional 

development requirement. In an interview with the superintendent, it was stated that the staffing 

levels were adequate. The NEASC report cited a need for additional staffing including an 

academic coordinator, guidance counselor, and additional clerical positions, and an expanded 

role for the police officer. In interviews, vocational and academic staff indicated that they had 

adequate supplies, materials, and equipment for their courses. In an interview, the superintendent 

indicated that the district had made no expenditures for capital purchases for FY03 and FY04, 

except from funds provided by the Perkins Grant. 

8. The community provided financial resources to ensure an educational program of quality, as 

evidenced by a sufficient district revenue levy. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For FY04, each of the district communities exceeded their minimum required 

contributions by a total of $731,561. For FY04, Belchertown contributed $170,396 above the 

minimum; Granby contributed $69,546 above the minimum; Hardwick contributed $71,691 

above the minimum; Monson contributed $227,497 above the minimum; New Braintree 

contributed $15,142 above the minimum; Palmer contributed $342,663 above the minimum; and 

Ware contributed $268,337 above the minimum. The district exceeded the (NSS) requirement 

each of the years for the period under review. The superintendent stated, with a qualified “yes,” 

that the financial resources were adequate. Town officials who were interviewed stated that the 
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towns were at their maximum tax levy. A review of data from the department of revenue showed 

that the seven towns that make up the district spend 47 to 56 per cent of expenditures on schools. 

9. The school committee:  

a. reviewed and approved a budget for education in the district according to the process and 

timeline developed with the superintendent, 

b. worked to ensure that necessary funds were appropriated for the district, and  

c. maintained the balance between needs and resources in the distribution of monies, and 

oversaw the operation of the annual school budget. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  The school committee approved the budget before February 15, as required by the 

district agreement. School committee policy DBC-C, Budget Deadlines and Schedules, provided 

the timeline requirements for the superintendent to follow, as required by Massachusetts General 

Laws and the town meeting dates. 

In interviews, school committee members stated that they worked with school officials and town 

meeting representatives to assure that the amount of funds appropriated were adequate. The 

committee oversaw the budget through the approval of transfers, warrants, and financial reports 

presented by the administration. 

 

10. The district and its leadership actively pursued and developed community partnerships to expand 

interest and involvement in the educational system and to support the educational needs of the 

students and the financial needs of the system. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Through its superintendent, the district had developed a partnership with the Quaboag 

Valley Chamber of Commerce (QVCC), the president of which was the district superintendent. 

The QVCC funded the building of a new house every other year by Pathfinder students. This 

project highlighted several trade areas such as carpentry, electrical, HVAC, and ornamental 

horticulture. Many other technical areas had educational relationships and provided services to 
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the communities. The trade advisory committees also provided partnerships with the business 

community.  

Standard 14. FINANCIAL ASSET MANAGEMENT: For the period under examination, the 

district maintained adequate accounting and financial reporting procedures. This was done to 

inform district-level and school-level decision-makers, to ensure effective and efficient 

managerial control over the use of all funds, and to improve achievement for all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
• The district had specific procedures for the control of expenditures. 

• The district employed an independent audit firm to perform required school district audits 
and planned to use the bidding process for future auditors. 

• The district used aggregate student achievement data for some financial decisions. 

• The district did not employ a certified business official for the period under review; however, 
the business manager was in the process of becoming certified. 

Indicators: 

1. School committee policies and guidelines, and administrative procedures were clear regarding the 

processes and expectations for expenditures, transfers, and investment of funds. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  The school business manager reported that the procedure used for expenditures was a 

purchase order system as delineated in Policy DJF-R, Purchasing Procedures. The appropriate 

staff member initiated a requisition, followed by a review by the business manager. All purchase 

orders, including capital expenditures, required the approval of the superintendent. The capital 

expenditures bidding requirement was in accordance with Policy DJC, Bidding Requirements 

and with M.G.L. Chapter 30B. 

School committee policy DBK, Budget Transfer Authority, required that the superintendent 

recommend transfers to the school committee for their consideration and approval. 

The treasurer had the legal responsibility for investment of school funds. School Committee 

policy DG/DGA, Depository of Funds/authorized Signatures, cited Chapter 44 Section 53 and its 

sections concerning liability, investment goals, risk limits, risk limits note, and delegation of a  
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2. The district exercised appropriate controls to ensure accuracy of local, state, and federal financial 

reports. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  In interviews with the business manager and the superintendent, it was stated that the 

district had controls in place to assure accuracy in the preparation and submission of local, state, 

and federal financial reports. The financial accounting system provided financial reports 

including trial balances as needed to assure proper fiscal control. A review of the end of the year 

reports and the final grant reports confirmed these findings. 

3. Regular, timely, accurate, and complete financial reports were made to the school committee and 

the public. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence:  The superintendent and the business manager reported that the school committee 

received budget expenditure summary reports showing expenditures, encumbrances, balances, 

and other financial data as needed or as requested by the school committee. The annual audit 

reports were made available to the school committee. This was confirmed with interviews of 

school committee members. The superintendent prepared an annual report in compliance with 

the district agreement and made the report available to the public.  

4. Required local, state, and federal financial reports and statements were filed in a timely manner. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  According to the business manager, all local, state, and federal reports were 

submitted in a timely manner, except as noted in the Fiscal 2001 audit report.  The report noted 

that the Perkins and PL 9494-142 grants were not submitted on time. The fiscal 2002 audit report 

did not have any findings. The district had not requested extensions for submitting the reports in 

FY03. This was verified by a review of final FY03 grant reports. 

5. The district used efficient accounting technology that integrated district-level financial 

information with the financial information of each school and program, and the district used 
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forecast mechanisms and control procedures to ensure that spending was within fiscal budget 

limits.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  The district purchased a financial system that was state of the art in computer 

hardware and software. BudgetSense from Unifund was purchased to replace the prior obsolete 

system. This package provided the necessary data to management for making informed 

decisions. The business manager maintained control of spending to ensure that it was within 

fiscal budget limits. Cash flow analysis was not required since the district did not have a need for 

short-term borrowing. 

6. District administrators were able to track accurately spending and other financial transactions on a 

regular basis. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence:  The business manager stated that the district administrators received monthly 

expenditure reports similar to those provided to the school committee. As a single school 

building with an administrative wing, the administrators had access to the business office for 

financial information. Administrators did not have on-line access to their department finances. 

7. The district reviewed student achievement data and the reviews were reflected in the district’s 

financial decisions. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  In interviews, the superintendent and business manager stated that aggregate student 

achievement data were used in the district's financial decisions. The school updated its reading 

and language arts software program in FY03. In FY02 and FY03, the district re-allocated 

$24,403 and $22,022, respectively, from the annual budget resources to strengthen the academic 

program. The expenditures were used to purchase new academic textbooks because of analysis 
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of student achievement data. A summer reading program was implemented for incoming Grade 9 

students in FY04. 

8. The district regularly employed: 

a. certified business officials,  

b. purchasing agents with MCPPO credentials,  

c. independent financial auditors and implemented their recommendations to ensure efficient 

and quality financial systems, and 

d. objective and independent treasurers and a separate auditor.* 

 *This portion of indicator 8 is applied to regional academic and vocational school districts. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  The current business manager was hired in August 2000 and was in the process of 

becoming certified effective at the end of the fiscal year. The business manager had a Masters in 

Business Administration (MBA) and was a Certified Public Accountant (CPA) with over twenty 

years of accounting experience, including many years as an auditor for municipal governments. 

 

The business manager did not have Massachusetts Certified Purchasing Official (MCCPO) 

credentials. The business manger stated that all course requirements had been taken and the 

Department of Revenue (DOR) was sending a letter attesting to the years of experience. 

The district employed an independent auditor to assure efficient and quality financial system. 

The district also employed an independent treasurer.  

9. The district had a system in place to: 

a. ensure that state bidding laws were followed; 

b. monitor special revenue funds, revolving accounts, and fee structures related to them to 

ensure that they were managed and used efficiently; and, 

c. monitor and track instructional assets, such as texts, materials, supplies, and equipment to 

ensure efficient and maximum utilization. 
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d. regularly, at least every five years, competitively procure independent financial auditing 

services 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  School committee policy DJC, Bidding Requirements, required that the district 

conform to the state bidding law, M.G.L. 30B. The business manager had oversight 

responsibilities for all bid documents. Under Policy DJR-R, Purchasing Procedures, requisitions 

for items of equipment required a decision of the school committee and those in excess of $1000 

required approval of the existing respective advisory committee. The superintendent reviewed 

and approved all bids. 

The responsible manager managed revolving accounts.  For example, the manager of the 

cafeteria managed the culinary arts account, with oversight by the business manager. School 

committee policy DJR-R, Purchasing Procedures, stated that the teachers were responsible for 

maintaining an up to date inventory for textbooks supplies and equipment. In addition, the 

business manager reported that the recent GASB-34 inventory included items of $1,000 and 

more for inventory control. 

 

The current auditors, Melanson and Heath and Co., had been employed for many years, 

according to the business manager. The superintendent stated that the bidding process would be 

initiated in hiring an auditor for the ensuing years. 

Standard 15. SUPPLEMENTAL, CAPITAL, AND FACILITIES ASSET 

MANAGEMENT: For the period under examination, the district maintained adequate 

accounting and financial reporting procedures and used them to acquire and efficiently manage 

supplemental funding and to promote student achievement and accountability to the public. The 

condition, management, and maintenance of facilities encouraged public support for education 

and were conducive to promoting high levels of student achievement. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• The district had a long-term 5-year capital plan showing a need to upgrade and replace 
obsolete shop equipment. 
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• The district complied with the requirements of GASB No. 34. 

• The district did not apply for and receive a substantial number of competitive grants. 

• The district met the requirements of its combined foundation and extraordinary maintenance 
targets for the period under review. 

Indicators: 
1. Educational and program facilities were of adequate size, clean, safe, well lit, maintained, and 

conducive to promoting the learning process. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  The facilities report provided by the business manager indicated that the educational 

and program facilities were in good condition. The building was well maintained. The facility 

had undergone a lighting retrofit that provided energy savings while increasing brightness. The 

HVAC system was upgraded, providing improved air quality. A walk through of the school 

revealed that the facilities were of adequate size, clean, safe, well lit and maintained, and 

conducive to promoting the learning process. The superintendent stated the district had 

developed a safety plan that the school committee approved to assure the safety of the staff and 

students. The safety plan was included in the student and faculty handbook. The superintendent 

also indicated that the school needed additional storage spaces. 

2. The district had a long-term capital plan that was reviewed regularly and revised as needed with 

input from all appropriate stakeholders. 

Rating: Satisfactory 
Evidence:  For the period under review, the district had a five-year long-term capital plan, 

approved by the school committee that had been completed in FY04. According to the 

superintendent, this regularly reviewed plan was scaled back to meet a revenue shortfall for 

FY04. A new five-year capital plan was developed by the appropriate staff and voted by the 

school committee. A review of the plan indicated the need to replace obsolete shop equipment.  

3. The district implemented formal preventive maintenance programs for buildings and equipment. 
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Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  The district had a formal preventive maintenance program. The district maintained a 

computerized preventive maintenance system. The maintenance department used “Q&A,” a 

database system that managed the contracted preventive maintenance, to keep track of the annual 

recurring maintenance services. The forms had a check-off system indicating the subject of 

inspection and the dates of each inspection. 

4. The district spent at least 50% of its combined foundation maintenance and extraordinary 

maintenance targets each fiscal year during the period under examination. (See 603 CMR 38.14). 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  The school business manager provided documentation from the department of 

education that showed that the district met its combined foundation maintenance and 

extraordinary maintenance targets. For FY02, the foundation maintenance and extraordinary 

maintenance requirement was $233,731, and the actual maintenance expenditures were 

$664,181, exceeding the requirement by $240,450. For FY04, the foundation and extraordinary 

maintenance requirement was $325,914 and the actual maintenance expenditures were $728,844, 

exceeding the requirement by $402,930.  

 

5. The district tracked its capital assets in accordance with GASB No. 34. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  According to the business manager, the district complied with GASB No. 34. The 

district's threshold amount was $5,000. The district completed the tracking of its assets in FY04, 

and the results were to be reflected in the FY04 audit report when completed by the audit firm of 

Melanson and Heath and Co. 

6. The district implemented procedures for the appropriate expenditure of monies from all 

supplemental sources of revenue, goods, services, endowments, foundations, and donations. 

  105



Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  The business manager stated that the district did not receive significant revenue from 

supplemental sources, except those from state and federal grant funds. Expenditures for these 

funds were reviewed by the business office and used the formal purchase order system to assure 

they were accordance with the requirements of the grants. The district used the financial 

accounting system to keep track of grant expenditures. The fee received from the house-building 

program was placed in the carpentry revolving account and used to purchase supplies and 

equipment for that department. The district had expendable and non-expendable trust funds that 

were used for scholarships. Occasionally, shops received equipment and supplies from 

businesses. 

7. The district implemented a critical review process to assess the effectiveness and appropriateness 

of supplemental expenditures to ensure that they were used for the purpose intended and to 

improve student achievement. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  The business manager maintained oversight responsibility for all expenditures to 

assure that all state and federal grants were used in accordance with the purpose of the grant. 

Several of the grants were designated to improve student achievement and were consistent with 

the purpose of the district. The business manager reviewed all revolving accounts and the food 

service program account to assure their self-sufficiency. The food service program was part of 

the culinary arts program.  

8. In addition to entitlements, the district obtained competitive grants to supplement and support its 

efforts to improve academic achievement for all students. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  The district obtained competitive grants in order to improve academic achievement 

for all students. In FY03, the district received $491,518 in state and federal grants, $36,065 of 

which were competitive and were used for curriculum development and student summer success 

program. In FY04, the district received $571,930 in state and federal grants, $133,133 of which 
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were from competitive grants for summer academic support program, curriculum development, 

and Technology Enhancement Options. 

9. The district coordinated the management and use of grants in an efficient manner. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  An interview with the superintendent and the school business manager, and a review 

of the grant reports, indicated that the grants were managed in an efficient manner and in 

accordance with the requirements of the provision of the grants. Of the $571,939 in grants 

received for FY04, $38,686 was returned as unexpended. 
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Appendix A: Proficiency Index (PI)

 
The Proficiency Index is a metric used to measure and compare all schools and school districts 

regarding their performance on each of the MCAS tests. There are three indices: The Average 

Proficiency Index (API), the English Language Arts Proficiency Index (EPI) and the Math 

Proficiency Index (MPI). The index is developed as follows: 

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

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

Proficiency Index is calculated as follows: 

Percentage of students scoring 200-208 on test    x    0 = A 
 Percentage of students scoring 210-218 on test     x   25 = B 
 Percentage of students scoring 220-228 on test     x   50 = C 
 Percentage of students scoring 230-238 on test     x   75 = D 
 Percentage of students scoring 240 or more on test  x 100 = E 
 
The Proficiency Index (PI) equals the sum of A + B + C + D + E = PI 
 
Example: The Governor Ambrose High School had the following results for the 2001 MCAS 

test: 

 12% of all students scored 200-208; therefore,   12% x 0   =   0 
 15% of all students scored 210-218; therefore,   15% x 25   =   3.75 
 21% of all students scored 220-228; therefore,    21% x 50   = 10.5 
       34% of all students scored 230-238; therefore,    34% x 75   = 25.5 
       18% of all students scored 240 or more; therefore, 18% x 100 = 18.0 
 
The Proficiency Index is calculated by adding: 0 + 3.75 + 10.5 + 25.5 + 18 = 57.75 
 

   The Proficiency Index for the Governor Ambrose High would be: 57.75 
   The MPI would use the same calculation for all students taking the math exam. 
   The EPI would use the same calculation for all students taking the ELA exam. 
 

The 100 point Proficiency Index is divided into six Proficiency Categories as follows: 90-100 is 
‘Very High’ (VH), 80-89.9 is ‘High’ (H), 70-79.9 is ‘Moderate’ (M), 60-69.9 is ‘Low’ (L), 40-
59.9 is ‘Very Low’ (VL), and 0-39.9 is ‘Critically Low’ (CL). 



Appendix B: Pathfinder’s Chapter 70 Funding and NSS FY1996-2004 

 
 
 

Foundation Pct Foundation Pct Required Chapter 70 Pct Required Pct Actual Pct Dollars Pct 

Enrollment Chg Budget Chg Local Aid Chg Net School Chg Net School Chg Over/Under Over/ 

FY 

        Contribution     Spending(NSS)   Spending   Requirement Under 

FY96 393   3,300,626   1,827,907 1,768,708   3,596,615   4,075,058   478,443 13.3 

FY97 428 8.9 3,566,373 8.1 1,988,024 1,862,974 5.3 3,850,998 7.1 4,189,802 2.8 338,804 8.8 

FY98 440 2.8 3,877,871 8.7 2,115,737 1,898,802 1.9 4,014,539 4.2 4,662,756 11.3 648,217 16.1 

FY99 452 2.7 4,115,791 6.1 2,298,300 1,956,234 3 4,254,534 6 4,816,024 3.3 561,490 13.2 

FY00 488 8 4,397,591 6.8 2,456,433 2,146,187 9.7 4,602,620 8.2 5,170,381 7.4 567,761 12.3 

FY01 505 3.5 4,735,880 7.7 2,617,299 2,234,562 4.1 4,851,861 5.4 5,613,284 8.6 761,423 15.7 

FY02 487 -3.6 4,825,363 1.9 2,811,076 2,533,302 13.4 5,344,378 10.2 6,341,036 13 996,658 18.6 

FY03 501 2.9 5,092,653 5.5 3,011,256 2,533,302 0 5,544,558 3.7 6,246,352 -1.5 701,794 12.7 

FY04 495 -1.2 5,294,940 4 2,937,331 2,357,609 -6.9 5,294,940 -4.5 6,803,214 8.9 1,508,274 28.5 

Chapter 70 Aid as 
          

FY Dollars per Foundation Enrollment   Percentage of Foundation 

Pct of Actual NSS 

          
  Fnd Budget Ch 70 

Aid 
Actual NSS   Ch 70 Required NSS Actual 

NSS 
  

          
FY96 8,399 4,501 10,369   53.6 109 124 43.4           
FY97 8,333 4,353 9,789   52.2 108 118 44.5           
FY98 8,813 4,315 10,597   49 103.5 120 40.7           
FY99 9,106 4,328 10,655   47.5 103.4 117 40.6           
FY00 9,011 4,398 10,595   48.8 104.7 118 41.5           
FY01 9,378 4,425 11,115   47.2 102.4 119 39.8           
FY02 9,908 5,202 13,021   52.5 110.8 131 40           
FY03 10,165 5,056 12,468   49.7 108.9 123 40.6           
FY04 10,697 4,763 13,744   44.5 100 129 34.7           
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	Preliminary Finding(s):
	Indicators:
	Rating: Unsatisfactory
	Rating: Unsatisfactory
	Rating: Poor 
	Rating: Unsatisfactory
	Rating: Poor
	Rating: Unsatisfactory
	Rating: Unsatisfactory
	Rating: Unsatisfactory
	Standard 4. EVALUATION PROCESS/PROGRAMS, SERVICES, AND RESOURCE ACQUISITION: For the period of time under examination, the district used student assessment data in its development, implementation, evaluation and analysis of programs, services, and resource acquisition. The evaluation process focused on accountability for administrators, teachers, and staff, and one of the goals of the process was the improvement of achievement for all students.


	Preliminary Finding(s):
	Indicators:
	Rating: Poor
	Rating: Poor
	Rating: Poor
	Rating: Poor
	Rating: Poor
	Rating: Unsatisfactory



	 Domain B: Curriculum and Instruction
	Domain B - Curriculum & Instruction
	Standard 5. CURRICULUM: For the period of time under examination, the district, each of its schools, and programs utilized curricula that were aligned with the State Curriculum Frameworks in the core academic subjects of English Language Arts (ELA), mathematics, science and technology (and other tested core academic subjects as added). The curricula were current, academically sound, and clearly understood by all who administered and taught in the district.
	Preliminary Finding(s):
	Indicators:
	Rating: Poor
	Rating: Unsatisfactory
	Rating: Poor
	Rating: Poor
	Rating: Poor
	Rating: Unsatisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Standard 6. INSTRUCTION: EXPECTATIONS AND POLICIES: For the period of time under examination, the district used the analysis of student achievement data to develop policies and documents that expressed high expectations for student achievement and clear expectations for staff in the use of effective instructional methods strategies and practices to teach all students. 


	Preliminary Finding(s):
	Indicators:
	Rating: Poor
	Rating: Unsatisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Poor
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Standard 7. OPPORTUNITY AND ACCESS TO QUALITY EDUCATION PROGRAMS: For the period under examination, district and school policies, practices, procedures, and programs encouraged and supported equitable access to and participation in high quality educational programs for all students. 


	Preliminary Finding(s):
	Indicators:
	Rating: Poor
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Poor
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Standard 8. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING: For the period of time under examination, the district adopted and implemented a Professional Development Plan developed through the analyses of data for all administrators, teachers, and other professional staff, paraprofessionals, and professional support teams. 


	Preliminary Finding(s):
	Indicators:
	Rating: Poor
	Rating: Poor
	Rating: Unsatisfactory
	Rating: Unsatisfactory
	Rating: Poor
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Unsatisfactory



	Domain C: Academic Support Services
	Preliminary Finding(s):
	Indicators:
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Poor
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: N/A
	Rating: Poor
	Standard 10. STUDENT ACADEMIC SUPPORT: PROGRAM MANAGEMENT AND 
	EVALUATION: For the period under examination, the district engaged in a comprehensive analysis of the results from student performance assessments and student needs in order to determine the content and scope of academic support services that were offered.


	Preliminary Finding(s):
	Indicators:
	Rating: Poor
	Rating: Poor
	Rating: Unsatisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Unsatisfactory



	 Domain D: Leadership, Governance, and Organization
	Standard 11. ORGANIZATIONAL LEADERSHIP: DIRECTION, GOAL SETTING, POLICIES AND PLANNING: For the period under examination, the district, each of its schools, and programs implemented improvement plans that were based on a comprehensive vision or mission, clear priorities for student achievement, and the analysis of recent and long-range student performance data. The district maintained organized, accessible, thorough, and complete documentation on past and current initiatives, practices, policies, procedures, and achievements of the district and its students. The implementation of improvement plans was consistently assessed and modified based on the ongoing analysis of student achievement data.
	Preliminary Finding(s):
	Indicators:
	Rating: Unsatisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Unsatisfactory
	Rating: Unsatisfactory
	Rating: Unsatisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Poor
	Rating: Poor
	Standard 12. ORGANIZATIONAL AND HUMAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT: For the period under examination, the district had organizational structures, policies, collective bargaining agreements, procedures, and practices with clear lines of authority, responsibility, and accountability. Teacher retention/turnover rates were within reason. Together, these elements promoted efficient and effective district operation and facilitated achievement for all students.


	Preliminary Finding(s):
	Indicators:
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Poor
	Rating: Poor
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory



	Domain E: Business and Financial Management
	Preliminary Finding(s):
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Poor
	Rating: Poor
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Standard 14. FINANCIAL ASSET MANAGEMENT: For the period under examination, the district maintained adequate accounting and financial reporting procedures. This was done to inform district-level and school-level decision-makers, to ensure effective and efficient managerial control over the use of all funds, and to improve achievement for all students.

	Preliminary Finding(s):
	Indicators:
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Poor
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Standard 15. SUPPLEMENTAL, CAPITAL, AND FACILITIES ASSET MANAGEMENT: For the period under examination, the district maintained adequate accounting and financial reporting procedures and used them to acquire and efficiently manage supplemental funding and to promote student achievement and accountability to the public. The condition, management, and maintenance of facilities encouraged public support for education and were conducive to promoting high levels of student achievement.


	Preliminary Finding(s):
	Indicators:
	Rating: Satisfactory

	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
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