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[bookmark: _Hlk40937737][bookmark: _Toc104552856]In accordance with Massachusetts state law, the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (DESE) contracted with the American Institutes for Research® (AIR®) to conduct a comprehensive review of Brockton Public Schools (hereafter, Brockton) in March 2026. Data collection activities associated with the review included interviews, focus groups, and document reviews and were designed to understand how districts operate in support of continuous improvement efforts. The review focused on the six standards (and related indicators) that DESE has identified as being important components of district effectiveness. The resulting report provides an in-depth look at district systems, policies, and practices and includes recommendations to promote systemic improvements and advance equitable student outcomes and experiences.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  DESE’s District Standards and Indicators are at http://www.doe.mass.edu/accountability/district-review/district-standards-indicators.pdf.] 

In addition, seven observers visited Brockton to collect data on instructional practices in classrooms during the week of March 16, 2026. The observers conducted 173 observations in a sample of classrooms across grade levels, focused primarily on literacy, English language arts (ELA), and mathematics. The observers used the Teachstone Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS) protocol, developed by the Center for Advanced Study of Teaching and Learning at the University of Virginia,[footnoteRef:3] which guided all classroom observations in the district. These observers followed the three grade-band levels of the CLASS protocols: PK-3, Upper Elementary (4‑5), and Secondary (6‑12). [3:  For more information on the Teachstone CLASS protocol, visit https://teachstone.com/class/.] 

Leadership and Governance
Brockton demonstrates strong governance and a leadership system that translates district priorities into building-level practice. The school committee maintains a clear separation between governance and operations and distributes its work through an active subcommittee structure, spanning negotiations, curriculum, accounts, policy, and a social-emotional learning and wellness subcommittee that was reactivated in direct response to student concerns about climate and bullying. Committee members and the superintendent described a collaborative, information-rich working relationship marked by improved budget transparency relative to prior administrations. District leadership is anchored by a District Leadership Team that meets weekly as the primary planning and coordination hub. This team connects to schools through recurring, level-based principal meetings, a District Instructional Leadership Team, and school-based Proficiency Commitment Leadership Teams (PCLTs) that distribute leadership and elevate teacher voice, supported by shared data folders and prepared materials that keep messaging consistent across buildings. School improvement plans, anchored in a mission that leaders describe as the district's "north star," are aligned to district priorities, organized around measurable goals, and monitored through PCLT routines and a structured walkthrough system that creates a feedback loop reaching from classrooms to principals to central office. The district has also made documented progress rebuilding trust with the school committee, municipal government, and state oversight partners following a 2023 budget deficit. These efforts are grounded in financial transparency tools such as monthly year-to-date budget reports and a public Open Checkbook, sustained follow-through on operational reforms, regular labor-management engagement with the Brockton Education Association, and responsiveness to community concerns, including a partnership with a local Haitian community center on inclusive practices.
The district has several areas for growth that temper these strengths. Committee members themselves acknowledged uneven internal cohesion, citing variation in member engagement and difficulty moving from disagreement to coordinated action, and the committee does not yet operate under a formal, documented policy review process specifying timelines, cycle frequency, and criteria for revision. Although multiple parent advisory structures exist, families across five language communities, English, Cape Verdean Creole, Haitian Creole, Portuguese, and Spanish, described limited awareness of and access to them, a systemic gap compounded by the elimination of the district's parent engagement specialist role and an erosion of trust since the pandemic. The district's monitoring infrastructure, while well developed, is not yet consistently enacted across all schools and program areas, with leaders acknowledging that systems are still being refined and principals reporting wide variation in how monitoring expectations are applied. Improvement progress is likewise not communicated to families in a regular, accessible, or structured way. More broadly, developing a proactive, districtwide approach to stakeholder engagement, that sets clear communication expectations across schools and secures meaningful participation from educators and families alike, remains an area for growth.
Curriculum and Instruction
Brockton's instruction is supported by a central office curriculum and instruction team that anchors a coherent, literacy-focused instructional priority grounded in the science of reading and in access for English Learners and students with disabilities. The team includes assistant superintendents for teaching and learning, content- and grade-span curriculum coordinators, and embedded literacy, STEM, and language acquisition coaches. Implementation and monitoring are reinforced by aligned walkthrough tools, a tiered coaching model, and data-informed professional learning that together represent a clear strength.
The district has recently formalized a documented, equity-driven curriculum review and selection process that incorporates HQIM quality indicators, diverse stakeholder involvement, and a structured pilot phase, and it has adopted high-quality core materials across grade spans and content areas. The district has coordinated work across the teaching and learning, bilingual education, and exceptional learning departments to make Tier 1 materials more accessible to English Learners and students with disabilities; this coordination represents a further strength, as does the district's deployment of a wide range of data-informed academic interventions delivered through structures such as protected ELA blocks and dedicated intervention periods.
The district's sustained focus on building systems, structures, and supports for English Learner instruction is notable given that English Learners represent more than 30 percent of enrollment. Together with broad course offerings—including honors, Advanced Placement, International Baccalaureate, the arts, and CTE pathways—and developing pathways for English Learners to access rigorous coursework alongside their peers, this focus reflects a strong commitment to equitable access. Classroom observations further confirm a warm, well-managed, and supportive classroom culture across the district.
Despite these strengths, Brockton has select areas for growth in curriculum and instruction. While students experience engaged and orderly classrooms, CLASS observation data in the Instructional Support domain, including low-to-middle scores for concept development, analysis and inquiry, instructional dialogue, and quality of feedback, indicate that the depth and rigor of instruction vary considerably across classrooms and grade levels. Consistently providing opportunities for students to engage in deeper learning through higher-order questioning, student-driven academic dialogue, and feedback that scaffolds and extends thinking is an area for growth for the district.
Assessment
Brockton has a strong foundation for a data-informed culture that spans the elementary, middle, and high school levels. The district draws on multiple academic and nonacademic data sources, including DIBELS, STAR, Lexia, WIDA ACCESS, and MCAS results alongside attendance, behavior, and social-emotional survey data, to build a comprehensive picture of each student, which is a clear strength. Assessment timing is structured through data analysis protocols and coordinated progress-monitoring windows, while educators retain discretion to manage testing load, for example by using portions of lengthy assessments or reducing common assessments near MCAS administration. District and school leaders articulated a coherent, shared vision in which data serve instructional improvement, equity, and alignment to district priorities rather than compliance, and that vision is enacted through collaborative routines such as inquiry cycles, coach-supported data meetings, and PCLTs charged with reviewing data tied to school improvement goals. Educators disaggregate results for historically underserved groups, including English Learners, former English Learners, and students with disabilities, and pair that analysis with accommodations and multiple assessment formats that broaden student access. The district has also invested in data literacy through dashboards, a centralized data hub, and coaching support. The district provides language access and translation services to families in Portuguese, Haitian Creole, Cape Verdean Creole, and Spanish, a further strength.
Despite this foundation, Brockton has several areas for growth in assessment, concentrated at the secondary level and in how results are communicated. High school teachers described unclear and inconsistent expectations for how many formative and summative assessments should occur each term, and developing clear districtwide expectations for assessment frequency is an area for growth. More broadly, structured data-review routines are well established in the elementary and middle grades but occur infrequently at the high school, where some teachers reported rarely convening to analyze results. Developing systems and structures at the secondary level to understand and respond to student needs based on data is an area for growth. Data sharing with students is likewise uneven and often passive, with students reporting limited feedback on their performance and little explanation of what grades mean, so providing students with clear expectations and feedback on performance is an area for growth as well. Communication with families tends to be infrequent and concentrated around report cards and conferences, with no consistent timeline or format and important information often requiring families to seek it out on their own. Ensuring that all families have proactive, accessible information about student progress is therefore an area for growth. Finally, families and teachers alike identified significant inconsistency in grading practices, particularly at the secondary level, where variation in how and when work is graded and posted undermines families' ability to monitor progress and affects student placement and GPA. Developing and implementing consistent grading practices is an area for growth for the district.
Human Resources and Professional Development
Brockton's human resources function is anchored by a centralized, experienced HR office, led by an assistant superintendent and staffed with specialized associate directors and generalists who manage hiring, licensure, labor relations, and personnel processing for a workforce of roughly 3,500 across multiple bargaining units. The office is a collaborative, responsive partner to school leaders and coordinates closely with payroll and city departments to maintain accuracy and compliance, which is a strength. Hiring follows a structured, equity-focused process set out in a Hiring Guidebook, with diverse interview panels, consistent questions and scoring, anti-bias standards, and licensure verification through DESE records. These practices are supported by intentionally broad, diversity-focused recruitment that includes Historically Black Colleges and Universities and faith communities. The district draws meaningfully on a robust internal pipeline and alumni recruitment, with many staff advancing from paraprofessional and substitute roles or returning to Brockton as graduates, a strength reinforced by steady retention and deep community ties. Multiple formal advancement pathways, including a long-standing administrative internship, a Principal Administrative License coach program, and the Journey into Education and Teaching program that helps paraprofessionals earn degrees and licensure, are a further strength, as are the MTEL preparation courses and reduced-cost university partnerships with Lesley University and Fitchburg State that support staff pursuing licensure and advanced credentials. These supports sit within a coherent professional learning model that combines whole-staff, content-alike, and job-embedded learning, collaborative structures such as common planning time and Student Success Planning Time, and an induction and mentoring program that district leaders are actively working to strengthen.
Despite these strengths, Brockton has several areas for growth in human resources and professional development. Personnel records and onboarding remain largely paper-based, and transitioning to a fully digital, secure personnel and onboarding system is an area for growth. The district also lacks a comprehensive, standalone onboarding framework that addresses the full range of new-hire needs across roles and strengthening that formal onboarding process is an area for growth. A review of educator evaluations found that required components were generally present, but constructive feedback appeared in only about a third of teacher evaluations, so ensuring that teachers receive constructive feedback to improve practice is also an area for growth. In professional learning, the district does not yet have a comprehensive, yearlong districtwide plan that connects goals to content, implementation, and impact, and it lacks a systematic way to evaluate how professional development affects instructional practice, making the development of such a plan an area for growth. Finally, certain staff, including occupational therapists, long-term substitutes, and experienced educators transferring from other districts, currently fall outside the formal mentoring program, and establishing structured support for those who are new to the district but outside the formal mentoring program is an area for growth for the district.
Student Support
Brockton has built a comprehensive, well-coordinated system of student support. The district fosters safe, inclusive learning environments and uses data such as social-emotional learning screener results and office referral data to drive climate interventions. Classroom observation data shows warm teacher-student relationships and strong Positive Climate and Teacher Sensitivity at the elementary and middle school levels, a strength reinforced by deliberate efforts to integrate students from specialized programs into the broader school community. School-based attendance policies, systems, and supports, including defined outreach thresholds and standardized tracking, are a further strength. At the center of the system is a tiered approach to mental and behavioral health that integrates a PK-12 CharacterStrong Tier 1 curriculum, a universal social-emotional and mental health screener for grades 3 to 12, embedded licensed counselors and social workers, community mentors who reflect the community's linguistic and cultural diversity, targeted programs such as the Bridge for Resilient Youth in Transition, and a robust crisis response team, which together represent a strength. The district extends this support through multilingual communication tools and district-supported translation and interpretation services in Spanish, Cape Verdean Creole, Haitian Creole, and Portuguese. The district provides further support through established community partnerships coordinated by Unified Student Services department that connect families to housing, food, health, and other wraparound supports, a further strength. Formal MTSS structures further strengthen the district’s student support system. Detailed Tiered Resource Maps establish clear expectations for academic supports, while a parallel three-tier social-emotional and behavioral structure provides additional support; both are strengths of the district.
Despite this strong foundation, Brockton has several areas for growth in student support, most of them centered on consistency across schools and especially at the high school. While students experience meaningful opportunities to participate in school life, structured voice and leadership opportunities are not consistently available across all schools, and high school students described belonging as dependent on finding a niche in athletics, the arts, or student-led clubs rather than a universally experienced school culture. Ensuring that student leadership opportunities are structured, accessible, and consistent across all schools and grade levels is an area for growth. Although community partnerships are present and valued, few stakeholders described clear districtwide processes for evaluating their effectiveness or ensuring equitable access, and families were not uniformly aware of the supports available to them. Establishing systematic processes to evaluate the reach and impact of community partnerships and wraparound supports, and ensuring consistent access across all schools, is an area for growth. Finally, while formal MTSS structures exist districtwide, school-based staff reported significant variation in implementation and quality, particularly at the high school, where some staff described the absence of a functioning Tier 1 social-emotional and behavioral structure, and progress monitoring for students receiving these supports was described as inconsistent or, in some schools, absent. Ensuring consistent implementation of MTSS practices, particularly for Tier 2 and Tier 3 social-emotional and behavioral supports, and establishing systematic progress monitoring protocols, are areas for growth for the district.
Financial and Asset Management
Brockton's business office operates on a team-based model that covers budgeting, accounts payable, procurement, grants administration, and financial analysis, and it has substantially strengthened its systems, practices, and financial controls in response to prior fiscal challenges and audit findings, which is a strength. The district builds budgets through a structured annual process grounded in historical expenditure data and the governor's recommended budget, increasingly organized into discrete lines by school, position, and function, and is moving toward greater input from principals and school leaders. Financial management runs through MUNIS, aligned to the Uniform Massachusetts Accounting System, supported by detailed monitoring tools that track year-to-date actuals, encumbrances, and remaining balances and feed regular budget reports to department heads, with the district transitioning toward monthly reporting. Transparency to the school committee and public is reinforced through warrant access, an accounts subcommittee process, year-to-date reports posted online, and a public Open Checkbook. The district uses documented procedures and structured workflows for procurement and contract management, including multistep approvals, Chapter 30B compliance review, competitive bidding, and purchasing collaboratives, which is a further strength. Additionally, the robust grants management, anchored by a dedicated grants manager and more than $29 million secured across more than 80 awards in fiscal year 2025 is a strength as well.  Operations are supported by several strong systems and practices. These include the Flowpath electronic work order system, a largely in-house maintenance model that reflects deliberate cost management, and an information technology department with planned hardware investments and dedicated asset-management tools. Capital planning is also advancing through the district’s Massachusetts School Building Authority feasibility process for Brockton High School and active collaboration with the city, which owns the school buildings.
Despite these improvements, Brockton has some areas for growth in financial and asset management, most of them centered on formalizing arrangements that currently rely on informal practice. The district and city operate under a largely informal, shared-responsibility model, and instituting a formal written agreement that details the process, timeline, and respective roles for budget coordination is an area for growth. The finance team also described established internal controls but no single comprehensive written policies-and-procedures manual, and a persistent vacancy in the procurement manager position, currently filled on an interim basis, represents a meaningful capacity constraint for an office with complex compliance and documentation demands. Finally, although the city conducts an annual asset inventory of its buildings, the district does not yet have its own asset tracking system, leaving it without a robust, independently managed way to track assets at a granular level between inventory cycles. Strengthening these areas would further institutionalize the gains the district has made.
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Conducted under Chapter 15, Section 55A of the Massachusetts General Laws, comprehensive district reviews support local school districts in establishing or strengthening a cycle of continuous improvement. Reviews carefully consider the effectiveness of systemwide functions, referring to the six district standards used by DESE: (a) Leadership and Governance, (b) Curriculum and Instruction, (c) Assessment, (d) Human Resources and Professional Development, (e) Student Support, and (f) Financial and Asset Management. Reviews provide the state, district leaders, and the public with an in-depth look into the systems, structures, and practices of a district and how they affect student experiences and opportunities. District reviews provide information and recommendations to support districts in implementing systemic improvements and advancing equitable student outcomes and experiences.
[bookmark: _Toc273777151][bookmark: _Toc277066413][bookmark: _Toc338665639]Methodology
A district review team comprising AIR staff members and subcontractors, with expertise in each district standard, reviewed documentation and extant data prior to conducting an on-site visit. On-site data collection included team members conducting interviews and focus group sessions with a wide range of stakeholders, including municipal staff, school committee members, teachers’ association representatives, district and school administrators, teachers, students, and students’ families. Reviewers also conducted focus groups and virtual interviews as needed. Information about review activities and the site visit schedule is in Appendix A. Team members also observed classroom instruction and collected data using the CLASS protocol. The Districtwide Instructional Observation Report, the result from these classroom observations, is in Appendix B.
Following the site visit, all interview and focus group data were transcribed using automated transcription. The transcripts were then coded using both deterministic coding, based on the protocol questions, and natural language processing models. Team members analyzed the coded data to develop a set of objective findings. The team lead and multiple quality assurance reviewers, including DESE staff, then reviewed the initial draft of the report. DESE staff first provided recommendations for the district, based on the findings of strengths and areas of growth identified, and then AIR finalized and submitted the report to DESE. DESE previewed the report and then sent it to the district for factual review before publishing it on the DESE website. DESE also provided additional resources to support implementation of DESE’s District Standards and Indicators, summarized in Appendix C.
Site Visit
The site visit to Brockton occurred during the week of March 16, 2026. The site visit included 32 hours of interviews and focus groups with approximately 120 stakeholders, including school committee members, district administrators, school staff, students, students’ families, and teachers’ association representatives. The review team conducted 5 teacher focus groups with 10 elementary school teachers, 12 middle school teachers, and 5 high school teachers; 3 focus groups with 16 middle school and 6 high school students; and 5 family focus groups with 25 parents. Data collection also included distributing a questionnaire to district leaders and principals to gather information about district and school processes and operations. Respondents in Brockton completed the district questionnaire and 24 of 24 principal questionnaires.
The site team also conducted 173 observations of classroom instruction in 23 schools. Certified team members conducted instructional observations using the Teachstone CLASS protocol.
District Profile
The City of Brockton is located in southeastern Massachusetts and borders the cities of Abington, Avon, Easton, East Bridgewater, Holbrook, Stoughton, West Bridgewater, and Whitman. According to census data, Brockton’s median income from 2020 to 2024 was $80,115, which is below the state median income of $103,960. In 2024, Brockton had an estimated 105,788 residents.
The superintendent of Brockton is Dr. Priya Tahiliani, who was appointed in July 2024. A school committee of seven members, elected for two-year terms, also governs the district.
The district served 14,642 students across its 24 schools in the 2025-2026 school year. Total enrollment has decreased by 742 students since the 2020-2021 school year. Table 1 provides an overview of student enrollment by school for the 2025-2026 school year.
Table 1. Schools, Type, Grades Served, and Enrollment, 2025-2026
	School
	Type
	Grades served
	Enrollment

	Barrett Russell Early Childhood Center
	Elementary
	PK
	250

	Brookfield Elementary School
	Elementary
	PK-5
	496

	Downey Elementary School
	Elementary
	PK-5
	651

	Dr. W. Arnone Community School
	Elementary
	PK-5
	747

	Manthala George Jr. School
	Elementary
	PK-5
	879

	Gilmore Elementary School
	Elementary
	K-5 
	438

	Hancock Elementary School
	Elementary
	K-5
	656

	John F. Kennedy Elementary School
	Elementary
	K-5
	532

	Louis F. Angelo Elementary
	Elementary
	K-5
	885

	Mary E. Baker School
	Elementary
	K-5
	679

	Oscar F. Raymond Elementary School
	Elementary
	K-5
	890

	Edgar B. Davis K-8 School
	Elementary/Middle
	K-8
	992

	Ashfield Middle School
	Middle
	6-8
	417

	East Middle School
	Middle
	6-8
	383

	North Middle School
	Middle
	6-8
	417

	Plouffe Middle School
	Middle
	6-8
	562

	South Middle School
	Middle
	6-8
	384

	West Middle School
	Middle
	6-8
	514

	Brockton High School
	High
	9-12
	3,305

	Champion High School
	High
	9-12
	83

	PROMISE College and Career Academy
	High
	9-12
	173

	Brockton Therapeutic Day School
	Alternative
	4-12
	40

	Brockton Virtual Learning Academy
	Alternative
	7-12
	101

	Edison Evening Academy
	Alternative
	9-12
	168

	Total
	N/A
	N/A
	14,642


Figure 1 shows the distribution of Brockton’s students by race/ethnicity. Figure 2 shows student makeup for selected populations as compared with state averages. In the 2025-2026 school year, 53.4 percent of students spoke a first language other than English, and 34.2 percent were English Learners. Full enrollment figures compared with the state are in Tables D1 and D2 in Appendix D. Appendix D also provides additional information about district enrollment, student attendance, and expenditures.
Figure 1. Distribution of Students, by Race/Ethnicity (2025-2026)

Figure 2. Distribution of Students, by Selected Populations (2025-2026)

Figure 3 shows the percentage of Brockton’s students meeting or exceeding expectations on the Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS) as compared with the statewide percentage of students meeting or exceeding expectations on MCAS. In 2025, the percentage of students meeting or exceeding expectations was lower for Brockton in grades 3-8 (ELA and mathematics), grades 5 and 8 (science), and grade 10 (ELA, mathematics, science) than for the state.
Figure 3. Percentage of Students Meeting or Exceeding Expectations, MCAS, 2025

Brockton’s high needs students, who comprise 83.6 percent of the district in 2025-2026, met or exceeded expectations on the 2025 MCAS assessments at rates 7 to 12 percentage points below high needs students across the state (Figure 4).
Figure 4. Percentage of High Needs Students Meeting or Exceeding Expectations, MCAS, 2025

Most high school students in Brockton attend Brockton High School, but the district offers alternative settings for secondary students via the Brockton Virtual Learning Academy, Champion High School, Edison Evening Academy, and PROMISE College and Career Academy. Brockton’s 2025 four-year cohort graduation rate (75.4 percent) was 13.9 percentage points lower than the state rate (89.3 percent). Furthermore, the district’s dropout rate is more than double the state rate and nearly twice the state rate for Hispanic or Latino students.
Of students who graduated from the district in 2024-2025, 32.4 percent went on to attend college or university by March 2026, which is less than the state rate of 57.7 percent. Additionally, 16.7percent of 2024-2025 Brockton graduates planned on entering the workforce or an apprenticeship after high school compared with 13.8 percent of students across the state.
In 2025, in statewide accountability results, 10 schools (Brockton High School, Brookfield Elementary School, Downey Elementary School, Dr. W. Arnone Community School, East Middle School, Gilmore Elementary School, Hancock Elementary School, Oscar F. Raymond Elementary School, Plouffe Middle School, South Middle School) were identified as requiring assistance or intervention due to being among the lowest performing 10 percent of schools statewide. Five of these schools (Brockton High, Brookfield Elementary School, Downey Elementary School, Dr. W. Arnone Community School, Gilmore Elementary School) were also identified as requiring assistance or intervention due to low performance of several student groups (White, Hispanic or Latino, High Needs, Low Income, English Learners and Former English Learners, Students with Disabilities); and three schools (Brockton Therapeutic Day School, Brockton Virtual Learning Academy, Champion High School) were identified as requiring assistance or intervention due to the low participation of several student groups (All Students, High Needs, and Low Income). The district made moderate progress toward achieving its accountability targets as set by DESE. 
In fiscal year 2024, the total in-district per-pupil expenditure for Brockton was $20,064, which is $3,523 less than the average in-district per-pupil expenditure in districts with similar demographics ($23,587), and $3,303 less than the average in-district per-pupil expenditures in districts of similar wealth ($23,367).[footnoteRef:4] In-district per-pupil expenditures for Brockton were $2,344 less than the average state in-district spending per pupil ($22,408). Actual net school spending was slightly greater than what is required by the Chapter 70 state education aid program, as shown in Table D5 in Appendix D. [4:  Districts with similar demographics and similar wealth are based on Resource Allocation and District Action Reports (RADAR) (retrieved February 2025).] 

Classroom Observations
Seven observers, who focused primarily on instruction in the classroom, visited Brockton during the week of March 16, 2026. The observers conducted 173 observations in a sample of classrooms across grade levels, focused on literacy, ELA, and mathematics. The observers used the CLASS protocol to guide all classroom observations in the district and used the three grade-band levels of CLASS protocols: PK-3, Upper Elementary (4-5), and Secondary (6-12).
The PK-3 protocol includes 10 classroom dimensions related to 3 domains: Emotional Support, Classroom Organization, and Instructional Support. The Upper Elementary and Secondary protocols include 11 classroom dimensions related to 3 domains: Emotional Support, Classroom Organization, and Instructional Support, in addition to Student Engagement. The 3 domains observed at all levels broadly are defined as follows:
Emotional Support. Describes the social-emotional functioning of the classroom, including teacher-student relationships and responsiveness to social-emotional needs.
Classroom Organization. Describes the management of students’ behavior, time, and attention in the classroom.
Instructional Support. Describes the efforts to support cognitive and language development, including cognitive demand of the assigned tasks, the focus on higher-order thinking skills, and the use of process-oriented feedback.
The observers conducted classroom visits and rated each dimension (including Student Engagement) on a scale from 1 to 7. A rating of 1 or 2 (low range) indicates that the dimension was never or rarely evident during the visit. A rating of 3, 4, or 5 (middle range) indicates that the dimension was evident but not exhibited consistently or in a way that included all students. A rating of 6 or 7 (high range) indicates that the dimension was reflected in all or most classroom activities and in a way that included all or most students.
In Brockton, ratings are provided across three grade bands: PK-5, 6-8, and 9-12. For each grade band, ratings are provided across the overarching domains, as well as at individual dimensions within those domains. Figure 5 shows average ratings, by domain, for each grade band. The full report of findings from observations conducted in Brockton is in Appendix B, and summary results are in Tables 17, 18, and 19 in this appendix.
Figure 5. Brockton CLASS Domain Averages by Grade Band

Overall, in the PK-5 grade band, instructional observations suggest generally strong evidence of Classroom Organization, moderately strong evidence of Emotional Support and Student Engagement (grades 4-5) and mixed evidence of consistently rigorous Instructional Support. In both the 6-8 and 9-12 grade bands, instructional observations provide evidence of consistently strong Classroom Organization and mixed evidence of consistently strong Emotional Support, Student Engagement, and rigorous Instructional Support.
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This section examines the extent to which school committees, district leaders, school leaders, and advisory council members work collaboratively and strategically to promote high-quality teaching and learning that is (a) antiracist, inclusive, multi-lingual, and multicultural; (b) values and affirms each student and their families; and (c) creates equitable opportunities and experiences for all students, particularly those who have been historically underserved. It also looks at the extent to which districts establish, implement, and evaluate policies, plans, procedures, systems, and budgets by focusing on achieving districtwide strategic objectives. This occurs in part through equitable and effective use of resources, which ultimately lead to high-quality teaching and learning for all students.
Table 2 summarizes key strengths and areas for growth in leadership and governance in Brockton.
Table 2. Summary of Key Strengths and Areas for Growth: Leadership and Governance Standard
	Indicator
	Strengths
	Areas for growth

	Leadership and Governing Structures
	Brockton uses subcommittees to distribute and focus governance work, alongside its clear statutory role delineation.
The district has a structured approach to connecting the DLT to building-level leadership through organized, recurring convenings with consistent agendas, shared materials, and two-way communication.
	Establishing a formal, documented policy review process
Ensuring opportunities for all families within the Brockton Public Schools’ community to participate in school and district advisory and engagement structures


	Strategic Planning, Implementation, and Monitoring
	The district developed SIPs that are aligned to district priorities, organized around measurable goals, and monitored through structured PCLT routines.

	Developing consistent, districtwide progress monitoring expectations
Establishing regular mechanisms for communicating improvement progress toward identified goals to the full community

	District Culture
	Brockton has documented progress in rebuilding working relationships with the school committee, municipal government, state oversight partners, and the broader community, grounded in consistent transparency and follow-through.
	Developing a proactive, structured, districtwide approach to stakeholder engagement that establishes clear communication expectations across schools



[bookmark: _School_Committee_Governance][bookmark: _Leadership_and_Governing]Leadership and Governing Structures
Brockton is governed by a school committee composed of seven members who are elected for two‑year terms. The Brockton School Committee’s core statutory responsibilities include financial and budgetary approval, policy formulation and governance, and superintendent evaluation. The school committee fulfills these responsibilities through structured public meetings conducted with consistent governance routines. A review of school committee meeting minutes confirmed that meetings include posted agendas, quorum and roll call procedures, and public comment periods, and are accessible to the community via cable television and online streaming. Minutes document formal votes on substantive governance matters, including personnel decisions, contract approvals, and district appointments. School committee focus group participants broadly described an understanding of the boundary between governance and operations, with members noting that their role centers on monitoring the budget, establishing policy, and evaluating the superintendent rather than directing day-to-day district functions. Superintendent Tahiliani corroborated this characterization, describing members as respectful of the superintendent’s administrative role and open to candid conversations about the appropriate scope of committee involvement.
The school committee operates through an active subcommittee structure that distributes governance work and enables focused deliberation on specific areas of district priority. School committee focus group members identified active subcommittees covering negotiations, curriculum, social-emotional learning and wellness, accounts, policy, safety, facilities, arts, and athletics. In addition, Superintendent Tahiliani described working particularly closely with the negotiations, curriculum, social-emotional learning and wellness, and accounts subcommittees, and noted that the social-emotional learning and wellness subcommittee was reactivated in direct response to concerns raised by students about bullying and school climate. School committee members described the work of their subcommittees and offered examples from the curriculum and accounts subcommittees. For example, the curriculum subcommittee has reviewed instructional materials investments and graduation competency frameworks, while the accounts subcommittee provides oversight of budget warrants and expenditure questions. The school committee’s use of subcommittees to distribute and focus governance work, alongside its clear statutory role delineation, is a strength of the district.
While some aspects of the school committee operations are clear strengths, school committee members also acknowledged there are areas in which they would like to improve their effectiveness. Multiple committee members acknowledged the overall committee still has work to do in improving internal cohesion, with some members noting significant variation in member engagement levels and persistent challenges in moving from disagreement to coordinated action.
Multiple stakeholders described Superintendent Tahiliani’s relationship with the school committee as collaborative and rooted in information-sharing, though they noted that building it required deliberate effort. School committee focus group participants described Superintendent Tahiliani as proactively seeking committee input, willingly providing her professional perspective even when it differs from committee preferences, and following through on implementation of committee decisions. One committee member described the relationship as having moved toward a more collaborative space compared with prior administrations. For example, some committee members reported receiving inaccurate or incomplete budget information from past superintendents. Superintendent Tahiliani also described the relationship as productive, noting her ability to have frank conversations with members about role boundaries and her goal of demonstrating to the community that district and governance leadership are working collaboratively.
When asked about existing mechanisms for reviewing and updating policies, committee members offered inconsistent accounts: one member described a rotating review of all policies through the policy subcommittee, while a second member stated directly that a systematic policy review had not occurred during their two-year tenure. A review of school committee documents did not find evidence of a written policy review protocol specifying timelines, cycle frequency, or a documented process for determining when policies require revision. This gap suggests that the process by which policies are reviewed, updated, and maintained on a regular cycle is not yet fully formalized or consistently enacted. Establishing a formal, documented policy review process is an area for growth for the district.
Superintendent Tahiliani was first appointed interim superintendent in July 2024 and then named the full-time superintendent in September 2024. According to Superintendent Tahiliani, the District Leadership Team (DLT) comprises the superintendent, deputy superintendent, and assistant superintendents for curriculum and instruction, human resources, finance and operations, and student support. Superintendent Tahiliani reported that the team meets weekly and serves as the primary planning and coordination hub for systemwide priorities, including resource allocation, staffing, operations, and program implementation.
The district’s leadership structure consists of multiple teams with distinct roles. As noted, the DLT is led by Superintendent Tahiliani and includes central office leaders. The DLT is responsible for setting district priorities, making strategic decisions, and overseeing implementation. Principals are not consistently included as members of this core decision-making body but do meet separately with district leadership as a group. Beyond the DLT, districtwide leadership structures support communication and instructional alignment, including a District Instructional Leadership Team (DILT) and regular principal meetings organized by school level (e.g., elementary, middle, and high school), at which district initiatives are shared and discussed.
As noted earlier, the DLT meets weekly and functions as the primary planning and coordination hub for systemwide priorities. Superintendent Tahiliani described the team’s responsibilities as planning principal meetings, Proficiency Commitment Leadership Teams (PCLTs), walkthrough schedules, and professional learning, with implementation then flowing outward through other structures rather than through the leadership team itself. According to Superintendent Tahiliani, PCLTs function as the district’s primary school-based instructional leadership structure; PCLTs replaced the prior Instructional Leadership Team model. At each school, the PCLT is led by the principal, and it includes a group of teacher leaders and administrators. In practice, PCLTs help translate district priorities into actionable strategies within schools. Elementary principals corroborated this framing, noting that PCLTs actively work toward calibration of instruction both vertically across grade levels and horizontally across schools. A review of running agendas from elementary principal meetings, middle school principal meetings, and the PK-8 DILT confirmed recurring, structured attention to shared priorities, including data routines, learning walkthrough tools and processes, and educator evaluation focus indicators. The planning that occurs within the DLT translates into consistent messaging and structured agendas at the principal level.
School principals described the DLT’s role in supporting two-way communication between central office and schools as one of its most important functions. In the middle school principal focus group, principals characterized themselves as serving as a relay between the district and their buildings, carrying consistent messages back to each school from monthly principal meetings while also transmitting concerns, questions, and feedback from schools to district leadership. Superintendent Tahiliani described supporting this two-way flow by providing principals with shared data folders and prepared presentations, allowing them to present consistent information to their staffs. The district’s structured approach to connecting the DLT to building-level leadership through organized, recurring convenings with consistent agendas, shared materials, and two-way communication is a strength of the district.
District leaders reported that the PCLTs replaced the prior Instructional Leadership Team designation from the previous superintendent. Elementary principal focus group participants confirmed that PCLTs are present across all elementary schools, with membership typically including the principal, associate principal or targeted assistant instructional leader, and teacher representatives. In the elementary principal focus group, principals described PCLTs as the primary structure for monitoring school improvement plan (SIP) progress, reviewing data, vetting building-level decisions, and listening to teachers before initiatives are rolled out to the broader staff. One elementary principal described the PCLT as a sounding board to tease out ideas regarding the SIP, school climate, and student voice before they are shared with all staff. At the middle school level, principals described PCLTs as having approximately eight members and meeting twice per month. Teacher representatives are drawn from across subject areas to ensure broad input. At the high school, the principal described a weekly PCLT meeting involving associate principals and content coordinators spanning all major subject areas, including English Learner and special education staff.
Across school levels, principals and teachers described PCLTs as intentionally structured to distribute leadership and share decision making with administrators. Middle school principals in the focus group characterized the structure as elevating teachers’ voices and described the teams as productive in getting staff perspectives that then inform building direction. Superintendent Tahiliani and district leaders described PCLT work as explicitly connected to district priorities, with the one clear district directive being that each school’s PCLT should work on goals that are aligned with the specific SIP. A review of SIPs and principal meeting agendas confirmed that PCLT work, including data review, walkthrough feedback, and strategy monitoring, is regularly embedded in building-level leadership routines.
Superintendent Tahiliani also reported using various parent advisory councils (PACs) to engage families and stakeholders within the district. Multiple parent advisory structures include a District Improvement Parent Advisory Council (DiPAC), Parent Teacher Organization (PTO), a Special Education Parent Advisory Council (SEPAC), and an English Learner Parent Advisory Council (ELPAC). Each building has a school council that provides parents and family members opportunities to share input with the district. Document reviews confirmed that a PAC website exists and includes information about available advisory structures for families. One family focus group participant who serves on the DiPAC confirmed that it meets monthly and it has begun working to expand parent engagement across the district. Superintendent Tahiliani described the advisory structures as functioning communication channels through which principals share school progress (along with newsletters and school websites) and families can offer input.
However, family focus groups conducted across five language communities—English, Cape Verdean Creole, Haitian Creole, Portuguese, and Spanish—revealed a consistent and significant gap between the existence of these advisory structures and families’ awareness of and access to them. Across focus groups, family members described limited or no knowledge of advisory opportunities beyond what they had personally encountered, and multiple participants noted that involvement requires families to actively seek out opportunities rather than being proactively recruited. A Cape Verdean focus group participant, who had had children in the district for many years, noted that the only advisory-type opportunity she had ever encountered was the school council. She said she had never experienced providing input in a formal forum setting. These reports are consistent across multiple language communities and multiple schools, indicating a systemic rather than isolated gap in how advisory structures are communicated and promoted to families.
Multiple family focus group participants across language communities also identified structural gaps in district family engagement infrastructure that compound the advisory accessibility problem. An English language focus group participant noted that the district’s parent engagement specialist role no longer exists and advocated for a dedicated district-level parent engagement office. One focus group participant described a loss of trust in family engagement since the COVID-19 pandemic and expressed that parents want to be involved but do not feel they are given genuine opportunities to do so. The district does employ multi-lingual family liaisons and has established a multi-lingual family communication directory, which are meaningful supports, but evidence across multiple focus groups indicates that these resources have not yet fully closed the gap in advisory accessibility and meaningful participation for historically underserved families. Ensuring opportunities for all families within the Brockton Public Schools’ community to participate in school and district advisory and engagement structures is an area of growth for the district.
[bookmark: _District_and_School][bookmark: _Strategic_Planning,_Implementation,]Strategic Planning, Implementation, and Monitoring
Brockton’s mission is to ensure student success by fulfilling the educational, social, and emotional needs of all students in the pursuit of instructional excellence. This mission is publicly available on the district website. The mission articulates commitments to equitable access to effective, rigorous, and culturally responsive instruction; honoring and celebrating the diversity of students, staff, and community; and providing a safe, respectful, inclusive, and collaborative learning environment so that all students can achieve at high levels and develop the social-emotional skills needed to succeed in a global society. Superintendent Tahiliani referenced these commitments when describing the district’s instructional priorities and planning decisions, characterizing the mission and vision as the “north star” that anchors the district’s strategic planning and annual improvement work. School committee members, when describing district priorities, identified literacy, safety, equitable access, and additional career and technical education (CTE) pathways as their primary concerns, which are directly reflected in the strategic goals of the district’s current improvement plan. Principals across the district similarly cited literacy, mathematics, and social-emotional learning as the three organizing priorities that their SIPs are structured around, confirming broad alignment between the mission, the strategic plan, and school-level planning across multiple stakeholder groups.
The district maintains a multiyear strategic plan (2022-2027) that identifies districtwide goals, strategies, and monitoring mechanisms, including pacing check-ins, lesson plan reviews, and walkthrough alignment to instructional schedules. Superintendent Tahiliani described the district as preparing to launch a new five-year strategic plan following this review, with the intention of using review findings, community forums, and the district’s profile of a graduate as anchoring inputs. Document review reveals the district operates under a Partnership for Reading Success—Massachusetts (PRISM) Multi-Tiered Systems of Support (MTSS) action plan that defines quarterly monitoring of key literacy initiatives, assigns monitoring responsibilities to specific roles, and establishes biannual review cycles.
A review of SIPs indicates that they are broadly aligned to district priorities. For example, a review of the Brockton High School SIP found that it identifies measurable goals organized around literacy, mathematics, and culture and climate, directly mirroring district priorities; and it specifies monitoring through multiple data sources, including STAR, ACCESS, MCAS, writing samples, and content assessments. The high school SIP also references placement into an MTSS for students not meeting benchmarks, indicating an integration between instructional planning and student support systems. A review of East Middle School’s SIP confirmed similar alignment, with STAR data, walkthroughs, student work samples, lesson plans, and TNTP learning walkthrough data identified as monitoring artifacts. A review of Angelo Elementary’s SIP confirmed specific monitoring cadences, including biweekly Lexia monitoring and monthly data review. Elementary principals in the focus group described their PCLTs as the primary structure through which SIP goals are monitored, with data review, behavioral data, and curriculum implementation progress regularly embedded in PCLT agendas. Middle school principals similarly described SIP goals as the explicit charge of their PCLTs, and described the SIP alignment to district priorities as very good. The district’s development of SIPs that are aligned to district priorities, organized around measurable goals, and monitored through structured PCLT routines, is a strength of the district.
The district employs multiple mechanisms for monitoring the implementation of improvement priorities and assessing progress toward district goals. Superintendent Tahiliani described a structured walkthrough system in which assistant superintendents conduct learning walkthroughs multiple times per year that are aligned to the DESE Learning Log, with walkthroughs designed to examine not only classroom instruction but also how principals provide feedback to teachers, creating an accountability loop that operates at every level of the system. Superintendent Tahiliani noted “that cycle of feedback is happening at every level. Our assistant superintendents who are doing classroom walkthroughs and not just looking at how the teachers are getting feedback, but also how principals are giving feedback to teachers.” Middle school principals in the focus group corroborated the walkthrough structure, describing district leader walkthroughs as a mechanism that gives central office leaders a global picture of implementation across all middle schools and provides principals with feedback on their coaching and monitoring practices. The district data office provides principals with a shared data folder and prepared presentations, allowing for consistent data reporting to staff without requiring each school to independently construct data analyses. Elementary principals described having access to a comprehensive data hub that aggregates Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS), Lexia, STAR, ACCESS, and MCAS data across grade levels, enabling progress monitoring against multiple benchmarks simultaneously.
Running agendas from elementary principal meetings, middle school principal meetings, and the PK–8 DILT confirmed that monitoring structures are embedded into the recurring principal convening schedule. Agenda items across these meetings consistently addressed learning walkthrough scheduling and debriefs, data review expectations, educator evaluation focus indicators, and SIP check-ins. Superintendent Tahiliani described aligning budgetary resources to the district’s five strategic priority areas (i.e., Instructional Excellence, Brockton High School Redevelopment, Technology and Support, Early Childhood Education, and Community Partnerships) as an additional monitoring mechanism, with the budget development process used to assess whether resource allocation is in fact supporting identified instructional priorities. Despite this infrastructure, evidence from multiple sources indicates that monitoring is not yet consistently enacted across all schools and program areas.
The high school principal described the district as providing a high level of autonomy to schools regarding progress monitoring, a characterization that, while reflecting confidence in school leadership, indicates meaningful variation in how monitoring expectations are interpreted and applied across buildings. Superintendent Tahiliani acknowledged that many district systems are still in the process of being clarified, refined, and made more efficient. Additionally, evidence from family focus groups across all five language communities indicated that progress toward district improvement goals is not being communicated to families in any regular, accessible, or structured way, with focus group participants reporting limited knowledge of what the district is working toward at a strategic level. Developing consistent, districtwide progress monitoring expectations and establishing regular mechanisms for communicating improvement progress toward identified goals to the full community are areas for growth for the district.
[bookmark: _District_and_School_1][bookmark: _District_Culture]District Culture
District leaders reported making meaningful progress in rebuilding trust and collaborative working relationships across governance, labor, municipal, and community stakeholder groups. Superintendent Tahiliani described the early period of her tenure as one in which trust between the City of Brockton and the school department had been severely damaged, producing tense and unproductive meetings despite frequent contact. She characterized the subsequent year and a half as requiring substantial effort to demonstrate consistent follow-through on financial controls and operational reforms. In her interview, Superintendent Tahiliani noted, “We have gotten to a much more collaborative space than we were when I first came, it was very frustrating. It was clear to me that trust had been broken between the city and schools.” This account is corroborated by the town administrator, who characterized prior relationships between the school committee and city government as having significant friction, and confirmed that working relationships have recently moved toward greater understanding and collaboration. School committee members also described a marked improvement in their relationship with the superintendent’s role relative to prior administrations, citing improved information flow, transparency about budget matters, and Superintendent Tahiliani’s willingness to provide her professional perspective while still implementing committee decisions.
Superintendent Tahiliani reported receiving a positive initial response from the state’s Inspector General regarding the district’s progress toward recommendations stemming from a 2023 budget deficit, which multiple stakeholders, including school committee members, described as rooted in inadequate oversight, inaccurate financial reporting, and incomplete intergovernmental cost-sharing agreements under prior leadership. The district now meets monthly with DESE and holds joint meetings with the city and the State Department of Revenue, reflecting active engagement with multiple state accountability and support structures. A school committee member described city councilors, who had previously been vocal critics of the school department, as now providing positive feedback about Superintendent Tahiliani’s transparency and engagement. Superintendent Tahiliani described her community engagement strategy as deliberate and multimodal, including attending community organization events, meeting with PACs across languages, hosting community forums about the high school building project, and using school committee meetings as venues for public communication. The district’s documented progress in rebuilding working relationships with the school committee, municipal government, state oversight partners, and the broader community, grounded in consistent transparency and follow-through, is a strength of the district.
The district maintains formal labor-management engagement structures with the Brockton Education Association (BEA), the teachers’ association. BEA’s president described meeting biweekly with a central office unit and weekly with senior district leadership, including the deputy superintendent and superintendent, indicating a high level of ongoing communication between union and district leadership outside of formal bargaining. Superintendent Tahiliani confirmed this meeting structure and noted that five contracts were negotiated in the current and prior school year, with the new BEA agreement including additional district professional development days, a bargaining outcome that advances instructional goals alongside working conditions.
The district has established multiple formal mechanisms for stakeholder engagement at the governance and community levels. Superintendent Tahiliani described working through school committee subcommittees, including the social-emotional learning and wellness subcommittee, which, as noted earlier, was reactivated in direct response to student-voiced concerns about bullying and school climate. This is now a pathway for student input to influence governance-level priorities. The district has also introduced significant financial transparency tools, including monthly year-to-date budget reports to the school committee, school- and activity-level expenditure dashboards accessible to committee members, and an Open Checkbook on the district website that provides public access to all district spending at the individual transaction level. Superintendent Tahiliani described these tools as explicitly designed to invite community questioning and open dialogue about how district resources are being used, connecting financial transparency to a broader accountability and trust-building strategy. District leaders reported that the district partnered with a local Haitian community center to provide professional learning focused on inclusive practices in response to community concerns about the treatment of newcomer and immigrant students, demonstrating responsiveness to community-identified needs through concrete programmatic action.
Despite these structures, the district faces ongoing challenges in securing broad and equitable stakeholder participation in planning and decision making. Superintendent Tahiliani acknowledged that a teacher-inclusive subcommittee for professional learning planning exists and is compensated, but that teacher participation has been low. This signals a need to adjust the district’s approach to securing meaningful educator input. High school teacher focus group participants described professional development as largely self-directed, with no structured expectation for whole-faculty engagement in shared instructional problem solving and no scheduled collaborative planning time in at least some departments. This contrasts with district leaders’ descriptions of structured professional learning communities, which suggests that formal structures for educator input exist but have not yet been embedded as authentic participation opportunities for all staff.
Family focus groups conducted across all five language communities consistently described limited awareness of and access to engagement opportunities beyond school-level events and Individualized Education Program (IEP) or 504 meetings. One focus group participant, who serves on the DiPAC, acknowledged that the council lacks sufficient visibility among the broader parent community. Multiple participants from Cape Verdean, Haitian Creole, Portuguese, and English focus groups described a pattern in which communication from the district and school varies significantly across buildings and staff, with some schools and teachers maintaining strong outreach and others providing little proactive communication. One family focus group participant articulated that the district is missing consistency across grades, across schools, and across the district in how families are informed and engaged. This participant advocated for multichannel communication strategies that meet families where they are. Superintendent Tahiliani acknowledged this gap, noting she was actively exploring the idea of a superintendent’s newsletter and more systematic communication protocols, though she described these as goals rather than established practices. Developing a proactive, structured, districtwide approach to stakeholder engagement that establishes clear communication expectations across schools is an area for growth for the district.
Recommendations
The school committee should systematize its approach to updating its policies and document a process for regularly reviewing and updating district policy. 
The district should further examine the barriers to family participation in its advisory councils and continue building out structures to support all families in taking an active role in school- and district-level decision making. 
The district should engage its school leaders in developing a districtwide monitoring system that captures progress toward district and school improvement goals.
The districtwide monitoring system should include mechanisms for regularly reporting on and sharing progress toward the district’s strategic goals with families and other stakeholders. 
The district should develop and implement a comprehensive stakeholder engagement plan that intentionally addresses strategies to increase participation of historically underserved families in school- and district-level decision-making. 
For related resources, see Appendix C.
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This section examines the extent to which district leaders have established a shared instructional vision that is anchored in culturally and linguistically sustaining practices and guides all curricular and instructional decisions toward equitable outcomes for all students. This section also focuses on the extent to which the district pairs high-quality curriculum and instructional materials and high expectations for all students with individualized supports, so that every student can engage in deeper learning and develop the knowledge and skills that will prepare them to succeed in college and/or the workplace.
Table 3 summarizes key strengths and areas for growth in curriculum and instruction in Brockton.
Table 3. Summary of Key Strengths and Areas for Growth: Curriculum and Instruction Standard
	Indicator
	Strengths
	Areas for growth

	Instructional Leadership
	The district is implementing and monitoring instruction through aligned walkthrough tools, tiered coaching model, and data-informed professional learning. 
	N/A

	Curriculum and Instructional Materials
	Brockton uses a documented, equity-driven curriculum review and selection process, that incorporates HQIM quality indicators, diverse stakeholder involvement, and a structured pilot phase.
The district strives to ensure curricular materials meet the needs of all learners, including students who are English learners and students with disabilities.
	N/A

	Equitable Practices and Access
	The district uses a variety of academic interventions informed by data collection and review.
There is a districtwide focus on English learner instruction, specifically related to developing systems, structures, and supports available to teachers to improve instruction for English learners.
	N/A

	Effective Instruction and Curricular Implementation
	Brockton’s classroom culture is warm, well-managed, and supportive of students.
	Consistently providing opportunities for students to engage in deeper learning, including through higher-order questioning, student-driven academic dialogue, and feedback practices that scaffold and extend student thinking


[bookmark: _Curriculum_Selection_and][bookmark: _Instructional_Leadership]Instructional Leadership
[bookmark: _Classroom_Instruction]Brockton maintains a central office curriculum and instruction team organized to support teaching and learning across grade levels and content areas. The team includes assistant superintendents for Teaching and Learning (grades K-8 and secondary levels); curriculum coordinators organized by content area and grade span; language acquisition coaches; science, technology, engineering, mathematics (STEM) coaches; and literacy coaches embedded in schools to provide direct instructional support.
District curriculum and instructional leaders reported that the district's instructional priority over the past several years has centered on literacy, with explicit attention to the science of reading and to ensuring access for English Learners and students with disabilities. In this way, the district’s instructional focus aligns with its mission and strategic priorities by advancing equitable, high-quality instruction for all students. Leaders described this focus as shaping districtwide professional learning structures, walkthrough feedback language, and curriculum selection decisions. District staff also noted shared walkthrough language and a common observational tool that is used across the district to ensure consistency around implementation of instructional goals and priorities. Furthermore, they explained how the districtwide instructional focus governs professional learning throughout the year, with learning walkthrough data used to differentiate support by school and grade level. Principals reported how each school’s instructional work is aligned to district priorities: literacy, mathematics, culture, and climate. Elementary and middle school teachers described district expectations for common instructional routines and shared talk structures, such as partner talk, to build consistent, districtwide instructional practices that support the district’s instructional priorities.
School leaders across the district described a high-touch, distributed approach to strengthening instruction that relies on frequent classroom presence, clear “look-fors,” and tight feedback loops. They explained that district walkthroughs are typically organized by central office leaders and content coordinators, with a focus set in advance based on each school’s development and SIP priorities. The purpose is primarily to gauge schoolwide implementation of high-quality instructional materials (HQIM) and strategies and then bring takeaways back to common planning. At the school level, principals and assistant/associate principals conduct far more frequent walkthroughs than district staff, and use multiple channels for feedback, quick in-the-moment praise or coaching, follow-up emails, and regularly scheduled one-to-one support meetings, alongside formal educator evaluation. Several principals noted involving teacher leaders (e.g., PCLT members) in walkthroughs to investigate trends and guide professional learning without naming individual teachers.
District leaders, principals, and teachers broadly agreed that the district has articulated instructional priorities and is working toward common language and coherent curriculum use. According to the superintendent and documents, a formally documented districtwide instructional vision statement was provided to staff in August and November 2025. Practitioners at different levels described the district’s vision more in terms of systems and routines (e.g., data use cycles, HQIM implementation, walkthrough practices) than as a single, shared vision for instruction.
[bookmark: _Int_yMKLHNem]When discussing HQIM, teachers described a range of supports designed to strengthen implementation of district-selected materials and instructional priorities. Elementary teachers reported both initial and ongoing professional development connected to new curriculum adoptions, including vendor-led training for Wonders (ELA) and half-day sessions focused on writing units. Building-based coaching structures—such as literacy, STEM, and language acquisition coaches—provide embedded professional learning through lesson modeling, coteaching, and collaborative planning. Teachers also highlighted external partnership support through the Hill for Literacy, which offered model lessons and facilitated collaborative planning during common professional development time. At the middle school level, teachers described inquiry cycles within content teams in which they select standards, teach lessons, analyze student work and misconceptions, and adjust instruction accordingly, reflecting a structured approach to continuous improvement.
[bookmark: _Curriculum_and_Instructional]District curriculum and instruction leaders described a coordinated system for monitoring curricular implementation and using evidence to inform improvement efforts. Regular learning walkthroughs conducted with principals are aligned to the DESE Content Agnostic Classroom Observation Walkthrough Tool and curriculum-specific indicators to build shared understanding of HQIM. District leaders, including the superintendent and assistant superintendent, participate in walkthroughs alongside content coordinators. They provide reports used for course correction, such as addressing barriers to student access to digital materials. Teachers and leaders across levels described frequent use of STAR benchmarks and common assessments to inform instructional decisions and collaborative work. While district leaders reported embedding measurable goals into SIPs and monitoring progress against those goals, they also acknowledged that some data tracking systems are still being refined, which may limit consistency across program areas. Overall, the district’s aligned walkthrough tools, tiered coaching model, and data-informed professional learning represent strengths in the implementation and monitoring of instruction. 
Curriculum and Instructional Materials
The district has recently formalized a documented, multiphase curriculum review and selection process that outlines sequential stages from planning through implementation. District curriculum and instruction leaders noted that while consistent selection practices had been in place for several years, the process was not formally documented until the current school year. The written process defines clear phases, including (a) identifying content areas for review based on a curriculum cycle and student outcome data; (b) convening a review committee with defined stakeholder roles; (c) researching and evaluating materials using HQIM-focused tools and criteria; (d) piloting finalist curricula and collecting multiple forms of feedback; (e) making a formal committee recommendation followed by district leadership and school committee approval; and (f) developing an implementation plan with an accompanying monitoring framework. Selection criteria explicitly include alignment to the Massachusetts Curriculum Frameworks, district instructional priorities, and HQIM indicators, with CURATE and EdReports referenced as evaluation tools, as reflected in Table 4. 
The process specifies a committee structure that includes classroom teachers across grade levels and programs, special educators, English as a Second Language teachers, and building and district leaders, with family and community representatives included in select phases. Elementary principals described an increase in educator voice in curriculum selection over time and characterized the process as inclusive and collaborative. Middle school teachers reported participating in pilot processes for materials such as StudySync and Carnegie Learning, consistent with the district’s stated approach, though some teachers were less familiar with the formal phases for materials already adopted. The district’s most recent application of the formalized process—currently underway for the selection of an elementary science HQIM—demonstrates the process in action, with teachers, special educators, and English as a Second Language staff reviewing materials using CURATE and EdReports and preparing for a structured pilot phase. Across stakeholder groups and document review, there is agreement that the district uses structured, committee‑based processes for curriculum selection, that educator voice has expanded, and that formalizing the process represents an important step toward greater consistency and transparency in curricular decision making. The district's documented, equity-driven curriculum review and selection process, which incorporates HQIM quality indicators, diverse stakeholder involvement, and a structured pilot phase, is a strength of the district.
District leaders reported they have worked to adopt HQIM over the last several years. The district has adopted core instructional materials across grade spans and content areas. At the elementary level, McGraw-Hill Wonders serves as the core ELA program, and Illustrative Mathematics (IM) serves as the core mathematics program. At the middle school level, StudySync serves as the core ELA program for grades 6-8, and Carnegie Learning serves as the core mathematics program. Carnegie’s Lenses on Literature is used for ELA across Brockton High School and most pathway schools, as well as Carnegie Learning for math. High school social studies courses use materials associated with initiatives such as Local Civics and the Open Education Resources Project. District documentation, including the curriculum inventory table, records CURATE and EdReports ratings for adopted materials, reflecting attention to HQIM quality indicators. Elementary principals noted that the district has increasingly prioritized uniform curricular resources, and middle school teachers echoed that this consistency benefits students who transfer within the district because students arrive familiar with the materials and related routines. Overall, stakeholders agree that the district has adopted HQIM across grade spans and emphasizes quality and consistency in its curricular resources.
Table 4 summarizes the status of all districtwide curricula being used in Brockton.
Table 4. Summary of Districtwide Curricula Being Used
	Grade Level(s)
	Subject
	Curriculum
	Type
	CURATE Rating
	EdReports Rating

	K-5
	ELA
	McGraw-Hill—Wonders (2023)
	Comprehensive
	Meets Expectations
	Meets Expectations

	K-2
	ELA
	Enhanced Core Reading Instruction (aligned to Wonders) 
	Supplemental
	Not Rated
	Not Rated

	K-5
	ELA
	Lexia Core 5
	Supplemental
	Not Rated
	Not Rated

	6-8
	ELA
	StudySync ELA (2021)
	Comprehensive
	Partially Meets Expectations
	Meets Expectations

	6-8
	ELA
	Lexia Power Up
	Supplemental
	Not Rated
	Not Rated

	9-12
	ELA
	Carnegie Learning: Lenses on Literature
	Comprehensive
	Not Rated
	Under Review

	K-5
	Math
	Illustrative Mathematics (2021)
	Comprehensive
	Partially Meets Expectations
	Meets Expectations

	6-12
	Math
	Carnegie Learning/High School Math Solution (2018)
	Comprehensive
	Not Rated
	Meets Expectations

	11-12
	Math
	Cengage Learning Precalculus with Limits (Larson/Battaglia 2018)
	Comprehensive
	Not Rated
	Not Rated

	12
	Math
	Cengage Learning Calculus (Larson/Battaglia 2017)
	Comprehensive
	Not Rated
	Not Rated

	K-5
	Science
	Discovery Education Science Techbook/Mystery Science (2025)
	Comprehensive
	Not Rated
	Not Rated

	6-8
	Science
	Amplify Science (2018)
	Comprehensive
	Meets Expectations
	Meets Expectations

	9-10
	Science - Biology
	SAVVAS (Miller/Levine)
	Supplemental
	Not Rated
	Not Rated

	10-12
	Science - Chemistry
	McGraw-Hill Inspire—Chemistry
	Supplemental
	Not Rated
	Not Rated

	10-12
	Science - Earth/Enviro
	McGraw-Hill Inspire—-Earth Science
	Supplemental
	Not Rated
	Not Rated

	10-12
	Science - Physics
	McGraw-Hill Inspire—Physics
	Supplemental
	Not Rated
	Not Rated

	K-5
	History/Social Science
	District-developed
	Comprehensive
	Not Rated
	Not Rated

	K-5
	History/Social Science
	Children Discovering Justice
	Supplemental
	Not Rated
	Not Rated

	6-8
	History/Social Science
	Discovery Education Social Studies (2025)
	Comprehensive
	Not Rated
	Not Rated

	9-11
	History/Social Science
	Open Education Resources Project (C3 Inquiry) Jeffeson County Public Schools and district-developed
	Comprehensive 
	Not Rated
	Not Rated

	12
	History/Social Science
	District-developed
	Unknown
	Not Rated
	Not Rated

	K-8
	Digital Literacy/ Computer Science
	District-developed
	Supplemental
	Not Rated
	Not Rated


Note: CURATE = CUrriculum RAtings by TEachers.
[bookmark: _Student_Access_to][bookmark: _Equitable_Practices_and]Teachers identified both strengths and limitations in adopted materials. Elementary educators described early challenges with Wonders, particularly around explicit phonics instruction, which prompted the district to supplement instruction with Enhanced Core Reading Instruction (ECRI); as one teacher reported, the challenges around phonics instruction have since been “cleaned up” as a result. Middle school teachers expressed positive perceptions of StudySync, citing its literature selections for having representation of authors from a range of backgrounds, adaptable scaffolds, and embedded student model videos as effective supports for a wide range of learners. One middle school teacher reported that those built-in scaffolds “keep that higher standard . . . so all students can read on grade level and answer questions at grade level.” However, teachers identified limitations in other materials, including outdated media in Discovery Education and limited translation options, which are available only in Spanish and pose challenges for supporting Haitian Creole-speaking students. Despite those challenges, leaders described coordinated efforts across the Teaching and Learning, Bilingual Education, and Exceptional Learning departments to ensure Tier 1 materials are accessible to English learners and students with disabilities. Supports include embedded language scaffolds within core curricula, coaching from language acquisition specialists, a districtwide English learner scaffolding document, and vetted specialized curricula such as TeachTown for life skills classrooms. These efforts to ensure curricular materials meet the needs of all learners, including students who are English learners and students with disabilities, are a strength of the district.
Equitable Practices and Access
Evidence from interviews, focus groups, and document review highlight the various academic interventions that Brockton offers to students. The district uses multiple assessment tools, including DIBELS, STAR, ACCESS, MCAS, and Lexia, to identify students needing additional academic support and to monitor progress over time (see Assessment section). Elementary principals described using these data routinely within school-based structures, including Student Success Planning Time (SSPT) and PCLTs, to plan Tier 2 and Tier 3 supports and to monitor progress toward SIP goals. According to elementary staff and district documents, Tier 2 academic interventions at the elementary level include Lexia Core 5, ECRI, Wonders small groups, IM Digital Centers, and ST Math Individual assignments. For Tier 3, Orton-Gillingham, ECRI, and Bridges Intervention are available. Elementary principals also reported that the district has established a designated, uninterrupted ELA block across schools, which allows for Tier 2 intervention delivery while maintaining access to core instruction. At the secondary level, Tier 2 interventions include Lexia PowerUp, ELA small groups, Mathia, and Mathstream. Tier 3 interventions include Orton-Gillingham, Lexia PowerUp, Bridges Intervention, Math Fact Lab, and Braincamp software. Middle school teachers described a What I Need block schedule and Study Skills courses as vehicles for delivering targeted academic support. They also described regular data meetings involving reading specialists, content specialists, English Learner teachers, special education staff, and principals to coordinate intervention planning. Deploying a variety of well‑documented academic interventions, based on data collection and review, is a strength of the district. More information on the MTSS system can be found in the Student Support Section.
Family focus group participants confirmed that students with disabilities routinely received accommodations and services such as extended time, speech therapy, and targeted reading and writing support. However, some parents described intervention time, particularly with special educators in mathematics and reading, as insufficient to meet student needs. Some parents of students with disabilities also expressed frustration about how best to support their children. Family focus group participants also reported challenges understanding how digital intervention programs, such as ST Math, support learning and how to reinforce skills at home, citing limited guidance from schools on how to use or contextualize these tools. These perspectives indicate a gap between the systems as designed by district and school leaders and the experience of families navigating those systems. District leaders and principals described a coordinated approach among teaching and learning, special education, bilingual education, and student supports (i.e., Unified Student Services) to ensure access to instruction and supports for all students. Supports for students with disabilities include cotaught classes, Moderate Special Needs teachers providing push-in and pull-out services, academic support classes, substantially separate programs, and life skills classrooms. Life skills classrooms use a consistent curriculum (e.g., TeachTown), and materials for specialized populations are vetted and monitored by central office departments. For English learners in the district, English as a Second Language instruction is aligned to the core ELA curriculum, with language acquisition coaches supporting implementation and adaptation for English Learners. With more than 5,100 English Learners representing over 30 percent of the student population, the district has developed multiple approaches to support language access within content instruction. District curriculum and instruction leaders described English as a Second Language instruction as embedded within core ELA and mathematics materials. It is also included in summer professional development convenings paid with Title II funding and organized in language access and content instruction. In-service professional learning sessions consistently include a component focused on supporting English learners and students with disabilities. Teacher leaders have delivered small-group workshops on English learner instruction in content areas, and the district has piloted peer observation structures to allow teachers to observe effective English learner instructional practices in peer classrooms. The districtwide focus on English learner instruction, specifically related to developing systems, structures, and supports available to teachers to improve instruction for English learners, is a strength of the district.
The Office of Unified Student Services coordinates a broad set of student support programs across Brockton. It brings together services related to counseling, special education, social-emotional and health supports, equity, mentoring, homelessness and foster care, transportation, restorative practices, and community partnerships to help address students’ academic, social-emotional, and logistical needs. Unified Student Services leaders described districtwide systems to support historically underserved students through a multidimensional lens, including training on civil rights protections under Titles VI and IX, discipline procedures, and bias-aware decision making. Support includes monitoring for discipline, complaint, and investigation patterns across schools to identify potential disparities. One staff member reported that these systems “really focus on the process, ensures documentation . . . intervention and tracking the progress . . . it’s all-inclusive.”
Family focus group participants of students with disabilities and 504 plans reported regular communication from teachers and schools related to behavior and compliance requirements, but expressed concern that communication is often focused on deficits rather than academic progress or student strengths. Some families described inconsistent implementation of accommodations across teachers, particularly at the high school level. These perspectives differ from district leaders’ descriptions of coordinated departmental systems, suggesting that variability in accommodation implementation and family-facing communication remains an unresolved challenge. 
High school teachers described a wide range of available coursework, including college preparatory, honors, Advanced Placement (AP), and International Baccalaureate (IB) options, as well as world languages, arts electives, and CTE pathways. The Brockton High School Program of Studies catalogue describes course options in CTE, such as automotive technology, computer science, and healthcare. High school students confirmed these options, along with other CTE classes, as well as arts electives such as chorus and drama. Family focus group participants confirmed broad access to music, chorus, band, and other enrichment electives for students in the general education program. District curriculum and instruction leaders described efforts to create structured pathways for English Learners to access rigorous coursework, including a transition at WIDA Level three into core English classes alongside ESL instruction, and a new co-taught class for long-term English learners that will be delivered jointly by an ESL teacher and an ELA teacher, replacing a standalone English as a Second Language course with an integrated model that provides targeted language supports within content instruction. The district’s broad course offerings across levels and content areas, combined with developing pathways for English Learners to access rigorous coursework alongside their peers, reflect a commitment to equitable access to a challenging and enriching curriculum.
Effective Instruction and Curricular Implementation
During the week of March 16, 2026, certified observers conducted 173 classroom observations across 23 schools using CLASS, with a focus primarily on literacy, ELA, and mathematics instruction in grades PK-12. The following summary draws on CLASS observation findings and stakeholder perspectives gathered during focus groups and interviews.
Classroom observations revealed teachers were clearly using HQIM in 34 percent of all classrooms observed. These rates varied by grade level: teachers were clearly using HQIM in 40 percent of elementary (grades PK-5) classrooms observed, in 33 percent of middle school (grades 6-8) classrooms observed, and in 25 percent of high school classrooms (grades 9-12) observed. These rates varied by content; teachers were clearly using HQIM in 37 percent of ELA lessons or classrooms observed and in 53 percent of mathematics lessons or classrooms observed.
Students across grade levels described their teachers as effective and engaging, and they often used interactive methods to make content accessible and interesting. Students appreciated the variety of instructional approaches, including group projects, individual work, and the use of technology. Students described teachers as engaging students in the content in ways that were fun and varied, and student focus group participants broadly characterized their classrooms as safe and supportive spaces in which they can focus on learning. Students also reported that teachers frequently asked them to explain their thinking, creating a culture of academic discourse and ownership of their learning. Teachers across all levels echoed a similar sentiment about the learning environment, with one middle school teacher reporting that the district works “to make sure every single student feels they are noticed and they are accepted and they are welcome.” Teachers described opportunities during social-emotional learning time to build student-teacher relationships. One teacher highlighted an emphasis on “giving extra time, doing re-dos, and encouraging [students] to fix their mistakes,” which created a learning environment in which students feel supported to take risks.
CLASS scores in the Emotional Support domain were in the middle-to-high range across grade levels, and Positive Climate scores reflect consistently warm and supportive interactions between teachers and students. Teacher Sensitivity scores indicate that most teachers are responsive to students’ social-emotional and academic needs. Scores in the Classroom Organization domain were similarly strong. Behavior Management and Productivity scores reflect well-managed, efficiently run classrooms across the district (see Appendix B). The district's warm, well-managed, and supportive classroom culture is a strength of the district.
Evidence from various stakeholders highlight district efforts to implement evidence-based teaching practices. District curriculum and instruction leaders described using learning walkthrough data to monitor the degree to which classroom instruction reflects district instructional priorities, including expectations for student discourse and higher order thinking. Student and teacher focus groups highlighted some efforts teachers employ during evidence-based teaching practices. High school teachers described using a range of instructional methods, including discussion-based approaches and project-based learning, to engage students in content. Middle school students described teachers using a variety of instructional methods and encouraging them to explain their thinking, which they valued as preparation for more rigorous coursework in high school. Students appreciated opportunities to examine data, brainstorm, and construct hypotheses, particularly in science and ELA. CLASS scores in the Instructional Support domain, however, indicate that opportunities for deeper learning are not yet consistently present across classrooms. Concept Development scores were in the low-to-middle range districtwide, with an average of 3.2, suggesting that lessons frequently involve rote instruction rather than providing students with opportunities to engage in higher order thinking, connect concepts to broader ideas, or apply knowledge in novel contexts. Analysis and Inquiry scores were also in the low-to-middle range, with a districtwide average of 2.5, indicating that students have limited opportunities to independently reason through open-ended tasks or engage in metacognitive reflection. Language Modeling scores (districtwide average 3.3) and Instructional Dialogue scores (districtwide average 3.6) indicate that most lessons are primarily teacher-driven, with students having limited opportunities to engage in extended, content-related dialogue. Quality of Feedback scores (districtwide average 3.9) suggest that teachers do not consistently scaffold student learning, encourage persistence, or prompt students to expand upon their thinking. Both student focus group participants’ descriptions of teacher-led instruction and the CLASS observation data indicate that, while students experience engaged and orderly classrooms, the depth and rigor of instructional interactions vary considerably across classrooms and grade levels. Consistently providing opportunities for students to engage in deeper learning, including through higher order questioning, student-driven academic dialogue, and feedback practices that scaffold and extend student thinking, is an area for growth for the district.
Recommendations
The district should develop educators’ skills around cultivating deeper learning opportunities in which students engage in higher-order thinking, student-driven dialogue, and regular feedback loops. 
For related resources, see Appendix C.
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This section examines the extent to which district leaders have established a shared instructional vision that is anchored in culturally and linguistically sustaining practices and guides all curricular and instructional decisions toward equitable outcomes for all students. This section also focuses on the extent to which the district pairs HQIM and curriculum with high expectations for all students with individualized supports, so that every student can engage in deeper learning and develop the knowledge and skills that will prepare them to succeed in college and/or the workplace.
Table 5 summarizes key strengths and areas for growth in assessment in Brockton.
Table 5. Summary of Key Strengths and Areas for Growth: Assessment Standard
	Indicator
	Strengths
	Areas for growth

	Data Collection
	The district uses multiple academic and nonacademic data sources to form a comprehensive picture of each student.
	Developing clear expectations for high school teachers regarding assessment frequency

	Data Use and Culture
	N/A
	Developing systems and structures at the secondary level to understand and respond to student needs based on data analysis

	Sharing Data
	Brockton provides language access supports and translation services for families, including in Portuguese, Haitian Creole, Cape Verdean Creole, and Spanish.
	Providing students with clear expectations and feedback on performance
Ensuring that all families receive timely, consistent, and accessible information regarding their students’ progress
Developing and implementing consistent grading practices
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Brockton employs a multilayered approach to data collection, drawing on academic and nonacademic data sources across grade spans to inform instruction and support planning. Stakeholders at the elementary, middle, and high school levels described a consistent practice of using multiple formal and informal measures along with behavioral and attendance data, reflecting a broadly shared culture of data-informed practice. Table 6 outlines the standardized assessments used districtwide.
Table 6. Assessments Used in Brockton
	Assessment
	Grade(s)
	Time of administration

	STAR (Reading)
	4-10
	Multiple

	STAR (Math)
	2-10
	Multiple

	DIBELS
	K-4
	3x per year

	Lexia Rapid & PowerUp
	K-4
	Multiple

	Lexia Core5
	5-8
	Multiple

	Carnegie Lessons on Literature Skills Check
	9-12
	3x per unit

	Social Skills Improvement Social-Emotional 
‘Learning Survey (SSISEL)
	Not specified
	Not specified

	Behavioral Assessment System for Children (BASC)
	Not specified
	Not specified

	Vineland Adaptive Behavioral Scales
	Not specified
	Not specified

	District-Developed English Language Arts Common Assessments 
	6-12
	Multiple times per year

	District-Developed Math Common Assessments
	6-12
	Multiple times per year

	District-Developed Science Common Assessments
	6-12
	Multiple times per year

	District-Developed Social Studies Common Assessments
	6-12
	Multiple times per year


Educators across grade spans reported using a wide range of academic assessment data to understand student learning and inform instructional decisions. At the elementary level, teachers reported administering DIBELS at multiple benchmark points in the year and using progress monitoring between windows to track literacy development; they also referenced Lexia and STAR data to monitor reading and math progress. Elementary principals described having access to comprehensive data through a district data hub, which aggregates DIBELS (grades K-3), Lexia, STAR (math and reading), WIDA ACCESS, and MCAS results, providing multiple data points beyond a single assessment source.
Middle school teachers similarly described combining standardized benchmark measures with classroom-based evidence. Teachers reported using STAR across fall, winter, and spring administrations; reviewing MCAS scores for year-to-year comparisons and course placement decisions; and relying on daily evidence, including exit tickets, common assessments in ELA, and other formative and summative measures. Middle school educators also described examining student work with shared rubrics as part of inquiry cycles, broadening the definition of data to include qualitative review of student work products alongside quantitative assessment results. At the high school, administrators and teachers reported the use of STAR in ninth and tenth grades as well as district-developed formative and summative assessments in grades 9-12. As with the elementary and middle schools, the high school staff also reported reviewing MCAS year-to-year comparisons.
Across grade spans, focus group participants also referenced nonacademic data as part of regular data collection practices. Middle school teacher focus group members described reviewing suspension and behavior data and absenteeism data, and noted the use of student surveys, including surveys connected to a social-emotional learning curriculum, as additional data sources for school goals and student support work. Elementary principals similarly referenced attendance data and other filters available through the data hub along with academic measures. School leaders at the high school reported the use of multiple measures of student nonacademic data. The high school principal described monthly check-ins with the high school leadership team on attendance and discipline data as part of school improvement monitoring cadence. The school-based student support focus group also identified several social-emotional assessments used to monitor student progress including Social Skills Improvement System SEL survey (SSISEL), the Behavioral Assessment System for Children (BASC), and the Vineland Adaptive Behavioral Scales. The district’s use of multiple academic and nonacademic data sources to inform a comprehensive picture of each student is a strength of the district.
Evidence suggests Brockton implements a structured approach to when and how assessments are used, while also allowing some flexibility intended to reduce testing burden on educators and students. Elementary educators described predictable administration schedules, including DIBELS administered at the beginning, middle, and end of the year; with additional progress monitoring occurring every two weeks to adjust instruction between benchmark windows. Teachers also referenced district expectations for specific progress-monitoring windows on the district calendar for certain grade levels, indicating some degree of centrally coordinated assessment timing at the elementary level. A review of the district’s assessment documents confirmed the district has data analysis protocols for multiple data sources, including DIBELS, MCAS, literacy, math, benchmark common assessments, and student work.
At the same time, multiple stakeholders described intentional adjustments to manage time and testing load. Elementary teachers noted having discretion about using lengthy end-of-unit assessments, including using portions of assessments rather than the full instrument, reflecting an effort to balance data collection needs with instructional time. Middle school teachers described reducing the number of common assessments in ELA in periods close to MCAS administration, which again reflects an effort to avoid overburdening students and staff during heavy testing periods.
Evidence also indicates that Brockton’s assessment strategy is connected to collaborative structures for reviewing results and planning next instructional steps. Middle school educators described using inquiry cycles in team meetings, with a process of selecting a focus standard, teaching it, reviewing student work, and adapting instruction. There are administrator-set agendas for collaborative planning time, suggesting there are routines for data review rather than isolated assessment events. Elementary educators similarly referenced data meetings with literacy and math coaches between benchmark windows to analyze instruction and plan adjustments, so students can meet the next benchmark. Across the elementary and middle school levels, participants described recurring assessment windows and progress monitoring paired with planned opportunities to analyze results and adjust instruction. However, some high school teachers described inconsistency in expectations about how many formative and summative assessments should occur each term and noted that common expectations were not always clear. This suggests that districtwide guidance about assessment frequency and consistency needs to be clarified across settings and departments at the high school. Developing clear expectations for high school teachers regarding assessment frequency is an area for growth for the district.
Multiple focus groups reported that Brockton educators use assessment data to examine outcomes for specific student groups and take steps to increase student access to assessments and learning demonstrations. Middle school teachers explicitly referenced reviewing results disaggregated by student group, including historically underserved student populations such as English Learners, former English Learners, and students with disabilities. They described identifying students near proficiency thresholds with specific goals for moving performance levels. School leaders also described meeting with these students individually to discuss their goals, indicating purposeful disaggregation and targeted follow-up connected to assessment outcomes. One school-level administrator additionally described routinely disaggregating academic indicators such as grades and credits and examining student participation in advanced coursework pathways, including questioning why students in a college prep track are not accessing AP, IB, or dual enrollment opportunities. 
Educators also described accommodations and adaptations that support student access to assessments and learning demonstrations. Middle school teachers described several ways they support access to grade-level materials. These include listening options, shortened texts, and added visuals in sheltered English immersion and integrated classes. Teachers also reported intentionally adapting materials so students can engage with content and related assessment expectations.
Elementary educators described frequently using multiple formats to capture student skills and understanding, including dictation routines, rubric-scored progress monitoring, and standards-based scales.
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Brockton has established structured systems and routines for data use at the district, school, and classroom levels. District and school leaders described a coherent vision for data use and articulated planning structures that embed data review into ongoing improvement cycles.
District leaders and school-based stakeholders described a shared vision in which data are used to support instructional improvement, equity, and alignment to district priorities, not just for compliance. Superintendent Tahiliani described data use as embedded in the district’s strategic priorities, including literacy, equitable services, and continuous improvement. She also noted that assessment and instructional data are central to monitoring progress toward district goals. District leaders further articulated that SIPs, professional learning community structures, and walkthrough processes rely on assessment and observational data to identify needs and guide instructional strategies.
At the school level, principals and teachers echoed this vision, describing data as a tool to promote coherence across schools and classrooms and to maintain focus on shared priorities, including literacy, math, and social-emotional learning. Middle school principals specifically referenced the importance of common assessments and shared data to understand where schools stand and to support timely instructional adjustments. Across focus groups, there was general agreement that data are intended to inform instruction and continuous improvement, although some teachers noted variability in how consistently this vision is realized across settings and departments.
Brockton has structures in place to use data systematically within strategic planning and continuous improvement cycles. District leaders described aligning SIPs, professional learning, and walkthrough feedback to district priorities and using assessment data to monitor progress over time. School leaders reported that PCLTs are explicitly charged with reviewing data connected to SIP goals and adjusting strategies in response to findings.
Elementary teachers reported ongoing data meetings tied to DIBELS, Lexia, and curriculum-based assessments, noting that these data inform small-group formation, intervention assignment, and instructional pacing. Middle school principals and teachers described recurring cycles in which teams review common assessment results, identify areas of student need, and plan Tier 1 or Tier 2 instructional responses. However, teachers in focus groups across grade levels indicated that expectations for how frequently data cycles occur or how results should be acted upon can vary by school or content area.
The district provides broad access to assessment data and has invested in structures to support staff data literacy, although levels of confidence and consistency vary across roles and schools. Teachers at both the elementary and middle school levels reported using data dashboards, common assessments, and standards-based report cards, often with support from instructional coaches during common planning time or SSPT. Several teachers highlighted that professional development and coaching have helped them develop confidence in analyzing data and applying findings to their instructional decisions. While access to data appears widespread, teachers noted differences in how comfortable staff are with interpreting and applying data.
The district has established structured routines for reviewing data and implementing instructional responses, although implementation depth varies across settings. School leaders described regular data reviews within PCLTs, department meetings, and SSPT, in which various teams examine assessment results, identify trends, and plan instructional or intervention responses. Teacher and principal focus group participants cited walkthroughs and follow-up feedback from administrators as mechanisms for checking implementation and refining practice in response to data findings.
Elementary teachers described concrete examples of data-driven implementation, including adjusting small-group composition, modifying lessons in response to formative results, and targeting Tier 2 supports based on assessment outcomes. At the secondary level, educators also referenced calibration of grading and common assessments as a mechanism for ensuring consistent interpretation of data and instructional expectations across classrooms. There was general agreement among stakeholders that data review structures exist and are actively used. However, multiple stakeholder groups noted variability in follow-through, with implementation depth differing by school, grade level, or content area. As one high school teacher reported:
At the high school level, I can’t think of a time that we actually get together to review any of the results or the data. Maybe an IST [instructional support team], but I don’t think it’s specific to the data. We may discuss individual students that may be struggling, but I don’t think we use the actual results to adjust [practice].
Developing systems and structures at the secondary level to understand and respond to student needs based on data analysis is an area for growth for the district.
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Brockton uses multiple platforms and structures to share assessment results and performance data with students and families. While systems for data access and family communication are in place, stakeholders identified inconsistencies in how assessment data are communicated to students, and noted variation in grading transparency across classrooms and schools. These represent areas in need of more systematic attention.
Students across middle and high school focus groups reported that teachers do not consistently communicate assessment results or feedback in ways that help students understand their progress or how to improve. High school students described limited opportunities for teachers to review assessment results with them or to solicit and respond to student feedback on lessons, suggesting that data sharing with students is uneven and often passive rather than instructionally purposeful. Students noted that while grades are posted on digital platforms, explanations of what grades mean or how they connect to learning goals are not consistently provided across classrooms.
Student experiences varied significantly by teacher and school. Some students described teachers who push them academically and provide substantive feedback, while others reported minimal explanation of expectations or performance results. This variation reflects a lack of consistent expectations for communicating assessment data directly to students. Providing students with clear expectations and feedback on performance is an area of growth for the district.
Families across multiple focus groups consistently reported that communication about student grades and progress occurs, but it is often infrequent, inconsistent, or concentrated around report cards and parent-teacher conferences. When asked about district expectations for family communication, teachers reported that although they were expected to communicate with families, there was no set timeline or format. Discussing family communication, one elementary teacher explained:
We have parent conferences twice a year. If we have concerns and are considering putting them in for IST, we are expected to contact the parent beforehand. But there’s no set expectation for how often or in what manner to communicate otherwise.
Families described reliance on digital portals, texts, and email communications, with some schools and teachers using multiple modes of communication more consistently and effectively than others. Families of students with IEPs or 504 plans reported more frequent contact with schools than did families of students without such plans, although this communication was often focused on behavioral issues rather than academic progress.
Family focus groups conducted in multiple languages reported that the district provides language access supports and translation services for families, including in Portuguese, Haitian Creole, Cape Verdean Creole, and Spanish, which is a strength of the district. However, families across language-specific focus groups also reported that important information about grades and assessments is not always proactively shared in accessible ways and often requires families to independently check portals or websites. Haitian Creole-speaking families, in particular, described that information is available but not consistently disseminated. Across groups, families noted inconsistency in advance notice when grades are posted and uneven follow-up from individual teachers. Ensuring that all families receive timely, consistent, and accessible information regarding their students’ progress is an area for growth.
Families and teachers both identified significant inconsistency in grading practices across classrooms, particularly at the secondary level. Families reported that grading policies vary by teacher, with differences in how and when assignments are graded and posted, making it difficult to accurately monitor student progress between report cards. Some families described grades being updated infrequently or without advance notice, which limited their ability to intervene early when students were struggling. Teachers acknowledged this inconsistency in grading practices and the impact it has on students. One high school teacher explained, “The outcomes for students are completely different and totally unpredictable, and it really impacts how kids get placed the following year. It impacts their grades, their GPA (grade point average). I think it’s a big problem.”
High school teachers described the use of common assessments and department-level data reviews, indicating some degree of internal alignment within departments on assessment practices. However, this internal alignment has not consistently translated into clear or predictable grading experiences for families. Elementary families reported greater clarity in overall grading structures but noted confusion around what specific scores or proficiency levels mean on a week-to-week basis. Developing and implementing consistent grading practices is an area for growth for the district.
Recommendations
The district should work with its high school administrators to clarify and communicate guidance for teachers regarding assessment timelines and frequency.
The district should leverage professional learning or collaboration time to develop the skills of its middle and high school staff in implementing instructional strategies and adjustments in response to student data.
The district should set expectations around sharing data with students and engaging them in goal setting and progress monitoring in ways that promote student agency over learning. 
The district should establish consistent expectations for communicating student progress with families, including timelines, formats, and accessible methods of sharing academic information.
The district should engage teachers and instructional leaders in establishing and implementing clear grading policies to reduce variability across classrooms and content areas.
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This section examines the extent to which the district has established systems, policies, and practices that allow administrators to effectively recruit, hire, onboard, and support a highly effective, diverse, and culturally responsive workforce. It also focuses on the systems and structures that the district uses to provide all educators with ongoing access to high-quality professional learning and actionable feedback, and establishes a culture that fosters collaboration, retention, recognition, and advancement.
Table 7 summarizes key strengths and areas for growth in human resources (HR) and professional development in Brockton.
Table 7. Summary of Key Strengths and Areas for Growth: Human Resources and Professional Development Standard
	Indicator
	Strengths
	Areas for growth

	Human Resources Infrastructure, Policies, and Practices
	District staff maintain a collaborative, responsive relationship with school-level leaders and actively coordinate with payroll and city departments to support accuracy and compliance.
	Transitioning personnel records and onboarding processes to a fully digital, secure system

	Staffing
	Brockton uses both internal development and alumni recruitment to build its workforce and the district’s internal pipeline.
The district facilitates funding pathways and training programs that support educator advancement.
	Strengthening and formalizing the onboarding process
Consistently providing constructive feedback to teachers through the evaluation system

	Professional Learning
	Brockton offers MTEL preparation courses and university partnerships that support staff pursuing licensure advancement at reduced costs.
	Developing a comprehensive, yearlong, districtwide professional development plan
Establishing a formal, structured support system for those new to the district or who currently fall outside the formal mentoring program
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Brockton maintains a centralized HR structure led by the assistant superintendent of HR, who has been in that position for 15 years. The office includes three associate directors and four HR generalists who collectively manage recruitment, hiring, onboarding, licensure verification, discipline, labor relations, leaves, and separations across a large and diverse workforce of approximately 3,500 employees in multiple bargaining units. According to the assistant superintendent of human resources, the office has undergone restructuring in recent years, shifting from a model that included six administrative assistants and four associate directors to one with fewer but more specialized positions. As part of this restructuring, some responsibilities previously held within HR, including supervision of student teachers and elements of professional learning coordination, have been transferred to the department of professional growth and school improvement. The assistant superintendent of HR described this as a deliberate effort to align functions with departmental expertise.
District leaders stated that the HR staffing model was informed by a prior external audit of the department, with adjustments made at the executive level to ensure sufficient capacity. The assistant superintendent of HR described a clear process for bringing resource and system enhancement requests to the district leadership team, superintendent, and assistant superintendent of Finance.HR functions are supported through regular coordination with other district and municipal systems, including monthly joint meetings with the city’s HR department and payroll offices to ensure accuracy in benefits administration and personnel processing. Staff described HR as responsive and characterized the office as a collaborative partner in building-level staffing. Multiple principals noted that HR processes were not a barrier to hiring and expressed confidence in the office’s ability to support their staffing needs. The district maintains a collaborative, responsive relationship with school-level leaders and actively coordinates with payroll and city departments to support accuracy and compliance which is a strength for the district.
The district is in the process of exploring how best to modernize and transition its approach to managing personnel records from a paper to an electronic system. Paper personnel files are currently maintained in secured, locked cabinets. District leadership acknowledged the need for a more fully electronic and secure system and described actively exploring digital personnel file solutions. While the district uses Frontline and MUNIS for timekeeping, absence management, and payroll-related processing, a fully integrated digital personnel system does not yet exist. The assistant superintendent of HR noted that moving toward a paperless environment is a clear district goal and that the district recently obtained a vendor quote for a system that would enable new hires to complete all required documentation electronically. Transitioning personnel records and onboarding processes to a fully digital, secure system is an area for growth for the district.
Grievances are addressed through processes defined in each bargaining unit’s contract, with the assistant superintendent and associate directors serving as the district’s representatives at each level. HR leadership described a proactive approach to labor relations, including inviting union presidents into conversations to try to resolve concerns collaboratively before formal grievances are filed. Procedures for addressing staff misconduct are differentiated by severity and role. Building administrators are expected to manage lower-level concerns, such as attendance issues and minor conduct matters, using a progressive discipline framework and an attendance guide developed and distributed by HR. More serious matters, including investigations involving allegations of physical harm, civil rights violations, or criminal conduct, are handled centrally by HR in coordination with appropriate legal, regulatory, and law enforcement partners.
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Positive features of the Brockton workforce include long-term employment, deep community ties, and a robust internal pipeline of educators. Across all school levels, staff frequently described careers that began as in-district paraprofessionals, substitute teachers, or members of the teacher aide corps before transitioning into licensed instructional roles. Several educators, who were also graduates of Brockton schools, noted that they had returned to Brockton to work after completing their own education elsewhere. This pattern indicates that the district draws meaningfully on both internal development and alumni recruitment to build its workforce and the district’s internal pipeline, which is a strength of the district.
HR leadership described using a multiplatform recruitment approach that includes internal communications, postings on the district website, SchoolSpring, social media, and physical postings, with accommodations for both online and paper applications to ensure accessibility for a wide range of candidates. For hiring, HR introduced a standardized Microsoft Form to streamline principal recommendations, which provides a timestamped record of submissions and reduces the risk of missing candidates. The assistant superintendent described reviewing this process following identified inefficiencies, and noted that principals are now guided through a clear checklist to accelerate hiring of their recommended candidates.
Recruitment efforts encompass a range of strategies, including job fairs, posting on SchoolSpring, social media outreach, partnerships with higher education institutions, and participation in hiring events at Historically Black Colleges and Universities. The assistant superintendent of human resources described the district’s recruitment activities as intentionally broad, including direct outreach to faith communities and participation in diversity-focused hiring organizations.
A review of the hiring procedures outlined in the district’s Hiring Guidebook describe a structured, site-based process that emphasizes fairness, collaboration, and diversity through all stages, and this process is led by principals (with superintendent approval) and supported by Human Resources. The process includes recruitment, application screening, structured interviews with diverse panels, demonstration or observation when applicable, standardized evaluation and documentation, and comprehensive reference checks (including contacting current supervisors), followed by a formal recommendation to HR for appointment. District policies require consistent interview questions and scoring, careful documentation of decisions, adherence to anti-bias and nondiscrimination standards, confidentiality throughout the process, and clear communication with candidates, with final hiring and onboarding coordinated centrally by human resources.
District leaders also outlined the procedures for ensuring candidates have the appropriate qualifications for open positions. HR associate directors conduct licensure verification and review DESE records, transcripts, and supporting documentation for all new hires. HR staff verify that candidates hold appropriate licenses for their assigned roles before appointments are finalized, and staff use DESE’s educator license look-up and waiver platform to manage cases requiring licensure exceptions. New licenses and renewals submitted by educators are saved in MUNIS and placed in their personnel files. HR also conducts internal audits to ensure that educators are placed in positions for which they are properly credentialed, particularly during transfers or following school closures.
However, the assistant superintendent of HR acknowledged that the district's budget approval timeline, which often extends into June, presents a structural barrier to early hiring, because neighboring districts with earlier timelines can extend offers to qualified candidates before Brockton is positioned to do so. This constraint is particularly acute in hard-to-fill areas such as bilingual education and mathematics, because qualified candidates receive multiple offers.
Evidence from interviews and focus groups suggests that the district does not have a formal onboarding process for new staff. Multiple teacher focus group participants referenced district-supported initial training connected to curriculum adoptions, including summer trainings and early implementation coaching, as the primary orientation to district expectations. While these structures provide meaningful instructional grounding, the district does not have a comprehensive, standalone onboarding framework that addresses the full range of new-hire needs across roles. Strengthening and formalizing the onboarding process is an area for growth for the district.
Educator assignment practices are aligned to licensure, content expertise, and programmatic needs. Teachers described assignments that matched their certification areas, including departmentalized structures at the secondary level and specialized placements for social-emotional learning, English as a Second Language, and special education classrooms. District leaders described a coordination process involving the assistant superintendents of grades K-8 and grades 9-12 to manage staffing allocations, enrollment projections, and midyear adjustments.
Educator evaluation responsibilities for licensed staff have been transferred from HR to the Department of Professional Growth and School Improvement. The director of this department manages the evaluation calendar using PowerSchool Perform. As noted in the Curriculum and Instruction section, walkthrough and coaching practices provide supplemental feedback to instructional staff outside the formal evaluation cycle. District records suggest that teacher and administrator evaluations are consistently completed using PowerSchool and administrator records are preserved by hand. Table 8 shows findings from a review of these records.
Table 8. Summary of Educator Evaluation Records Review
	Category
	Component
	Teachers
	Administrators

	General
	Number of Evaluations Selected for Review
	76
	77

	General
	Summative Evaluation Available
	75/76
	74/77

	SMART Goals
	Included Student Learning SMART Goal
	70/75
	62/74

	SMART Goals
	Progress Toward Student Learning SMART Goal Evaluated
	70/75
	62/74

	SMART Goals
	Included Professional Practice SMART Goal
	70/75
	62/74

	SMART Goals
	Progress Toward Professional Practice SMART Goal Evaluated
	70/75
	62/74

	SMART Goals
	2-4 School or District Improvement SMART Goals (Admin Only)
	N/A
	1/74

	SMART Goals
	Progress Toward School Improvement SMART Goals Evaluated
	N/A
	1/74

	Evidence
	Included Multiple Sources of Evidence for Each Standard
	69/75
	57/74

	Ratings
	Included Ratings for Each Standard
	74/75
	66/74

	Ratings
	Included Overall Rating
	74/75
	66/74

	Feedback
	Contained Feedback on Each Standard
	59/75
	59/74

	Feedback
	Contained Positive Feedback
	74/75
	60/74

	Feedback
	Contained Constructive Feedback
	25/75
	42/74


Note: SMART = specific, measurable, achievable, realistic, and time-bound, NA = not available.
District records show that teacher evaluations are completed on PowerSchool. AIR randomly selected 76 teachers who were due for a summative evaluation for the 2024-2025 school year. Of those, 75 (99 percent) had a summative evaluation available for review. Among the available evaluations, 74 of 75 (99 percent) included ratings for each standard and an overall rating. In addition, 70 of 75 (93 percent) included a student learning SMART goal with documented progress, and 70 of 75 (93 percent) included a professional practice SMART goal with documented progress. Further, 69 of 75 (92 percent) teacher evaluations included multiple sources of evidence, such as observations, student work samples, or other documentation supporting progress toward student learning goals, professional practice goals, standards, and indicators. Fifty-nine of 75 (79 percent) included feedback on each standard. Nearly all, 74 of 75 (99 percent), included positive written feedback, whereas only 25 of 75 (33 percent) included constructive feedback.
District records also show that administrator evaluations are completed on Powerschool. Of the 77 administrator evaluations selected for review for the 2024-2025 school year, 74 (96 percent) were available for review. Of those available evaluations, 62 of 74 (84 percent) included student learning and professional practice SMART goals with documented progress. Only 1 of 74 (1 percent) included a school or district improvement SMART goal with documented progress. The limited inclusion of school improvement goals may reflect that the school-based administrator evaluation form neither requires nor provides a designated section to capture school or district improvement goals. Sixty of 74 (81 percent) included positive feedback identifying strengths, while 42 of 74 (57 percent) included constructive feedback identifying areas for improvement.
Teacher and administrator evaluations, when available, generally included required components such as performance ratings, progress toward SMART goals, and written feedback. Positive feedback was far more common than constructive feedback in teacher evaluations, while administrator evaluations included a stronger balance of positive and constructive feedback. Ensuring teachers receive constructive feedback to improve practice is an area of growth for the district.
When asked about opportunities for advancement, the assistant superintendent of HR reported the district supports multiple formal pathways for staff advancement. For example, the administrative internship program, which has operated continuously for several decades, provides a structured experience for current staff pursuing leadership licensure. The district recently negotiated contract language to extend the program from a model in which the internship experience took place exclusively during the spring to one that will extend through the school year, from September through June. This change will allow interns to participate in critical administrative periods such as hiring, scheduling, and budget development. The district also supports staff pursuing the Principal Administrative License (PAL) through a PAL coach program introduced in the prior school year. Similarly, the Journey into Education and Teaching (JET) program, coordinated through HR, supports paraprofessionals in pursuing their bachelor’s degrees and teaching licensure by connecting them with both mentors and pathways to funding; grants are the primary funding pathway through which many paraprofessionals have become licensed teachers in the district. The assistant superintendent of HR described the program as a meaningful investment in staff who are committed to the district and community but who may lack independent resources to pursue a teaching career. JET graduates who have completed the program returned to the district as licensed teachers. The district’s facilitation of funding pathways and training programs that support educator advancement is a strength of the district.
Beyond these formal programs, teachers described opportunities to serve as curriculum pilot participants, steering committee members, teacher leads, department representatives, and coaches. However, observers noted that teachers did not describe formal systems for recognition, such as structured stipends, awards, or promotion frameworks, which suggests that advancement is largely role-based and opportunity-driven rather than programmatically defined. Teacher retention rates in Brockton have held steady over the past five years and have been consistent with state averages. Most recent extant data available for district staff retention shows teacher retention at 89 percent and principal retention at 77 percent for the 2025-2026 school year. Multiple educators at all levels reported lengthy tenures, ranging from 15 to more than 30 years, and many described personal connections to the community, including being graduates of Brockton schools or having family members currently enrolled. These ties appear to be a significant factor in sustained commitment to the district. At the same time, staff described challenges related to curriculum pacing and workload, which some noted as sources of professional stress. 
Educators described a working environment characterized by collaboration structures such as common planning time, SSPT, departmental meetings, and coaching cycles. These structures provide opportunities for shared planning, data discussion, curriculum calibration, and problem solving across content areas and programs. However, teachers at the high school level described less structured collaboration, with at least one teacher reporting having no scheduled collaborative planning time and that opportunities for collective work depend on whether a coordinator independently organizes them. This suggests that while common planning structures are formally in place, the depth and consistency with which they create genuine collaborative planning time for teachers may vary across schools and departments.
Teachers also highlighted access to instructional coaches, assessment specialists, and external partners as supports that positively shaped their working conditions, particularly when implementing new curricula or addressing the needs of English learners and students with disabilities. HR leadership acknowledged that fostering a positive and supportive working environment is a priority. They described past engagement initiatives, including Mission Possible (a program featuring voluntary staff events and recognition activities). They want such efforts to be renewed as the department stabilizes following its recent restructuring. HR leadership described the district’s commitment as rooted in the belief that every employee group, from custodians and food service workers to teachers and principals, contributes directly to student outcomes and deserves to feel supported and valued.
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Professional learning in Brockton is led by the director of professional growth and school improvement. The primary responsibilities of this role are to coordinate and design districtwide professional development, serve as the liaison between school staff and district leadership on professional development needs, support professional development planning and implementation across many employee groups (not just teachers), coordinate professional development connected to curriculum rollouts and instructional material, oversee key educator support systems (e.g., induction and mentoring), and support leadership pipelines.
To support evidence-based practice, district leaders described a threefold professional development model: (a) whole-staff learning in faculty meetings, (b) content-alike professional development supported by district coordinators/partners, and (c) job-embedded follow-up in common planning (e.g., planning lessons together and returning to observe implementation). District leaders emphasized continuity so that strategies become expectations rather than “one more thing” layered on top of other expectations.
As discussed in the Curriculum and Instruction section, classroom observations and walkthroughs across the district serve multiple, complementary purposes within a broader system of instructional support and accountability. These include formal observations conducted by school leaders as part of the educator evaluation process; district and central office staff monitor implementation of curriculum and instructional priorities during walkthroughs; and informal or nonevaluative visits by school administrators, instructional specialists, and external partners provide coaching and feedback. Together, these observation structures are intended to support continuous improvement by generating evidence of practice, informing professional learning, and reinforcing expectations for instructional quality and consistency across schools.
In addition to the walkthrough and coaching practices described by school leaders, teachers described nonevaluative visits from external curriculum partners (e.g., Carnegie Learning and Hill for Literacy) as well as walkthroughs by instructional resource specialists and content coordinators. Teachers characterized these visits as focused on curriculum fidelity and instructional consistency rather than compliance. However, some teachers noted that informal feedback from school leaders following classroom visits varied in frequency and specificity.
As noted previously, professional learning in Brockton is coordinated through the department of professional growth and school improvement, led by the department’s director. The director works collaboratively with content coordinators, assistant superintendents, and department leaders to identify and plan professional development offerings across roles, grade levels, and program areas. The district uses multiple inputs to determine professional development priorities, including learning walkthroughs conducted by assistant superintendents, student outcome data reviewed by the DILT, post-professional development surveys administered by facilitators, and feedback from building-based staff through a districtwide professional development task force. The director described this role as serving as a liaison between staff in buildings and district leadership, ensuring that staff have a voice in shaping professional development offerings while also aligning those offerings to district priorities and DESE standards.
The district uses post-professional development surveys, which are administered by facilitators, to gather feedback. The director of professional growth and school improvement has conducted broader surveys of district staff since taking on the role. Content-specific monitoring of professional development impact and subsequent adjustment is managed at the coordinator level rather than through a centralized district tracking system. This suggests the district lacks a systematic approach to evaluate the impact professional development offerings on instructional practice. Professional development is organized primarily delivered during four early release days each year, and is differentiated by role, level, and need. The director described a scheduling framework that maps professional development offerings across all employee groups, including instructional staff, paraprofessionals, administrative assistants, bilingual facilitators, information technology staff, nurses, adjustment counselors, food service workers, transportation staff, and custodians. Assistant superintendents collaborate on professional development for administrators, which is often embedded in existing leadership meetings, including principal and assistant principal gatherings.
The district does not currently have a comprehensive, yearlong districtwide professional development plan that articulates goals and sequenced learning across the full school year. The director noted that while meaningful progress has been made in planning early release days with greater transparency and differentiation, the district is still working toward a model in which all educators and leaders have a clear throughline from goals to professional development content to implementation to impact across the full year. Developing a comprehensive, yearlong, districtwide professional development plan is an area for growth for the district.
In addition to in-house professional development, the district has developed university partnerships to support staff pursuing graduate coursework and advanced credentials. Partnerships with Lesley University and Fitchburg State have enabled the district to offer courses at significantly reduced rates by covering instructor costs, so staff pay a much lower fee than standard tuition. A newly finalized collective bargaining agreement is expected to introduce formal tuition reimbursement provisions, and the director described plans to administer that process jointly with the HR office. The district also offers Massachusetts Test for Educator Licensure (MTEL) preparation courses, based on annual surveys and coordinator input that identified the most pressing licensure needs across the workforce. The MTEL preparation course further supports Brockton’s internal pipeline of educators by providing a convenient option for those seeking licensure. MTEL preparation courses and university partnerships that support staff pursuing licensure advancement at reduced costs are a strength of the district.
The director of professional growth and school improvement noted that the district uses collaborative structures to support professional learning. These structures are embedded across school levels, including common planning time (CPT), SSPT, and department meetings. CPT is used for coordinating instructional decision making and receiving input from coaches and district coordinators. SSPT is used for data analysis and instructional planning (e.g., reviewing assessments to adjust student groupings), and department meetings are used to discuss curriculum implementation and discuss logistics. The director described coordination with content coordinators and directors to determine how CPT is used and whether it aligns with current professional development priorities. Elementary teachers from across the district reported they have 45 minutes of grade-level CPT at least four days a week. Additionally, elementary teachers described using SSPT to focus on student data. According to the director and school leaders, middle schools recently revamped their schedules to introduce CPT where it had been absent, a change attributed to a broader district scheduling initiative. At the high school, teachers reported having less frequent CPT (i.e., once every two weeks) focused on subject areas rather than grade levels as in other grade bands. High school teacher focus group participants reported that the current CPT structure provides limited value because they do not meet frequently enough. Nevertheless, teachers across all three school levels described collaboration as a meaningful part of their professional experience, and noted that grade-level and content-area teams use CPT for curriculum calibration, data review, and shared instructional problem solving across content areas and programs.
New educator support is provided through the district’s induction and mentoring program, which transferred from HR to the department of professional growth and school improvement in September of the current school year. The program is structured around new educator orientation (i.e., induction) held at the end of August, currently one and a half days in length, with district leaders presenting department expectations and key resources. Three mentor managers, one each from the elementary, middle, and high school levels, oversee three annual meetings with mentor and mentee pairs, maintain attendance logs, and use Microsoft Teams for virtual meetings to share resources and facilitate accountability.
As described in district documents, Brockton’s mentoring program pairs new teachers with experienced mentors in similar grade levels or subject areas and is structured to provide both informal ongoing support and more formal, scheduled collaboration throughout the year. The program begins with a comprehensive induction that orients new staff to district expectations, instructional practices, and student needs, and continues with mentoring focused on core instructional skills such as classroom management, lesson planning, data use, and student engagement. Aligned with state requirements, the program supports licensure, professional growth, and continued learning beyond the first year of teaching. 
The director of professional growth and school improvement described plans to significantly strengthen the mentoring program through expanded mentor training and the development of a formal handbook to improve implementation, teacher retention, and student outcomes. Other changes include moving to an internal hiring process for mentors with updated qualifications requiring at least six years of teaching experience (including three in Brockton) and introducing a required full-day summer training for both new and returning mentors to standardize expectations and refresh practices. A modest stipend increase for mentors is being negotiated with the Brockton Education Association (BEA), along with a potential supplemental stipend for mentors who take on a second mentee. The director also described plans to offer optional monthly afterschool professional development sessions for first- and second-year educators to extend structured support beyond the initial year of the formal mentoring program. The director reported that the induction and mentoring program is actively restructured as needed to improve mentor quality, consistency, and support for first- and second-year educators.
District leaders also reported gaps in the current onboarding system noting that occupational therapists, long-term substitutes, and experienced educators transferring from other districts who may be new to Brockton fall outside the formal mentoring program. The director described active work with the BEA to create a building-level support position that would provide this population with practical orientation to district systems, procedures, and resources. Establishing a formal, structured support system for those new to the district or who currently fall outside the formal mentoring program is an area for growth for the district.
Professional learning for noninstructional staff, which is primarily role-specific and compliance-focused, is coordinated by department supervisors. The director works with leaders in transportation, food service, facilities, and other departments to identify annual training needs and incorporate those groups into the district's early release-day planning. Required compliance training, safety procedures, and job-specific skill development are managed at the department level in coordination with the central office. The director noted that department’s responsibilities in this area expanded over time as the professional development planning process became more comprehensive. The director described an ongoing effort to ensure that all staff categories receive purposeful, role-aligned professional learning rather than only mandatory trainings.
Recommendations
The district should continue with its plans to transition its paper-based personnel records and onboarding processes into a secure digital platform. 
The district should develop a formal onboarding process in which new staff are acquainted with the full range of information needed to become well acquainted with their roles and with the district overall. 
The district should set expectations around incorporating greater levels of constructive feedback on teacher evaluations. 
The district should develop a comprehensive professional development plan that supports all staff in accessing relevant and high-quality learning opportunities. 
As the district strengthens its mentoring and induction systems, it should consider embedding formal support for instructional staff who have typically fallen outside of the program’s parameters, including occupational therapists, long-term substitutes, and experienced educators transferring from other districts.
For related resources, see Appendix C.
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[bookmark: _Toc101446232]This section focuses on the extent to which the district supports the whole student by creating safe and supportive environments, meeting students’ health and well-being needs, and engaging all families. It also focuses on the extent to which these supports are built on a robust MTSS that flexibly assesses and addresses each student’s academic, social-emotional, and behavioral strengths and needs.
Table 9 summarizes key strengths and areas for growth in student support in Brockton.
Table 9. Summary of Key Strengths and Areas for Growth: Student Support Standard
	Indicator
	Strengths
	Areas for growth

	Safe and Supportive School Climate and Culture
	The district provides safe and supportive learning environments at the elementary and middle school level using data-informed decisions.
Brockton implements school-based attendance policies, systems, and supports.
	Ensuring that student leadership opportunities are structured, accessible, and consistent across all schools and grade levels

	Health and Well-Being
	Brockton has a comprehensive and well-coordinated system of student supports that reflects a coherent approach to addressing students’ needs.
	N/A

	Family and Community Partnerships
	The availability of multi-lingual communication tools and district-supported translation and interpretation services.
The established community partnerships that provide students and families with wraparound supports.
	Establishing systematic processes to evaluate the reach and impact of community partnerships and wraparound supports, and ensuring consistent access across all schools


	Multi-Tiered Systems of Support (MTSS)
	Use of an MTSS Tiered Resource Maps that provide clear and explicit expectations for implementing supports.
A comprehensive, three-tier social-emotional learning and behavioral support structure, along with academic tiering.

	Ensuring consistent implementation of MTSS practices, particularly for Tier 2 and Tier 3 social‑emotional and behavioral supports, and establishing systematic progress monitoring protocols for students receiving these supports


[bookmark: _Safe_and_Supportive]Safe and Supportive School Climate and Culture
Brockton has made deliberate efforts to foster safe, inclusive, and supportive school environments for its students, with a clear commitment to using data to drive climate-related interventions and to expand access to school community participation. Members of school-based student support teams (SSTs) described intentional practices to integrate students from specialized programs into the broader school community, including mixing lunch tables with general education peers and increasing participation in student council and extracurricular activities for students in programs such as life skills. Participants linked these efforts to measurable improvements, citing reductions in office referrals and improvements in student behavior data over time. 
Stakeholders, including school leaders, teachers, and district leaders, described school- and district‑level practices intended to promote inclusive, safe, and supportive learning environments. District and school leaders described using multiple data sources, such as social-emotional learning screener data and office referral data, to inform climate-related interventions. Student services leaders also described efforts to build safe, caring, and supportive communities through district systems and leadership training, reflecting an articulated districtwide commitment. At the school level, one principal described developing a structured “culture of excellence” framework that positions climate and culture as a core focus area, developed collaboratively through a principal-teacher leadership team. Data from classroom observations highlight that the district’s efforts to create safe and supportive learning environments have impacted instructional practices. Scores in the middle and high ranges for Teacher Sensitivity and Positive Climate across grade levels demonstrate that students and teachers display warm relationships with one another, and teachers are generally attuned to students’ needs. These scores were slightly higher at the elementary and middle school levels than at the high school level, where Positive Climate scored in the middle range. Developing safe and supportive learning environments at the elementary and middle school level, and using data-informed decisions to do so, is a strength of the district.
[bookmark: _Tiered_Systems_of][bookmark: _Health_and_Wellbeing]Despite efforts from school and district leaders, high school students described variations in safety and belonging at the secondary level, evidenced in the slightly lower CLASS scores described earlier. Students reported that a “sense of belonging” was heavily dependent on finding a community within the school, whether through fine arts, athletics, or student-initiated clubs, rather than through a universally experienced school culture. Students noted that while certain programs and groups foster strong connections, the broader school environment does not consistently reflect the same level of safety and respect for all students. For example, one student reported, “When you’ve built a community around [a] program, you definitely feel welcomed and respected because everyone knows you. . . . But it’s different when you’re walking around in the halls going to class.” Some students reported that cultural diversity, while visible in school displays such as country flags in the cafeteria, is not always embedded meaningfully in classroom learning or schoolwide. The district has established structures for monitoring and responding to student attendance at both the district and school levels. District leaders described school-based teams as the first point of response for attendance concerns, with defined thresholds that trigger escalating outreach to families, including early contact, invitations to meetings, formal letters, and referrals to attendance officers when needed. According to student support staff, a start-of-year “no-show” procedure and use of a standardized Microsoft Form for tracking documentation steps and referral actions have been implemented to support consistency. The development and implementation of school-based attendance policies, systems, and supports is a strength of the district. However, district leaders acknowledged ongoing challenges affecting attendance system capacity at the district level, including rebuilding the attendance officer team and organizational shifts that affect where attendance functions are housed within the district. While school-based staff emphasized the presence of operational routines and locally developed interventions, district leaders highlighted constraints on system-level consistency and follow-through. Evidence from interviews and focus groups highlights that the district has made efforts to increase opportunities for student leadership and involvement. Students reported that they experience meaningful opportunities to participate in school life, although access to these opportunities varies by school and context. Middle school students described their schools as places where students are encouraged to join clubs, sports, and extracurricular activities. They also reported that peer relationships and inclusive practices contribute to a sense of belonging and connection. Several high school students similarly described extracurricular and student-led initiatives, including student-organized clubs, peer tutoring, and peer mediation, as opportunities for leadership and community building. District leaders described formal mechanisms such as social-emotional learning and wellness committees that incorporate student survey data into district-level decision making, indicating that student feedback informs some aspects of the district's work. However, student focus group evidence indicates that opportunities for structured voice and leadership are not consistently available across all schools. Some students described school environments as chaotic, which may limit consistent opportunities for students to exercise their voice in organized ways. Additionally, some students reported that while some teachers ask for feedback on lessons or units, it is not a consistent practice across classrooms, and feedback is not always implemented. Ensuring that student leadership opportunities are structured, accessible, and consistent across all schools and grade levels is an area for growth for the district.
Health and Well-Being
Brockton implements a districtwide, tiered approach to mental and behavioral health supports. District leaders described the administration of a universal social-emotional learning and mental health screener offered to all students from grade 3 to grade 12, with results used to identify students for Tier 2 and Tier 3 supports. Every school is staffed with licensed adjustment counselors, licensed social workers, or behavior interventionists. Every school also has access to community mentors who are assigned through the IST process. As district leaders noted, these mentors reflect the linguistic and cultural needs of Brockton’s community and are always in demand, so the district is actively seeking additional funding to expand this capacity.
According to district leaders, the district implements CharacterStrong as a Tier 1 social-emotional learning curriculum across all grade levels (PK-12), with district-level monitoring through walkthroughs and data review used to inform targeted supports at specific schools or grade levels. School-based staff corroborated this approach, describing integrated social-emotional learning practices, inclusive daily routines, and the use of SSTs to respond to behavioral and emotional needs. At the high school level, the district has implemented a Bridge for Resilient Youth in Transition program, a step-down program for students returning from hospitalization; it is operated in partnership with the Brookline Center and funded through the Department of Mental Health. District leaders also described a crisis response team comprising approximately 12 individuals who respond to deaths of students or staff, provide group counseling, engage community partners, and offer extended support to families as needed. These practices demonstrate a comprehensive and well-coordinated system of student support that integrates a Tier 1 social-emotional learning curriculum, embedded school supports, targeted interventions, and a robust crisis response team, reflecting a coherent approach to addressing students’ needs, which is a strength of the district.
To address gaps in school-based mental health staffing, Brockton has developed a pipeline partnership with University of Massachusetts Boston to expand the number of its counselors and school psychologists, particularly from communities of color. District leaders acknowledged that school psychology staffing is the area in which the district is significantly below recommended ratios, and the partnership is designed to address this need over time. The district also piloted a community-based counseling presence at Brockton High School through Brockton Neighborhood Health, which placed counselors directly in the school to remove the transportation barrier that prevented many students from accessing community-based mental health services.
Brockton also identified and is actively planning for a community school model, with a pilot launch planned for fall 2027. This model is designed to embed physical health, dental health, mental health, and community support services directly within school buildings, with services tailored to the specific needs of each pilot school community. According to district-level SST members, prior to launch, the district is investing in planning and community engagement to build a strong foundation for implementation.
[bookmark: _Family_and_Community]Family and Community Partnerships
Brockton has established systems for family communication and community partnerships, with a strong emphasis on multi-lingual access and coordination with external organizations. Families reported receiving communications in various languages; this is the result of Brockton’s efforts to provide translation services through district staff and common communication platforms. The district also has several established relationships with community organizations that provide wraparound services for students and families.
The district sends a multi-lingual family communication directory to all schools at the start of each year, allowing staff to identify and contact district-level bilingual contacts for family outreach. Family engagement events at multiple elementary schools include literacy and math game nights and culture nights; these are communicated in families’ home languages. Teachers cited these events as meaningful opportunities to build community. Translators for several languages—including Spanish, Cape Verdean Creole, Haitian Creole, and Portuguese—are now present at all major parent events. Families consistently reported receiving school communications through multiple channels, including phone calls, text messages, and translated documents, and expressed appreciation for outreach in their home languages. Teachers described using multiple tools to reach families, including Lionbridge, Talking Points, and Google Translate. Teachers noted that in-building multi-lingual staff, including adjustment counselors and secretarial staff fluent in languages (e.g., Haitian Creole, Spanish) add a personal dimension to family communication that families value. The availability of multi-lingual communication tools and district-supported translation and interpretation services is a strength of the district.
At the same time, families indicated variation in how consistently and effectively communication and engagement practices are experienced across schools and staff. Some families, particularly those navigating more complex situations such as special education referrals or student support services, described challenges in receiving clear and timely communication. District and school leaders acknowledged the importance of multi-lingual, two-way communication as an ongoing priority but did not describe systematic monitoring of communication practices across schools. 
District leaders also described intentional partnerships with community-based organizations to support students and families, coordinated through Unified Student Services. A full-time community partnerships and resources coordinator connects families directly to housing assistance, food assistance, state programs, and SNAP benefits, according to district leaders. The district’s nursing team partners with Brockton Public Health and Brockton Neighborhood Health on immunizations and pediatric care access. A dedicated full-time liaison coordinates housing and support services for students experiencing homelessness or living in foster care, and for military-connected families. The district also maintains a community resource booklet available in all primary community languages and has hosted community resource fairs with bilingual interpreters available. The established community partnerships that provide students and families with wraparound supports is a strength of the district.
Additionally, Brockton partners with postsecondary institutions, including Massasoit Community College, Bridgewater State University, and University of Massachusetts Dartmouth as part of early college and CTE pathways. The high school principal described extensive partnerships with organizations such as the Massachusetts Clean Energy Council, Project Green Schools, the Partnership in Education and Resiliency, and WCDB, which reflects a robust network of community organizations that enriches student experiences beyond the classroom.
While stakeholders across roles consistently described community partnerships as present and important, few described clear districtwide processes for evaluating partnership effectiveness or for ensuring equitable access to community resources across schools. Family focus group members were not uniformly aware of the full range of community partnerships available to them, and their experiences with coordination and follow-through varied. Establishing systematic processes to evaluate the reach and impact of community partnerships and wraparound supports, and ensuring consistent access across all schools, is an area for growth for the district.
[bookmark: _Multi-Tiered_Systems_of]Multi-Tiered Systems of Support (MTSS)
Brockton has established formal MTSS structures at both the district and school levels, with documented tiered resource maps, defined teams, and coordinated roles. At the district level, Unified Student Services brings together social-emotional learning, behavioral health, attendance, and special education supports under a coordinated system intended to serve students across all three tiers. ISTs serve as the primary school-based mechanism for identifying student academic needs and coordinating Tier 2 and Tier 3 supports. A parallel IST-B (behavioral) process addresses social-emotional learning and behavioral concerns using the same multidisciplinary team structure.
School-based staff reported on the existence and use of ISTs and other SSTs at the school level. According to teachers, principals, and support staff, ISTs usually comprise teachers, school leaders, instructional coaches, special educators, and social-emotional learning staff. Members of school-based SSTs described weekly meetings to review student data, discuss concerns, and determine next steps for students requiring additional academic, behavioral, or social‑emotional support. Stakeholders agreed that formal MTSS structures exist districtwide, with clear expectations that schools convene teams and use data to identify students for support. The district has developed detailed MTSS Tiered Resource Maps at both the elementary and middle school levels that document how Brockton organizes tiered academic supports in practice. The elementary map explicitly organizes ELA and mathematics supports by Tier 1, Tier 2, and Tier 3, connecting each tier to district-adopted HQIM and to screening and progress monitoring tools such as DIBELS 8, STAR Reading, and Lexia Core 5. Additionally, collaborative data-based decision-making structures include grade-level meetings during SSPT and ISTs. The middle school resource map similarly defines Tier 1 through Tier 3 supports for ELA and mathematics, specifying HQIM (e.g., StudySync, Carnegie Math), and outlining teams involved in data-based decisions. The district’s MTSS Tiered Resource Maps that provide clear and explicit expectations for implementing supports is a strength of the district.
For social-emotional learning and behavioral supports, the district has articulated a parallel three-tier structure. Tier 1 universal supports include CharacterStrong (grades PK-12), a universal social-emotional learning and mental health screener for grades 3-12, restorative justice community-building circles, and Positive Behavioral Interventions & Support (PBIS)/MTSS expectations and routines. Tier 2 targeted supports are coordinated through IST-B, and include skills groups, behavior interventionists, community mentors, peer mediation, and Care Solace care coordination. Tier 3 intensive supports include the Stabilization Center, Mobile Crisis response, referrals to community partners for outpatient therapy, and other intensive programming. District documents also describe the function of the Tier 2 IST as a recurring structure with weekly meetings that reviews student data across academic, social-emotional, and behavioral domains. Meeting participants include multiple roles, such as administrators, counselors, classroom teacher, and school nurse. The comprehensive, three-tier social-emotional learning and behavioral support structure, along with academic tiering, represents a strength of the district. 
School and district leaders indicated that Brockton is actively implementing MTSS practices, particularly for behavioral, social-emotional, and attendance-related supports. However, school‑based staff reported variation in implementation and quality across schools and tiers. District leaders described the universal screener data, attendance data, and office referral data as driving identification of students for Tier 2 and Tier 3 supports. School-based staff described implementing these supports through SST meetings, check-in/check-out systems, mentoring, counseling referrals, and coordination with community partners.
However, school-based SST members identified significant variation in MTSS implementation across schools. At the high school level, some focus group participants reported the absence of a functioning Tier 1 social-emotional learning/behavioral support structure, noting that behavioral expectations are communicated to students but not explicitly taught. For example, a high school staff member stated, “We don’t have any functioning MTSS system here, to my understanding. We do not do any broad Tier 1 social-emotional instruction. . . we don’t do behavioral instruction. We have lots of expectations, but we do not do a lot of instruction in those areas.” Regarding Tier 2 behavioral supports, staff described inconsistencies across schools, with some middle schools having access to a shared behavioral interventionist while others rely entirely on school adjustment counselors who are already managing large caseloads. A previous check-in/check-out system had been supported by the schoolwide information system (SWIS) data platform, but the transition away from PBIS resulted in the loss of SWIS; training on its replacement, Infinite Campus, has not been sufficient for all schools to implement data collection with fidelity, according to school-based student support staff. Progress monitoring for students receiving behavioral and social-emotional supports was identified by multiple staff members as inconsistent and, at some schools, not occurring in any structured way. Ensuring consistent implementation of MTSS practices, particularly for Tier 2 and Tier 3 social‑emotional and behavioral supports, and establishing systematic progress monitoring protocols for students receiving these supports, are areas for growth for the district.
Recommendations
The district should continue its efforts to increase opportunities for student leadership and voice by addressing behavior management challenges and classroom conditions that limit students' ability to take on leadership roles and engage meaningfully in learning.
The district should establish a system for reviewing and evaluating the reach and impact of its community partnerships and wraparound supports, and address access and coordination gaps wherever they arise.
The district should establish and communicate clear districtwide expectations for MTSS implementation, with a particular focus on implementing tier 2 and 3 social-emotional and behavioral supports. 

For related resources, see Appendix C.

[bookmark: _Financial_and_Asset][bookmark: _Toc235104380][bookmark: _Toc235104455]Financial and Asset Management
This section focuses on the extent to which, through its policies, systems, and procedures, the district strategically allocates and uses funding and other resources in alignment with applicable laws to improve all students’ performances, opportunities, and outcomes. It also focuses on the ways in which the district collaborates with its partners to run daily operations, manage its assets, and develop long-term plans for sustainability.
Table 10 summarizes key strengths and areas for growth in financial and asset management in Brockton.
Table 10. Summary of Key Strengths and Areas for Growth: Financial and Asset Management Standard
	Indicator
	Strengths
	Areas for growth

	Business Office Staffing and Infrastructure
	N/A
	Strengthening the capacity and stability of the business office, including ensuring adequate staffing and leadership continuity across key financial functions
Formalizing and documenting financial policies, procedures, and internal controls to ensure consistent implementation across business office functions
Instituting a formal written agreement between the city and school district detailing the process and timeline for budget coordination and their respective roles

	Budgeting and Budget Process
	The district has striven to institute improved systems, practices, and financial controls for budgeting.
	N/A

	Operations
	Brockton has documented policy procedures and structured workflows for procurement and contract management.
	N/A

	Managing Capital Assets and Capital Planning
	N/A
	Lacking a district-managed asset tracking system 


[bookmark: _Budget_Documentation_and][bookmark: _Business_Office_Staffing]Business Office Staffing and Infrastructure
Brockton’s business office is organized around a team-based model that covers core financial functions, including budget development and monitoring, accounts payable, procurement and contract management, grants administration, and financial analysis. The district’s finance team consists of a chief financial officer, a budget director, financial analysts, and supporting staff across accounts payable, payroll, grants management, procurement, and administrative functions. At the time of the review, the chief financial officer was unavailable; soon after the visit, the chief financial officer left the district. The team is collectively responsible for budgeting, compliance, financial reporting, and contract management.
The school committee provides oversight of district finances. The school committee’s page on the district’s website includes an online policy manual that provides high-level guidance on fiscal management, including on the annual budget, budget planning, and fiscal accounting and reporting.
According to participants in the finance team focus group, the district has developed a set of increasingly formalized finance policies and procedures that govern budgeting, procurement, contract management, grant administration, and financial monitoring; many of these have been strengthened in response to prior audit findings. Budget development is guided by standardized practices that emphasize the use of historical expenditure data and detailed financial reporting to inform decision making. Procurement and contracting are governed by a structured contract and routing process that requires documentation (detailed below), compliance checks, and multiple levels of approval, internal guidance, and emerging automation tools. Contract management procedures include tracking agreements through approval stages, ensuring funds are fully encumbered, and maintaining documentation for compliance purposes.
Finance leaders described the department’s current structure as effective in supporting the business office’s broad day-to-day responsibilities, including budget monitoring, compliance, grants management, procurement, and contracting. According to the finance and operations focus group, the office uses detailed budget tools, including a multi-tab spreadsheet tracking historical spending, year-to-date actuals, encumbrances, remaining balances, and payroll by warrant number. Budget reports are regularly distributed to department heads and senior leadership to support oversight and reduce budget surprises. Staff also described routine team meetings that are an important mechanism for coordinating work across multiple roles. This illustrates how the business office manages both the scope and complexity of its responsibilities in a district of Brockton’s size.
The finance and operations focus group identified a persistent staffing gap in the procurement manager position, noting that the district has been unable to fill this role and has relied on interim support from a retired procurement professional from another municipality. Given that the district’s procurement and contract workflow involves multiple compliance reviews, coordination with city offices including the solicitor, and complex documentation requirements, this vacancy represents a meaningful capacity constraint for the business office. Strengthening the capacity and stability of the business office, including ensuring adequate staffing and leadership continuity across key financial functions, is an area for growth for the district.
When asked about written policies and procedures used by the finance department, the finance team described established procedures and internal controls for procurement, contracts, invoice processing, warrant review, and recordkeeping, but did not reference a single comprehensive written policies-and-procedures manual. Team members reported that records are maintained in MUNIS with supporting documentation scanned and uploaded, and that they have implemented a more structured digital warrant review process to strengthen oversight and compliance. Brockton uses MUNIS as its enterprise financial management system to monitor and control district resources, consistent with the Uniform Massachusetts Accounting System (UMAS). Finance leaders in the finance and operations focus group described downloading department-level data from MUNIS, including fiscal year-to-date actuals and encumbrances, and using those extracts to build increasingly granular budget monitoring tools for school and division leaders. This includes transitioning from broad catch-all accounting categories to more discrete lines organized by school and position, which improves the transparency and usefulness of budget reporting. Formalizing and documenting financial policies, procedures, and internal controls to ensure consistent implementation across business office functions is an area for growth in the district. 
The district also uses MUNIS for purchase orders and procurement processing, although finance staff noted that contract management occurs partly outside of MUNIS and involves scanning and uploading supporting documentation, such as quotes and vendor memos, into the system to support payment processing and documentation. The business office sends periodic budget reports to department heads showing budgeted amounts alongside actual spending, encumbrances, and remaining balances. The district is moving toward monthly reporting. Finance leaders indicated that department heads are expected to review open purchase orders to adjust encumbrances and update forward projections.
According to district leaders, the district provides budget transparency to the school committee and the public through several mechanisms. As described by district leaders, the school committee has access to warrants and supporting documentation, and budget questions are channeled through an accounts subcommittee, which has a process for submitting questions on warrant items. Finance leaders also referenced posting year-to-date budget reports online and maintaining Open Checkbook for public access.
District staff that focus on the finances of the district and Superintendent Tahiliani both attributed improvements in the district’s financial management practices to external scrutiny and corrective actions following prior fiscal challenges. As noted in the Leadership and Governance section, Superintendent Tahiliani referenced the district’s progress in responding to Inspector General recommendations related to a prior deficit. She also noted that DESE, and at times the Department of Revenue, have been involved in ongoing oversight of Brockton. Finance staff described using audit recommendations to anchor improvements in budgeting methodology, including using prior-year expenditures as a primary driver for budget construction to ensure compliance with generally accepted accounting practices. Brockton’s relationship with the city is central to its financial and operational functioning, and multiple stakeholder groups described frequent, active engagement between district and municipal leadership. The mayor noted meeting with the superintendent approximately twice per week, and characterized the division of responsibilities as a shared model in which the city is responsible for maintaining school buildings and transportation while the district manages day-to-day building maintenance through its own facilities department. The mayor indicated in the interview that fiduciary responsibility lies with the city’s chief financial officer, which underscores the close connection between district and municipal financial governance.
Both Superintendent Tahiliani and the mayor suggested in interviews that the district-city relationship has become more collaborative over time, particularly after fiscal stabilization efforts created regular opportunities for coordination and helped rebuild trust from the previous superintendent. At the same time, both described the relationship as still relying heavily on informal understandings rather than formal documented agreements: the mayor characterized the arrangement as a shared responsibility governed largely by unwritten expectations, while Superintendent Tahiliani noted that discussions are still being used to clarify cost-sharing and workstream responsibilities that have not yet been fully formalized in a memorandum of understanding. Operations leaders provided additional perspective on the day-to-day interactions between the school district and city, noting that schools are city-owned and that the city conducts annual property asset inventories. They also described collaboration between the district’s finance office and city officials on capital planning for major expenditures. Taken together, stakeholder accounts reflect a working relationship with substantial shared infrastructure and regular communication.
However, the formal documentation of intergovernmental roles, responsibilities, and cost-sharing arrangements remains incomplete, as noted earlier by the mayor and Superintendent Tahiliani. The district and city do not have a formal, written agreement that specifies the process and timeline for budget coordination and the respective roles assumed by each party. Instituting a formal written agreement between the city and school district detailing the process and timeline for budget coordination and their respective roles is an area of growth for the district.
[bookmark: _Adequate_Budget][bookmark: _Budgeting_and_Budget]Budgeting and Budget Process
Brockton uses a structured annual budget development process in which Superintendent Tahiliani and the district’s finance team build an initial budget proposal grounded in historical expenditures and the governor’s recommended budget. They then engage department heads and principals to review prior-year spending, current-year actuals, and personnel vacancies before finalizing the proposal. Superintendent Tahiliani described this as a multistep process that brings together the finance team and central office leaders by program area to determine what to present to the school committee.
The mayor confirmed this structure, describing the superintendent as the primary driver of the budget proposal, which then moves to the school committee for review and vote before going to the city council and mayor for consideration. Both Superintendent Tahiliani and the mayor agreed on the sequencing of this process. Superintendent Tahiliani noted that prior budget development had been highly centralized, so the district is now working to shift toward greater input from school leaders, particularly principals, as the budget process matures.
Finance leaders described ongoing improvements to budget construction that are increasing granularity and transparency. In the finance and operations focus group, staff noted transitioning away from a single large contingency account and toward more discrete lines organized by school, position, and function, and aligned to state reporting structures. As one focus group member stated:
Last year we got more detailed and had [expenses] all really separated out by departments, and this year we want to piggyback off of that. But every year we kind of want to get more granular, more detailed, make sure that all the expenses are actually in the department that they should be.
These changes are intended to improve both internal monitoring and public-facing accountability.
District leaders also reported that Brockton is building greater school-level visibility into budget histories and expenditure data, which represents progress toward more informed and equitable resource allocation decisions. Finance staff described compiling multiyear budget and expenditure data sorted by school and location, including year-to-date actuals, encumbrances, and remaining balances. According to the finance and operations focus group, finance staff share these reports with school leaders during the budget development cycle to inform their annual requests. Budget documentation confirms that instructional supply allocations are tracked at the school level, with school-by-school line items in the district’s budget.
The finance and operations focus group confirmed that the business office includes a dedicated grants manager, consistent with the organizational infrastructure needed to manage a portfolio of this scale. According to the district’s fiscal year 2025 End of Year Grant Report, the district secured more than $29 million in fiscal year 2025 in external grant funding across more than 80 local, state, federal, and private awards. These funds support several programmatic areas, including core academic supports ($6.1 million from federal education funding through Every Student Succeeds Act Titles I, II, III, and IV); early childhood education (more than $1.1 million from state and federal sources); adult education and family literacy (more than $1.38 million from state and federal sources); English-learner education and newcomer support (more than $3.6 million from state, federal, and private sources, including a $3.5 million private grant for a bilingual educator pipeline in partnership with University of Massachusetts Lowell); student health and wellness (more than $920,000 from state and federal sources); and unified student support services (more than $5 million from Individuals with Disabilities Education Act Part C and Part B grants). The district also secured grant funding for academic acceleration, community enrichment and the arts, operations and facilities improvements, and early college programming.
The district has made several changes to its financial controls and budget monitoring practices, particularly in response to prior fiscal challenges. Finance and operations focus group participants described developing detailed monitoring spreadsheets with year-to-date encumbrances, actuals, remaining balances, and vendor and payroll data pulled from MUNIS; these tools give school and division leaders timely, actionable information. The district’s year-to-date budget report reflects this approach, showing budget, actuals, encumbrances, and available balances organized by function.
Superintendent Tahiliani reported the district’s budget controls as having improved substantially since the period of fiscal difficulty, including increased involvement from DESE and the Department of Revenue, implementation of Inspector General recommendations, and adoption of prior-year expenditure data as the primary basis for budget construction. As previously discussed, finance leaders noted that consistent encumbering of contracts upon execution, a practice that was not uniform in prior years, is now being reinforced as a standard expectation.
Operations leaders described procurement controls that include competitive bidding for facilities-related vendor services, use of state contracts, and purchasing collaboratives such as the Massachusetts Higher Education Consortium and Omnia to leverage pre-procured arrangements, and signed vendor slips to verify hours and services for hourly work. Finance and operations leaders confirmed in interviews that these practices align with the district’s emphasis on compliance with Massachusetts procurement law.
Across stakeholder groups, implementation of monitoring and control activities was described as consistent, although finance leaders and Superintendent Tahiliani characterized current monitoring and controls as evolving rather than fully institutionalized. Though the district is still in the process of embedding greater budgetary controls, efforts to institute improved systems, practices, and financial controls for budgeting is a strength for the district.  
[bookmark: _Operations]Operations
The director of operations leads the district’s operations staff, and the staffing structure intersects with finance functions in areas such as contract management, supply inventory, and city coordination. Operations staff described a sizable facilities and maintenance workforce supported by systems for work order management, supply tracking, and vendor and service contracts. The operations focus group confirmed that these workstreams directly interact with the district’s financial controls and asset oversight responsibilities.
On the operations side, the operations focus group explained that the district tracks supplies and materials using spreadsheets and an inventory folder, and it retains school supply request lists to maintain a working history of requests by school. The district uses an electronic work order system, Flowpath, that records maintenance requests, assignments, notes, and job closeout steps; tradespeople are required to document completion of work via a phone application, which creates a record trail of maintenance work. The operations focus group described a clear workflow in which maintenance requests originate at the school level through a designated point person, typically a senior custodian, and are then routed to the appropriate trade work group (e.g., electrical, HVAC/plumbing, carpentry) for response. Work orders are assigned directly to tradespeople via a mobile application, and staff are expected, upon completion, to close out jobs with notes to create an auditable record of maintenance activity.
In addition to reactive maintenance, operations leaders described a mix of preventative- and trigger-based maintenance routines. Examples included scheduled servicing of rooftop units and building staff monitoring equipment indicators (e.g., water bottle filler filter lights) and submitting work orders when indicators signal a need for service. Operations leaders noted that most of the maintenance work is completed in-house, with external vendor support reserved for specialized needs such as plumbing work during building renovations. One operations leader described this as a “deliberate cost-management approach.”
As described by the mayor, transportation is a city responsibility, and the city funds and oversees student transportation as part of its non-net school spending obligations. District financial documentation reflects transportation as a major operational area, with detailed budget lines for bus drivers, contract transportation services, and specialized transportation categories. The district's year-to-date budget reporting includes transportation as a tracked functional area, indicating that spending in this domain is monitored within the district’s regular financial oversight structures.
Finance staff described a staff role dedicated to facilitating private transportation arrangements, including specialized categories such as McKinney-Vento transportation for students experiencing homelessness and students in foster care. Superintendent Tahiliani reported that the district created a transportation safety and security subcommittee in response to a prior transportation audit.
The district maintains an information technology department with dedicated staffing and substantial planned investments. The district employs a technology administrator and technology specialists, and, according to finance leaders, the budget includes multiple contracted services for network management, security, Wi-Fi and internet services, device, and audio/visual support. A review of the district’s fiscal year 2026 budget indicates major hardware investments include interactive panels, document cameras, audio systems, student laptops, teacher laptops, and desktop computers. The fiscal year 2026 budget also explicitly references asset management tools for technology, including Follett/Destiny for asset tracking and Trackit/BMC for help desk and asset management functions.
The district has a structured procurement and contracting process supported by documentation requirements, multistep approvals, and workflow tools. Finance staff described a contract request process that is accessible through an internal website and staff intranet and designed to guide users through the required steps of documentation. Focus group participants reported the district uses Microsoft Forms and Power Automate to generate contracts and route them for signature, including a city-required routing form that passes through the district's chief financial officer, auditor, legal counsel, and the mayor before execution.
In describing the procurement process, focus group participants explained that purchase orders are processed through MUNIS, although contract management occurs partly outside the system. District staff described a standardized contract and routing form process requiring vendor documentation, multiple review signatures, and procurement compliance review (including consideration of Massachusetts 30B requirements and applicable exemptions), with additional legal and insurance review by the city solicitor. The business office’s documented policy procedures and structured workflows for procurement and contract management are a strength for the district.
After contracts are executed, finance staff emphasized the practice of encumbering the full contract amount in MUNIS and maintaining procurement files with associated documentation. Finance and operations focus group participants described tracking contracts through the signature process via a status spreadsheet maintained by a financial analyst, which provides visibility into where contracts stand at each stage.
For facilities-related procurement, operations staff described using competitive bidding processes and invitations for bid with defined scopes of work, and they confirmed reporting mechanisms for vendors to document time and services. Finance leaders noted that the district reviews procurement arrangements for compliance with Massachusetts General Law Chapter 30B, including determining which exemptions apply, and the district then coordinates with the city solicitor for legal and insurance review. Finance staff also referenced exploring digital signature tools such as PandaDoc and Docusign to improve contract tracking and reduce delays in the routing process, but this type of tool has yet to be deployed. 
[bookmark: _Capital_Planning_and][bookmark: _Managing_Capital_Assets]Managing Capital Assets and Capital Planning
Capital asset tracking in Brockton reflects a shared responsibility between the district and the city. Operations staff explained that the city conducts a comprehensive annual inventory of assets across city properties, and all school buildings are city-owned. The mayor confirmed that asset tagging is performed as part of the inventory process. Operations staff also explained that they monitor their own inventory between annual city inventories.
However, finance-focused stakeholders indicated that the district does not yet have an internal barcode-based asset tracking system, and they framed comprehensive district-level asset inventory as an area still in development. This distinction suggests that while the annual city inventory provides a baseline record, the district lacks a robust, independently managed system for tracking assets at a granular level across departments and sites between inventory cycles. The lack of a district-managed asset tracking system is an area for growth. 
Capital planning in Brockton is significantly shaped by the city’s ownership of school facilities because the city has primary responsibility for major building repairs. The mayor confirmed this, noting that substantial facility investments, such as roof replacements or boiler repairs, are the city’s responsibility while the district handles routine upkeep. Operations staff noted that capital planning for major expenditures involves collaboration between the district’s operations team/finance office and city officials.
The largest structured capital planning activity is the district’s engagement in the Massachusetts School Building Authority (MSBA) feasibility process related to Brockton High School. Superintendent Tahiliani described using the MSBA educational vision framework to articulate how the current building environment supports or constrains existing programs and how a new facility could expand program opportunities for students.
During the review, school committee discussions also referenced the existence of a district capital improvement plan, noting that the district’s plan was more current than the city’s plan, which suggests awareness at the governance level of the need for coordinated capital planning between the district and city. However, in the reviewed materials, there is no formal, written, districtwide capital improvement plan with explicit prioritization criteria (e.g., safety, enrollment, facility condition), multiyear timelines, or a documented process for aligning district and city capital planning cycles.
Recommendations
The district should develop and implement strategies to ensure continuity and capacity within the business office, including addressing staffing needs, strengthening succession planning, and sustaining the expertise necessary to manage complex financial operations.
The district should develop and maintain a comprehensive written financial policies and procedures manual that documents key business office processes, internal controls, and roles and responsibilities to support consistent implementation, continuity, and effective financial management.
The district should continue working with its municipal partners to formalize and document the division of financial responsibilities between the district and the city and establish associated timelines.
The district should establish a comprehensive district-managed asset tracking system, including clear processes for inventory management and monitoring, to ensure accurate, accessible, and consistent oversight of capital assets across schools and departments.
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[bookmark: _Toc235104381][bookmark: _Toc235104456]Appendix A. Summary of Site Visit Activities
The American Institutes for Research® (AIR®) team completed the following activities as part of the district review activities in Brockton. The team conducted 173 classroom observations during the week of March 16, 2026, and held interviews and focus groups between March 16-23. The site visit team conducted interviews and focus groups with the following representatives from the school and the district:
Superintendent
Other district leaders
School committee members
Teachers’ association members
Principals
Teachers
Support specialists
Parents
Students
Town representative
The review team analyzed multiple datasets and reviewed numerous documents before and during the site visit, including the following:
student and school performance data, including achievement and growth, enrollment, graduation, dropout, retention, suspension, and attendance rates
data on the district’s staffing and finances
independent financial audits
curricular review process and timeline
Brockton’s curriculum unit template
published educational reports on the district by DESE, the New England Association of Schools and Colleges, and the former Office of Educational Quality and Accountability
district documents such as district and school improvement plans, school committee policies, curriculum documents, summaries of student assessments, job descriptions, collective bargaining agreements, evaluation tools for staff, handbooks, school schedules, and the district’s end-of-year financial reports
all completed program and administrator evaluations and a random selection of completed teacher evaluations
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[bookmark: _Toc411329825][bookmark: _Toc430114874][bookmark: _Toc496109989][bookmark: _Toc231296584]Introduction
The Districtwide Instructional Observation Report presents ratings for the classroom observations that were conducted by certified observers at American Institutes for Research (AIR) as part of the Massachusetts District Reviews.
[bookmark: N_Observers1][bookmark: District2][bookmark: Obs_Dates1][bookmark: N_Observations1]Seven observers visited Brockton Public Schools during the week of March 16, 2026. Observers conducted 173 observations in a sample of classrooms across twenty-three schools. Observations were conducted in grades PK-12 and focused primarily on literacy, English language arts, and mathematics instruction.
The classroom observations were guided by the Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS), developed by the Center for Advanced Study of Teaching and Learning (CASTL) at the University of Virginia. Three levels of CLASS Manuals were used: PK–3, Upper Elementary, and Secondary. The PK–3 tool was used to observe grades PK–3, the Upper Elementary tool was used to observe grades 4–5, and the Secondary tool was used to observe grades 6–12.
The PK–3 protocol includes 10 classroom dimensions related to three domains: Emotional Support, Classroom Organization, and Instructional Support (listed in Table 1).
Table 1. CLASS PK–3 Domains and Dimensions
	Emotional Support
	Classroom Organization
	Instructional Support

	Positive Climate
Negative Climate
Teacher Sensitivity
Regard for Student Perspectives
	Behavior Management
Productivity
Instructional Learning Formats
	Concept Development
Quality of Feedback
Language Modeling


The Upper Elementary and Secondary protocols include 11 classroom dimensions related to three domains: Emotional Support, Classroom Organization, and Instructional Support (listed in Table 2), in addition to Student Engagement.
Table 2. CLASS Upper Elementary and Secondary Domains and Dimensions
	Emotional Support
	Classroom Organization
	Instructional Support

	Positive Climate
Teacher Sensitivity
Regard for Student Perspectives
	Behavior Management
Productivity
Negative Climate
	Instructional Learning Formats 
Content Understanding
Analysis and Inquiry
Quality of Feedback
Instructional Dialogue

	N/A
	Student Engagement
	N/A


[bookmark: _Toc411329826][bookmark: _Toc430114875][bookmark: _Toc496109990]When conducting a visit to a classroom, the observer rates each dimension (including Student Engagement) on a scale of 1 to 7. A rating of 1 or 2 indicates that the dimension was never or rarely evident during the visit. For example, a rating of 1 or 2 on Teacher Sensitivity indicates that, at the time of the visit, the teacher was not aware of students who needed extra support or attention, was unresponsive to or dismissive of students, or was ineffective at addressing students’ problems; as a result, students rarely sought support from the teacher or communicated openly with the teacher. A rating of 3, 4, or 5 indicates that the dimension was evident but not exhibited consistently or in a way that included all students. A rating of 6 or 7 indicates that the dimension was reflected in all or most classroom activities and in a way that included all or most students.
Members of the observation team who visited the classrooms all received training on the CLASS protocol and then passed a rigorous certification exam for each CLASS protocol to ensure that they were able to accurately rate the dimensions. All observers must pass an exam annually to maintain their certification.
Research on CLASS protocol shows that students in classrooms that rated high using this observation tool have greater gains in social skills and academic success than students in classrooms with lower ratings (MET Project, 2010; CASTL, n.d.). Furthermore, small improvements on these domains can affect student outcomes: “The ability to demonstrate even small changes in effective interactions has practical implications—differences in just over 1 point on the CLASS 7-point scale translate into improved achievement and social skill development for students” (CASTL, n.d., p. 3).
In this report, each CLASS dimension is defined, and descriptions of the dimensions at the high (6 or 7), middle (3, 4, or 5), and low levels (1 or 2) are presented (definitions and rating descriptions are derived from the CLASS PK–3, Upper Elementary, and Secondary Manuals). For each dimension we indicate the frequency of classroom observations across the ratings and provide a districtwide average of the observed classrooms. In cases where a dimension is included in more than one CLASS manual level, those results are combined on the dimension-specific pages. In the summary of ratings table following the dimension-specific pages the averages for every dimension are presented by grade band (PK-5, 6-8, and 9-12). For each dimension, we indicate the grade levels for which this dimension is included.

[bookmark: _Toc231296585][bookmark: _Hlk92190807]Positive Climate
Emotional Support domain, Grades PK−12
Positive Climate reflects the emotional connection between the teacher and students and among students and the warmth, respect, and enjoyment communicated by verbal and nonverbal interactions (CLASS PK–3 Manual, p. 23, CLASS Upper Elementary Manual, p. 21, CLASS Secondary Manual, p. 21). Table 3 (as well as tables for the remaining dimensions) includes the number of classrooms for each rating on each dimension and the district average for that dimension.
Table 3. Positive Climate: Number of Classrooms for Each Rating and District Average
[bookmark: Dist_PC_Avg]Positive Climate District Average*: 5.2
	[bookmark: Tbl_PC]Grade Band
	Low Range (1)
	Low Range (2)
	Middle Range (3)
	Middle Range (4)
	Middle Range (5)
	High Range (6)
	High Range (7)
	n
	Average

	Grades PK-5
	0
	2
	3
	19
	28
	16
	12
	80
	5.1

	Grades 6-8
	0
	0
	0
	3
	14
	18
	5
	40
	5.6

	Grades 9-12
	0
	1
	4
	9
	18
	19
	2
	53
	5.1

	Totals
	0
	3
	7
	31
	60
	53
	19
	173
	5.2


[bookmark: Dist_PC_Calc]*The district average is an average of the observation scores. In Table 3, the district average is computed as: ([2 x 3] + [3 x 7] + [4 x 31] + [5 x 60] + [6 x 53] + [7 x 19]) ÷ 173 observations = 5.2
Ratings in the Low Range. All indicators are absent or only minimally present. Teachers and students do not appear to share a warm, supportive relationship. Interpersonal connections are not evident or only minimally evident. Affect in the classroom is flat, and there are rarely instances of teachers and students smiling, sharing humor, or laughing together. There are no, or very few, positive communications among the teacher and students; the teacher does not communicate encouragement. There is no evidence that students and the teacher respect one another or that the teacher encourages students to respect one another.
Ratings in the Middle Range. There are some indications that the teacher and students share a warm and supportive relationship, but some students may be excluded from this relationship, either by the teacher or the students. Some relationships appear constrained—for example, the teacher expresses a perfunctory interest in students, or encouragement seems to be an automatic statement and is not sincere. Sometimes, teachers and students demonstrate respect for one another.
Ratings in the High Range. There are many indications that the relationship among students and the teacher is positive and warm. The teacher is typically in close proximity to students, and encouragement is sincere and personal. There are frequent displays of shared laughter, smiles, and enthusiasm. Teachers and students show respect for one another (e.g., listening, using calm voices, using polite language). Positive communication (both verbal and nonverbal) and mutual respect are evident throughout the session.

[bookmark: _Toc411329828][bookmark: _Toc430114876][bookmark: _Toc231296586]Teacher Sensitivity
Emotional Support domain, Grades PK−12
Teacher Sensitivity encompasses the teacher’s awareness of and responsiveness to students’ academic and emotional needs. High levels of sensitivity facilitate students’ abilities to actively explore and learn because the teacher consistently provides comfort, reassurance, and encouragement (CLASS PK–3 Manual, p. 32, CLASS Upper Elementary Manual, p. 27, CLASS Secondary Manual, p. 27).
Table 4. Teacher Sensitivity: Number of Classrooms for Each Rating and District Average
[bookmark: Dist_TS_Avg]Teacher Sensitivity District Average*: 5.8
	[bookmark: Tbl_TS]Grade Band
	Low Range (1)
	Low Range (2)
	Middle Range (3)
	Middle Range (4)
	Middle Range (5)
	High Range (6)
	High Range (7)
	n
	Average

	Grades PK-5
	0
	1
	4
	5
	12
	20
	38
	80
	6.0

	Grades 6-8
	0
	0
	2
	1
	10
	17
	10
	40
	5.8

	Grades 9-12
	0
	0
	6
	4
	13
	19
	11
	53
	5.5

	Totals
	0
	1
	12
	10
	35
	56
	59
	173
	5.8


[bookmark: Dist_TS_Calc]*The district average is an average of the observation scores. In Table 4, the district average is computed as: ([2 x 1] + [3 x 12] + [4 x 10] + [5 x 35] + [6 x 56] + [7 x 59]) ÷ 173 observations = 5.8
Ratings in the Low Range. In these sessions, the teacher has not been aware of students who need extra support and pays little attention to students’ needs. As a result, students are frustrated, confused, and disengaged. The teacher is unresponsive to and dismissive of students and may ignore students, squash their enthusiasm, and not allow them to share their moods or feelings. The teacher is not effective in addressing students’ needs and does not appropriately acknowledge situations that may be upsetting to students. Students rarely seek support from the teacher and minimize conversations with the teacher, not sharing ideas or responding to questions.
Ratings in the Middle Range. The teacher is sometimes aware of student needs or aware of only a limited type of student needs, such as academic needs, not social-emotional needs. Or the teacher may be aware of some students and not of other students. The teacher does not always realize a student is confused and needs extra help or when a student already knows the material being taught. The teacher may be responsive at times to students but at other times may ignore or dismiss students. The teacher may respond only to students who are upbeat and positive and not support students who are upset. Sometimes, the teacher is effective in addressing students’ concerns or problems, but not always.
Ratings in the High Range. The teacher’s awareness of students and their needs is consistent and accurate. The teacher may predict how difficult a new task is for a student and acknowledge this difficulty. The teacher is responsive to students’ comments and behaviors, whether positive or negative. The teacher consistently addresses students’ problems and concerns and is effective in doing so. Students are obviously comfortable with the teacher and share ideas, work comfortably together, and ask and respond to questions, even difficult questions.

[bookmark: _Toc411329829][bookmark: _Toc430114877][bookmark: _Toc231296587]Regard for Student Perspectives
Emotional Support domain, Grades PK−12
Regard for Student Perspectives captures the degree to which the teacher’s interactions with students and classroom activities place an emphasis on students’ interests, motivations, and points of view and encourage student responsibility and autonomy (CLASS PK–3 Manual, p. 38, CLASS Upper Elementary Manual, p. 35, CLASS Secondary Manual, p. 35). 
Table 5. Regard for Student Perspectives: Number of Classrooms for Each Rating and District Average
[bookmark: Dist_RSP_Avg]Regard for Student Perspectives District Average*: 3.0
	[bookmark: Tbl_RSP]Grade Band
	Low Range (1)
	Low Range (2)
	Middle Range (3)
	Middle Range (4)
	Middle Range (5)
	High Range (6)
	High Range (7)
	n
	Average

	Grades PK-5
	15
	23
	17
	16
	7
	2
	0
	80
	2.8

	Grades 6-8
	11
	10
	5
	5
	7
	1
	1
	40
	2.9

	Grades 9-12
	7
	11
	6
	10
	13
	5
	1
	53
	3.6

	Totals
	33
	44
	28
	31
	27
	8
	2
	173
	3.0


[bookmark: Dist_RSP_Calc]*The district average is an average of the observation scores. In Table 5, the district average is computed as: ([1 x 33] + [2 x 44] + [3 x 28] + [4 x 31] + [5 x 27] + [6 x 8] + [7 x 2]) ÷ 173 observations = 3.0
Ratings in the Low Range. At the low range, the teacher exhibits an inflexible, rigid adherence to his or her plan, without considering student ideas or allowing students to make contributions. The teacher inhibits student enthusiasm by imposing guidelines or making remarks that inhibit student expression. The teacher may rigidly adhere to a lesson plan and not respond to student interests. The teacher does not allow students any autonomy on how they conduct an activity, may control materials tightly, and may offer few opportunities for students to help out with classroom responsibilities. There are few opportunities for students to talk and express themselves.
Ratings in the Middle Range. The teacher exhibits control at times and at other times follows the students’ lead and gives them some choices and opportunities to follow their interests. There are some opportunities for students to exercise autonomy, but student choice is limited. The teacher may assign students responsibility in the classroom, but in a limited way. At times, the teacher dominates the discussion, but at other times the teacher allows students to share ideas, although only at a minimal level or for a short period of time.
Ratings in the High Range. The teacher is flexible in following student leads, interests, and ideas and looks for ways to meaningfully engage students. Although the teacher has a lesson plan, students’ ideas are incorporated into the lesson plan. The teacher consistently supports student autonomy and provides meaningful leadership opportunities. Students have frequent opportunities to talk, share ideas, and work together. Students have appropriate freedom of movement during activities.

[bookmark: _Toc430114878][bookmark: _Toc231296588]Negative Climate
Emotional Support domain, Grades PK−3
Classroom Organization domain, Grades 4−12
Negative Climate reflects the overall level of expressed negativity in the classroom. The frequency, quality, and intensity of teacher and student negativity are key to this dimension (CLASS PK–3 Manual, p. 28, CLASS Upper Elementary Manual, p. 55, CLASS Secondary Manual, p. 55). For the purposes of this report, we have inversed the observers scores, to be consistent with the range scores across all dimensions. Therefore, a high range score in this dimension indicates an absence of negative climate, and a low range score indicates the presence of negative climate.[footnoteRef:5]  [5:  When observers rate this dimension it is scored so that a low rating (indicating little or no evidence of a negative climate) is better than a high rating (indicating abundant evidence of a negative climate). To be consistent across all ratings, for the purposes of this report we have inversed this scoring.] 

Table 6. Negative Climate: Number of Classrooms for Each Rating and District Average
[bookmark: Dist_NC_Avg]Negative Climate District Average*: 6.9
	[bookmark: Tbl_NC]Grade Band
	Low Range (1)
	Low Range (2)
	Middle Range (3)
	Middle Range (4)
	Middle Range (5)
	High Range (6)
	High Range (7)
	n
	Average

	Grades PK-5
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	6
	73
	80
	6.9

	Grades 6-8
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	38
	40
	7.0

	Grades 9-12
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5
	48
	53
	6.9

	Totals
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	13
	159
	173
	6.9


[bookmark: Dist_NC_Calc]*The district average is an average of the observation scores. In Table 6, the district average is computed as: ([5 x 1] + [6 x 13] + [7 x 159]) ÷ 173 observations = 6.9
Ratings in the Low Range. Negativity is pervasive. The teacher may express constant irritation, annoyance, or anger; unduly criticize students; or consistently use a harsh tone and/or take a harsh stance as he or she interacts with students. Threats or yelling are frequently used to establish control. Language is disrespectful and sarcastic. Severe negativity, such as the following actions, would lead to a high rating on negative climate, even if the action is not extended: students bullying one another, a teacher hitting a student, or students physically fighting with one another.
Ratings in the Middle Range. There are some expressions of mild negativity by the teacher or students. The teacher may express irritability, use a harsh tone, and/or express annoyance—usually during difficult moments in the classroom. Threats or yelling may be used to establish control over the classroom, but not constantly; they are used more as a response to situations. At times, the teacher and students may be sarcastic or disrespectful toward one another.
Ratings in the High Range. There is no display of negativity: No strong expressions of anger or aggression are exhibited, either by the teacher or students; if there is such a display, it is contained and does not escalate. The teacher does not issue threats or yell to establish control. The teacher and students are respectful and do not express sarcasm.

[bookmark: _Toc430114879][bookmark: _Toc231296589]Behavior Management
Classroom Organization domain, Grades PK−12
Behavior Management refers to the teacher’s ability to provide clear behavioral expectations and use effective methods to prevent and redirect misbehavior (CLASS PK–3 Manual, p. 45, CLASS Upper Elementary Manual, p. 41, CLASS Secondary Manual, p. 41).
Table 7. Behavior Management: Number of Classrooms for Each Rating and District Average
[bookmark: Dist_BM_Avg]Behavior Management District Average*: 6.0
	[bookmark: Tbl_BM]Grade Band
	Low Range (1)
	Low Range (2)
	Middle Range (3)
	Middle Range (4)
	Middle Range (5)
	High Range (6)
	High Range (7)
	n
	Average

	Grades PK-5
	0
	1
	2
	4
	9
	20
	44
	80
	6.2

	Grades 6-8
	0
	1
	1
	5
	7
	8
	18
	40
	5.9

	Grades 9-12
	0
	1
	2
	9
	7
	18
	16
	53
	5.6

	Totals
	0
	3
	5
	18
	23
	46
	78
	173
	6.0


[bookmark: Dist_BM_Calc]*The district average is an average of the observation scores. In Table 7, the district average is computed as: ([2 x 3] + [3 x 5] + [4 x 18] + [5 x 23] + [6 x 46] + [7 x 78]) ÷ 173 observations = 6.0
Ratings in the Low Range. At the low range, the classroom is chaotic. There are no rules and expectations, or they are not enforced consistently. The teacher does not monitor the classroom effectively and only reacts to student disruption, which is frequent. There are frequent instances of misbehavior in the classroom, and the teacher’s attempts to redirect misbehavior are ineffective. The teacher does not use cues, such as eye contact, slight touches, gestures, or physical proximity, to respond to and redirect negative behavior.
Ratings in the Middle Range. Although rules and expectations may be stated, they are not consistently enforced, or the rules may be unclear. Sometimes, the teacher proactively anticipates and prevents misbehavior, but at other times the teacher ignores behavior problems until it is too late. Misbehavior may escalate because redirection is not always effective. Episodes of misbehavior are periodic.
Ratings in the High Range. At the high range, the rules and guidelines for behavior are clear, and they are consistently reinforced by the teacher. The teacher monitors the classroom and prevents problems from developing, using subtle cues to redirect behavior and address situations before they escalate. The teacher focuses on positive behavior and consistently affirms students’ desirable behaviors. The teacher effectively uses cues to redirect behavior. There are no, or very few, instances of student misbehavior or disruptions.

[bookmark: _Toc411329831][bookmark: _Toc430114880][bookmark: _Toc231296590]Productivity
Classroom Organization domain, Grades PK−12
Productivity considers how well the teacher manages instructional time and routines and provides activities for students so that they have the opportunity to be involved in learning activities (CLASS PK–3 Manual, p. 51, CLASS Upper Elementary Manual, p. 49, CLASS Secondary Manual, p. 49).
Table 8. Productivity: Number of Classrooms for Each Rating and District Average
[bookmark: Dist_PD_Avg]Productivity District Average*: 6.2
	[bookmark: Tbl_PD]Grade Band
	Low Range (1)
	Low Range (2)
	Middle Range (3)
	Middle Range (4)
	Middle Range (5)
	High Range (6)
	High Range (7)
	n
	Average

	Grades PK-5
	0
	1
	1
	4
	7
	9
	58
	80
	6.5

	Grades 6-8
	0
	0
	0
	2
	7
	15
	16
	40
	6.1

	Grades 9-12
	0
	1
	2
	3
	8
	19
	20
	53
	5.9

	Totals
	0
	2
	3
	9
	22
	43
	94
	173
	6.2


[bookmark: Dist_PD_Calc]*The district average is an average of the observation scores. In Table 8, the district average is computed as: ([2 x 2] + [3 x 3] + [4 x 9] + [5 x 22] + [6 x 43] + [7 x 94]) ÷ 173 observations = 6.2
Ratings in the Low Range. At the low level, the teacher provides few activities for students. Much time is spent on managerial tasks (such as distributing papers) and/or on behavior management. Frequently during the observation, students have little to do and spend time waiting. The routines of the classroom are not clear and, as a result, students waste time, are not engaged, and are confused. Transitions take a long time and/or are too frequent. The teacher does not have activities organized and ready and seems to be caught up in last-minute preparations.
Ratings in the Middle Range. At the middle range, the teacher does provide activities for students but loses learning time to disruptions or management tasks. There are certain times when the teacher provides clear activities to students, but there are other times when students wait and lose focus. Some students (or all students, at some point) do not know what is expected of them. Some of the transitions may take too long, or classrooms may be productive during certain periods but then not productive during transitions. Although the teacher is mostly prepared for the class, last-minute preparations may still infringe on learning time.
Ratings in the High Range. The classroom runs very smoothly. The teacher provides a steady flow of activities for students, so students do not have downtime and are not confused about what to do next. The routines of the classroom are efficient, and all students know how to move from one activity to another and where materials are. Students understand the teacher’s instructions and directions. Transitions are quick, and there are not too many of them. The teacher is fully prepared for the lesson.

[bookmark: _Toc411329832][bookmark: _Toc430114881][bookmark: _Toc231296591]Instructional Learning Formats
Classroom Organization domain, Grades PK−3
Instructional Support domain, Grades 4−12
Instructional Learning Formats refer to the ways in which the teacher maximizes students’ interest, engagement, and abilities to learn from the lesson and activities (CLASS PK–3 Manual, p. 57; CLASS Upper Elementary Manual, p. 63, CLASS Secondary Manual, p. 61).
Table 9. Instructional Learning Formats: Number of Classrooms for Each Rating and District Average
[bookmark: Dist_ILF_Avg]Instructional Learning Formats District Average*: 5.1
	[bookmark: Tbl_ILF]Grade Band
	Low Range (1)
	Low Range (2)
	Middle Range (3)
	Middle Range (4)
	Middle Range (5)
	High Range (6)
	High Range (7)
	n
	Average

	Grades PK-5
	0
	2
	0
	11
	33
	22
	12
	80
	5.4

	Grades 6-8
	0
	0
	3
	5
	21
	11
	0
	40
	5.0

	Grades 9-12
	0
	1
	6
	15
	18
	10
	3
	53
	4.7

	Totals
	0
	3
	9
	31
	72
	43
	15
	173
	5.1


[bookmark: Dist_ILF_Calc]*The district average is an average of the observation scores. In Table 9, the district average is computed as: ([2 x 3] + [3 x 9] + [4 x 31] + [5 x 72] + [6 x 43] + [7 x 15]) ÷ 173 observations = 5.1
Ratings in the Low Range. The teacher exerts little effort in facilitating engagement in the lesson. Learning activities may be limited and seem to be at the rote level, with little teacher involvement. The teacher relies on one learning modality (e.g., listening) and does not use other modalities (e.g., movement, visual displays) to convey information and enhance learning. Or the teacher may be ineffective in using other modalities, not choosing the right props for the students or the classroom conditions. Students are uninterested and uninvolved in the lesson. The teacher does not attempt to guide students toward learning objectives and does not help them focus on the lesson by providing appropriate tools and asking effective questions.
Ratings in the Middle Range. At the middle range, the teacher sometimes facilitates engagement in the lesson but at other times does not, or the teacher facilitates engagement for some students and not for other students. The teacher may not allow students enough time to explore or answer questions. Sometimes, the teacher uses a variety of modalities to help students reach a learning objective, but at other times the teacher does not. Student engagement is inconsistent, or some students are engaged and other students are not. At times, students are aware of the learning objective and at other times they are not. The teacher may sometimes use strategies to help students organize information but at other times does not.
Ratings in the High Range. The teacher has multiple strategies and tools to facilitate engagement and learning and encourage participation. The teacher may move around, talk and play with students, ask open-ended questions of students, and allow students to explore. A variety of tools and props are used, including movement and visual/auditory resources. Students are consistently interested and engaged in the activities and lessons. The teacher focuses students on the learning objectives, which students understand. The teacher uses advanced organizers to prepare students for an activity, as well as reorientation strategies that help students regain focus.

[bookmark: _Toc411329833][bookmark: _Toc430114882][bookmark: _Toc231296592]Concept Development
Instructional Support domain, Grades PK−3
Concept Development refers to the teacher’s use of instructional discussions and activities to promote students’ higher order thinking skills and cognition and the teacher’s focus on understanding rather than on rote instruction (CLASS PK–3 Manual, p. 64).
Table 10. Concept Development: Number of Classrooms for Each Rating and District Average
[bookmark: Dist_CD_Avg]Concept Development District Average*: 2.5
	[bookmark: Tbl_CD]Grade Band
	Low Range (1)
	Low Range (2)
	Middle Range (3)
	Middle Range (4)
	Middle Range (5)
	High Range (6)
	High Range (7)
	n
	Average

	Grades PK-3**
	11
	20
	10
	7
	4
	1
	0
	53
	2.5


[bookmark: Dist_CD_Calc]*The district average is an average of the observation scores. In Table 10, the district average is computed as: ([1 x 11] + [2 x 20] + [3 x 10] + [4 x 7] + [5 x 4] + [6 x 1]) ÷ 53 observations = 2.5
**Concept Development does not appear in the CLASS Upper Elementary Manual, therefore scores for the Elementary School Level represent grades PK-3 only.
Ratings in the Low Range. At the low range, the teacher does not attempt to develop students’ understanding of ideas and concepts, focusing instead on basic facts and skills. Discussion and activities do not encourage students to analyze and reason. There are few, if any, opportunities for students to create or generate ideas and products. The teacher does not link concepts to one another and does not ask students to make connections with previous content or their actual lives. The activities and the discussion are removed from students’ lives and from their prior knowledge.
Ratings in the Middle Range. To some extent, the teacher uses discussions and activities to encourage students to analyze and reason and focuses somewhat on understanding of ideas. The activities and discussions are not fully developed, however, and there is still instructional time that focuses on facts and basic skills. Students may be provided some opportunities for creating and generating ideas, but the opportunities are occasional and not planned out. Although some concepts may be linked and also related to students’ previous learning, such efforts are brief. The teacher makes some effort to relate concepts to students’ lives but does not elaborate enough to make the relationship meaningful to students.
Ratings in the High Range. At the high range, the teacher frequently guides students to analyze and reason during discussions and activities. Most of the questions are open ended and encourage students to think about connections and implications. Teachers use problem solving, experimentation, and prediction; comparison and classification; and evaluation and summarizing to promote analysis and reasoning. The teacher provides students with opportunities to be creative and generate ideas. The teacher consistently links concepts to one another and to previous learning and relates concepts to students’ lives.

[bookmark: _Toc379881742][bookmark: _Toc411329834][bookmark: _Toc430114883][bookmark: _Toc231296593]Content Understanding
Instructional Support domain, Grades 4−12
Content Understanding refers to the depth of lesson content and the approaches used to help students comprehend the framework, key ideas, and procedures in an academic discipline. At a high level, this dimension refers to interactions among the teacher and students that lead to an integrated understanding of facts, skills, concepts, and principles (CLASS Upper Elementary Manual, p. 70, CLASS Secondary Manual, p. 68).
Table 11. Content Understanding: Number of Classrooms for Each Rating and District Average
[bookmark: Dist_CU_Avg]Content Understanding District Average*: 4.2
	[bookmark: Tbl_CU]Grade Band
	Low Range (1)
	Low Range (2)
	Middle Range (3)
	Middle Range (4)
	Middle Range (5)
	High Range (6)
	High Range (7)
	n
	Average

	Grades 4-5**
	0
	2
	6
	3
	7
	5
	4
	27
	4.7

	Grades 6-8
	1
	4
	11
	9
	6
	9
	0
	40
	4.1

	Grades 9-12
	2
	6
	14
	11
	12
	5
	3
	53
	4.0

	Totals
	3
	12
	31
	23
	25
	19
	7
	120
	4.2


[bookmark: Dist_CU_Calc]*The district average is an average of the observation scores. In Table 11, the district average is computed as: ([1 x 3] + [2 x 12] + [3 x 31] + [4 x 23] + [5 x 25] + [6 x 19] + [7 x 7]) ÷ 120 observations = 4.2
**Content Understanding does not appear in the CLASS PK-3 Manual, therefore scores for the Elementary School Level represent grades 4-5 only.
Ratings in the Low Range. At the low range, the focus of the class is primarily on presenting discrete pieces of topically related information, absent broad, organizing ideas. The discussion and materials fail to effectively communicate the essential attributes of the concepts and procedures to students. The teacher makes little effort to elicit or acknowledge students’ background knowledge or misconceptions or to integrate previously learned material when presenting new information.
Ratings in the Middle Range. At the middle range, the focus of the class is sometimes on meaningful discussion and explanation of broad, organizing ideas. At other times, the focus is on discrete pieces of information. Class discussion and materials communicate some of the essential attributes of concepts and procedures, but examples are limited in scope or not consistently provided. The teacher makes some attempt to elicit and/or acknowledge students’ background knowledge or misconceptions and/or to integrate information with previously learned materials; however, these moments are limited in depth or inconsistent.
Ratings in the High Range. At the high range, the focus of the class is on encouraging deep understanding of content through the provision of meaningful, interactive discussion and explanation of broad, organizing ideas. Class discussion and materials consistently communicate the essential attributes of concepts and procedures to students. New concepts and procedures and broad ideas are consistently linked to students’ prior knowledge in ways that advance their understanding and clarify misconceptions.

[bookmark: _Toc379881743][bookmark: _Toc411329835][bookmark: _Toc430114884][bookmark: _Toc231296594]Analysis and Inquiry
Instructional Support domain, Grades 4−12
Analysis and Inquiry assesses the degree to which students are engaged in higher level thinking skills through their application of knowledge and skills to novel and/or open-ended problems, tasks, and questions. Opportunities for engaging in metacognition (thinking about thinking) also are included (CLASS Upper Elementary Manual, p. 81, CLASS Secondary Manual, p. 76).
Table 12. Analysis and Inquiry: Number of Classrooms for Each Rating and District Average
[bookmark: Dist_AI_Avg]Analysis and Inquiry District Average*: 2.5
	[bookmark: Tbl_AI]Grade Band
	Low Range (1)
	Low Range (2)
	Middle Range (3)
	Middle Range (4)
	Middle Range (5)
	High Range (6)
	High Range (7)
	n
	Average

	Grades 4-5**
	4
	8
	7
	6
	2
	0
	0
	27
	2.8

	Grades 6-8
	12
	11
	12
	4
	1
	0
	0
	40
	2.3

	Grades 9-12
	17
	12
	14
	6
	3
	0
	1
	53
	2.4

	Totals
	33
	31
	33
	16
	6
	0
	1
	120
	2.5


[bookmark: Dist_AI_Calc]*The district average is an average of the observation scores. In Table 12, the district average is computed as: ([1 x 33] + [2 x 31] + [3 x 33] + [4 x 16] + [5 x 6] + [7 x 1]) ÷ 120 observations = 2.5
**Analysis and Inquiry does not appear in the CLASS PK-3 Manual, therefore scores for the Elementary School Level represent grades 4-5 only.
Ratings in the Low Range. At the low range, students do not engage in higher order thinking skills. Instruction is presented in a rote manner, and there are no opportunities for students to engage in novel or open-ended tasks. Students are not challenged to apply previous knowledge and skills to a new problem, nor are they encouraged to think about, evaluate, or reflect on their own learning. Students do not have opportunities to plan their own learning experiences.
Ratings in the Middle Range. Students occasionally engage in higher order thinking through analysis and inquiry, but the episodes are brief or limited in depth. The teacher provides opportunities for students to apply knowledge and skills within familiar contexts and offers guidance to students but does not provide opportunities for analysis and problem solving within novel contexts and/or without teacher support. Students have occasional opportunities to think about their own thinking through explanations, self-evaluations, reflection, and planning; these opportunities, however, are brief and limited in depth.
Ratings in the High Range. At the high range, students consistently engage in extended opportunities to use higher order thinking through analysis and inquiry. The teacher provides opportunities for students to independently solve or reason through novel and open-ended tasks that require students to select, utilize, and apply existing knowledge and skills. Students have multiple opportunities to think about their own thinking through explanations, self-evaluations, reflection, and planning.

[bookmark: _Toc411329836][bookmark: _Toc430114885][bookmark: _Toc231296595]Quality of Feedback
Instructional Support domain, Grades PK−12
Quality of Feedback refers to the degree to which the teacher provides feedback that expands learning and understanding and encourages continued participation in the learning activity (CLASS PK–3 Manual, p. 72). In the upper elementary and secondary classrooms, significant feedback also may be provided by peers (CLASS Upper Elementary Manual, p. 89, CLASS Secondary Manual, p. 93). Regardless of the source, the focus of the feedback motivates learning.
Table 13. Quality of Feedback: Number of Classrooms for Each Rating and District Average
[bookmark: Dist_QF_Avg]Quality of Feedback District Average*: 3.1
	[bookmark: Tbl_QF]Grade Band
	Low Range (1)
	Low Range (2)
	Middle Range (3)
	Middle Range (4)
	Middle Range (5)
	High Range (6)
	High Range (7)
	n
	Average

	Grades PK-5
	11
	32
	15
	9
	7
	1
	5
	80
	2.9

	Grades 6-8
	4
	18
	5
	5
	5
	0
	3
	40
	3.0

	Grades 9-12
	5
	13
	13
	9
	7
	4
	2
	53
	3.4

	Totals
	20
	63
	33
	23
	19
	5
	10
	173
	3.1


[bookmark: Dist_QF_Calc]*The district average is an average of the observation scores. In Table 13, the district average is computed as: ([1 x 20] + [2 x 63] + [3 x 33] + [4 x 23] + [5 x 19] + [6 x 5] + [7 x 10]) ÷ 173 observations = 3.1
Ratings in the Low Range. At the low range, the teacher dismisses incorrect responses or misperceptions and rarely scaffolds student learning. The teacher is more interested in students providing the correct answer than understanding. Feedback is perfunctory. The teacher may not provide opportunities to learn whether students understand or are interested. The teacher rarely questions students or asks them to explain their thinking and reasons for their responses. The teacher does not or rarely provides information that might expand student understanding and rarely offers encouragement that increases student effort and persistence.
Ratings in the Middle Range. In the middle range, the teacher sometimes scaffolds students, but this is not consistent. On occasion, the teacher facilitates feedback loops so that students may elaborate and expand on their thinking, but these moments are not sustained long enough to accomplish a learning objective. Sometimes, the teacher asks students about or prompts them to explain their thinking and provides information to help students understand, but sometimes the feedback is perfunctory. At times, the teacher encourages student efforts and persistence.
Ratings in the High Range. In this range, the teacher frequently scaffolds students who are having difficulty, providing hints or assistance as needed. The teacher engages students in feedback loops to help them understand ideas or reach the right response. The teacher often questions students, encourages them to explain their thinking, and provides additional information that may help students understand. The teacher regularly encourages students’ efforts and persistence.

[bookmark: _Toc411329837][bookmark: _Toc430114886][bookmark: _Toc231296596]Language Modeling
Instructional Support domain, Grades PK−3
Language Modeling refers to the quality and amount of the teacher’s use of language stimulation and language facilitation techniques (CLASS PK–3 Manual, p. 79).
Table 14. Language Modeling: Number of Classrooms for Each Rating and District Average
[bookmark: Dist_LM_Avg]Language Modeling District Average*: 3.1
	[bookmark: Tbl_LM]Grade Band
	Low Range (1)
	Low Range (2)
	Middle Range (3)
	Middle Range (4)
	Middle Range (5)
	High Range (6)
	High Range (7)
	n
	Average

	Grades PK-3**
	7
	14
	14
	4
	12
	2
	0
	53
	3.1


[bookmark: Dist_LM_Calc]*The district average is an average of the observation scores. In Table 14, the district average is computed as: ([1 x 7] + [2 x 14] + [3 x 14] + [4 x 4] + [5 x 12] + [6 x 2]) ÷ 53 observations = 3.1
**Language Modeling does not appear in the CLASS Upper Elementary Manual, therefore scores for the Elementary School Level represent grades PK-3 only.
Ratings in the Low Range. In the low range, there are few conversations in the classroom, particularly between the students and the teacher. The teacher responds to students’ initiating talk with only a few words, limits students’ use of language (in responding to questions) and asks questions that mainly elicit closed-ended responses. The teacher does not or rarely extends students’ responses or repeats them for clarification. The teacher does not engage in self-talk or parallel talk—explaining what he or she or the students are doing. The teacher does not use new words or advanced language with students. The language used has little variety.
Ratings in the Middle Range. In this range, the teacher talks with students and shows some interest in students, but the conversations are limited and not prolonged. Usually, the teacher directs the conversations, although the conversations may focus on topics of interest to students. More often, there is a basic exchange of information but limited conversation. The teacher asks a mix of closed- and open-ended questions, although the closed-ended questions may require only short responses. Sometimes, the teacher extends students’ responses or repeats what students say. Sometimes, the teacher maps his or her own actions and the students’ actions through language and description. The teacher sometimes uses advanced language with students.
Ratings in the High Range. There are frequent conversations in the classroom, particularly between students and the teacher, and these conversations promote language use. Students are encouraged to converse and feel they are valued conversational partners. The teacher asks many open-ended questions that require students to communicate more complex ideas. The teacher often extends or repeats student responses. Frequently, the teacher maps his or her actions and student actions descriptively and uses advanced language with students.

[bookmark: _Toc379881745][bookmark: _Toc411329838][bookmark: _Toc430114887][bookmark: _Toc231296597]Instructional Dialogue
Instructional Support domain, Grades 4−12
Instructional Dialogue captures the purposeful use of content-focused discussion among teachers and students that is cumulative, with the teacher supporting students to chain ideas together in ways that lead to deeper understanding of content. Students take an active role in these dialogues, and both the teacher and students use strategies that facilitate extended dialogue (CLASS Upper Elementary Manual, p. 97, CLASS Secondary Manual, p. 101).
Table 15. Instructional Dialogue: Number of Classrooms for Each Rating and District Average
[bookmark: Dist_ID_Avg]Instructional Dialogue District Average*: 3.1
	[bookmark: Tbl_ID]Grade Band
	Low Range (1)
	Low Range (2)
	Middle Range (3)
	Middle Range (4)
	Middle Range (5)
	High Range (6)
	High Range (7)
	n
	Average

	Grades 4-5**
	4
	4
	6
	5
	4
	4
	0
	27
	3.5

	Grades 6-8
	11
	10
	9
	7
	2
	1
	0
	40
	2.6

	Grades 9-12
	7
	10
	12
	13
	8
	2
	1
	53
	3.3

	Totals
	22
	24
	27
	25
	14
	7
	1
	120
	3.1


[bookmark: Dist_ID_Calc]*The district average is an average of the observation scores. In Table 15, the district average is computed as: ([1 x 22] + [2 x 24] + [3 x 27] + [4 x 25] + [5 x 14] + [6 x 7] + [7 x 1]) ÷ 120 observations = 3.1
**Instructional Dialogue does not appear in the CLASS PK-3 Manual, therefore scores for the Elementary School Level represent grades 4-5 only.
Ratings in the Low Range. At the low range, there are no or few discussions in the class, the discussions are not related to content or skill development, or the discussions contain only simple question-response exchanges between the teacher and students. The class is dominated by teacher talk, and discussion is limited. The teacher and students ask closed-ended questions; rarely acknowledge, report, or extend other students’ comments; and/or appear disinterested in other students’ comments, resulting in many students not being engaged in instructional dialogues.
Ratings in the Middle Range. At this range, there are occasional content-based discussions in class among teachers and students; however, these exchanges are brief or quickly move from one topic to another without follow-up questions or comments from the teacher and other students. The class is mostly dominated by teacher talk, although there are times when students take a more active role, or there are distributed dialogues that involve only a few students in the class. The teacher and students sometimes facilitate and encourage more elaborate dialogue, but such efforts are brief, inconsistent, or ineffective at consistently engaging students in extended dialogues.
Ratings in the High Range. At the high range, there are frequent, content-driven discussions in the class between teachers and students or among students. The discussions build depth of knowledge through cumulative, contingent exchanges. The class dialogues are distributed in a way that the teacher and the majority of students take an active role or students are actively engaged in instructional dialogues with each other. The teacher and students frequently use strategies that encourage more elaborate dialogue, such as open-ended questions, repetition or extension, and active listening. Students respond to these techniques by fully participating in extended dialogues.

[bookmark: _Toc379881746][bookmark: _Toc411329839][bookmark: _Toc430114888][bookmark: _Toc231296598]Student Engagement
Student Engagement Domain, Grades 4−12
Student Engagement refers to the extent to which all students in the class are focused and participating in the learning activity that is presented or facilitated by the teacher. The difference between passive engagement and active engagement is reflected in this rating (CLASS Upper Elementary Manual, p. 105).
Table 16. Student Engagement: Number of Classrooms for Each Rating and District Average
[bookmark: Dist_SE_Avg]Student Engagement District Average*: 5.0
	[bookmark: Tbl_SE]Grade Band
	Low Range (1)
	Low Range (2)
	Middle Range (3)
	Middle Range (4)
	Middle Range (5)
	High Range (6)
	High Range (7)
	n
	Average

	Grades 4-5**
	0
	0
	0
	1
	14
	9
	3
	27
	5.5

	Grades 6-8
	0
	0
	0
	10
	17
	12
	1
	40
	5.1

	Grades 9-12
	0
	2
	5
	12
	21
	11
	2
	53
	4.8

	Totals
	0
	2
	5
	23
	52
	32
	6
	120
	5.0


[bookmark: Dist_SE_Calc]*The district average is an average of the observation scores. In Table 16, the district average is computed as: ([2 x 2] + [3 x 5] + [4 x 23] + [5 x 52] + [6 x 32] + [7 x 6]) ÷ 120 observations = 5.0
**Student Engagement does not appear in the CLASS PK-3 Manual, therefore scores for the Elementary School Level represent grades 4-5 only.
Ratings in the Low Range. In the low range, the majority of students appear distracted or disengaged.
Ratings in the Middle Range. In the middle range, students are passively engaged, listening to or watching the teacher; student engagement is mixed, with the majority of students actively engaged for part of the time and disengaged for the rest of the time; or there is a mix of student engagement, with some students actively engaged and some students disengaged.
Ratings in the High Range. In the high range, most students are actively engaged in the classroom discussions and activities.


[bookmark: _Toc430114889][bookmark: _Toc496109991][bookmark: _Toc231296599]Summary of Average Ratings: Grades PK–5
Table 17. Summary Table of Average Ratings for Each Dimension in Grades PK–5
	[bookmark: SummaryTbl_Elem]Domain/Dimension
	Low Range (1)
	Low Range (2)
	Middle Range (3)
	Middle Range (4)
	Middle Range (5)
	High Range (6)
	High Range (7)
	n
	Average Scores*

	Emotional Support Domain
	15
	26
	24
	40
	48
	44
	123
	320
	5.2

	Positive Climate
	0
	2
	3
	19
	28
	16
	12
	80
	5.1

	Negative Climate**
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	6
	73
	80
	6.9

	Teacher Sensitivity
	0
	1
	4
	5
	12
	20
	38
	80
	6.0

	Regard for Student Perspectives
	15
	23
	17
	16
	7
	2
	0
	80
	2.8

	Classroom Organization Domain
	0
	4
	3
	19
	49
	51
	114
	240
	6.0

	Behavior Management
	0
	1
	2
	4
	9
	20
	44
	80
	6.2

	Productivity
	0
	1
	1
	4
	7
	9
	58
	80
	6.5

	Instructional Learning Formats***
	0
	2
	0
	11
	33
	22
	12
	80
	5.4

	Instructional Support Domain
	37
	80
	58
	34
	36
	13
	9
	267
	3.1

	Concept Development (PK-3 only)
	11
	20
	10
	7
	4
	1
	0
	53
	2.5

	Content Understanding (UE only)
	0
	2
	6
	3
	7
	5
	4
	27
	4.7

	Analysis and Inquiry (UE only)
	4
	8
	7
	6
	2
	0
	0
	27
	2.8

	Quality of Feedback
	11
	32
	15
	9
	7
	1
	5
	80
	2.9

	Language Modeling (PK-3 only)
	7
	14
	14
	4
	12
	2
	0
	53
	3.1

	Instructional Dialogue (UE only)
	4
	4
	6
	5
	4
	4
	0
	27
	3.5

	Student Engagement (UE only)
	0
	0
	0
	1
	14
	9
	3
	27
	5.5


[bookmark: Elem_PC_Calc]*The district average is an average of the scores. For example, for Positive Climate, the district average is computed as: ([2 x 2] + [3 x 3] + [4 x 19] + [5 x 28] + [6 x 16] + [7 x 12]) ÷ 80 observations = 5.1
[bookmark: Elem_NC_Calc]**Negative Climate is rated on an inverse scale. An original score of 1 is given a value of 7. The scoring in the table reflects the normalized adjustment: ([5 x 1] + [6 x 6] + [7 x 73]) ÷ 80 observations = 6.9. In addition, Negative Climate appears in the Classroom Organization Domain for the Upper Elementary Manual.
***Instructional Learning Formats appears in the Instructional Support Domain for the Upper Elementary Manual.

[bookmark: _Toc231296600]Summary of Average Ratings: Grades 6–8
Table 18. Summary Table of Average Ratings for Each Dimension in Grades 6–8
	[bookmark: SummaryTbl_Middle]Domain/Dimension
	Low Range (1)
	Low Range (2)
	Middle Range (3)
	Middle Range (4)
	Middle Range (5)
	High Range (6)
	High Range (7)
	n
	Average Scores*

	Emotional Support Domain
	11
	10
	7
	9
	31
	36
	16
	120
	4.8

	Positive Climate
	0
	0
	0
	3
	14
	18
	5
	40
	5.6

	Teacher Sensitivity
	0
	0
	2
	1
	10
	17
	10
	40
	5.8

	Regard for Student Perspectives
	11
	10
	5
	5
	7
	1
	1
	40
	2.9

	Classroom Organization Domain
	0
	1
	1
	7
	14
	25
	72
	120
	6.3

	Behavior Management
	0
	1
	1
	5
	7
	8
	18
	40
	5.9

	Productivity
	0
	0
	0
	2
	7
	15
	16
	40
	6.1

	Negative Climate**
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	38
	40
	7.0

	Instructional Support Domain
	28
	43
	40
	30
	35
	21
	3
	200
	3.4

	Instructional Learning Formats
	0
	0
	3
	5
	21
	11
	0
	40
	5.0

	Content Understanding
	1
	4
	11
	9
	6
	9
	0
	40
	4.1

	Analysis and Inquiry
	12
	11
	12
	4
	1
	0
	0
	40
	2.3

	Quality of Feedback
	4
	18
	5
	5
	5
	0
	3
	40
	3.0

	Instructional Dialogue
	11
	10
	9
	7
	2
	1
	0
	40
	2.6

	Student Engagement
	0
	0
	0
	10
	17
	12
	1
	40
	5.1


[bookmark: Middle_PC_Calc]*The district average is an average of the scores. For example, for Positive Climate, the district average is computed as: ([4 x 3] + [5 x 14] + [6 x 18] + [7 x 5]) ÷ 40 observations = 5.6
[bookmark: Middle_NC_Calc]**Negative Climate is rated on an inverse scale. An original score of 1 is given a value of 7. The scoring in the table reflects the normalized adjustment: ([6 x 2] + [7 x 38]) ÷ 40 observations = 7.0


[bookmark: _Toc231296601]Summary of Average Ratings: Grades 9–12
Table 19. Summary Table of Average Ratings for Each Dimension in Grades 9–12
	[bookmark: SummaryTbl_High]Domain/Dimension
	Low Range (1)
	Low Range (2)
	Middle Range (3)
	Middle Range (4)
	Middle Range (5)
	High Range (6)
	High Range (7)
	n
	Average Scores*

	Emotional Support Domain
	7
	12
	16
	23
	44
	43
	14
	159
	4.7

	Positive Climate
	0
	1
	4
	9
	18
	19
	2
	53
	5.1

	Teacher Sensitivity
	0
	0
	6
	4
	13
	19
	11
	53
	5.5

	Regard for Student Perspectives
	7
	11
	6
	10
	13
	5
	1
	53
	3.6

	Classroom Organization Domain
	0
	2
	4
	12
	15
	42
	84
	159
	6.2

	Behavior Management
	0
	1
	2
	9
	7
	18
	16
	53
	5.6

	Productivity
	0
	1
	2
	3
	8
	19
	20
	53
	5.9

	Negative Climate**
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5
	48
	53
	6.9

	Instructional Support Domain
	31
	42
	59
	54
	48
	21
	10
	265
	3.6

	Instructional Learning Formats
	0
	1
	6
	15
	18
	10
	3
	53
	4.7

	Content Understanding
	2
	6
	14
	11
	12
	5
	3
	53
	4.0

	Analysis and Inquiry
	17
	12
	14
	6
	3
	0
	1
	53
	2.4

	Quality of Feedback
	5
	13
	13
	9
	7
	4
	2
	53
	3.4

	Instructional Dialogue
	7
	10
	12
	13
	8
	2
	1
	53
	3.3

	Student Engagement
	0
	2
	5
	12
	21
	11
	2
	53
	4.8


[bookmark: High_PC_Calc]*The district average is an average of the scores. For example, for Positive Climate, the district average is computed as: ([2 x 1] + [3 x 4] + [4 x 9] + [5 x 18] + [6 x 19] + [7 x 2]) ÷ 53 observations = 5.1
[bookmark: High_NC_Calc]**Negative Climate is rated on an inverse scale. An original score of 1 is given a value of 7. The scoring in the table reflects the normalized adjustment: ([6 x 5] + [7 x 48]) ÷ 53 observations = 6.9
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[bookmark: _Toc235104383][bookmark: _Toc235104458]Appendix C. Resources to Support Implementation of DESE’s District Standards and Indicators

Table C1. Resources to Support Leadership and Governance
	Resource
	Description

	English Learner Parent Advisory Council (ELPAC) Support
	DESE’s Office of Language Acquisition supports the establishment of English Learner Parent Advisory Committees (ELPACs) through a comprehensive program designed to empower families and strengthen partnerships between schools and multilingual communities. This webpage includes guidance and resources pertaining to developing and sustaining an ELPAC.


Table C2. Resources to Support Curriculum and Instruction
	Resource
	Description

	Coherence Guidebook*
	The guidebook illustrates a systems-level path toward deeper learning. School system leaders and teams may use the guidebook, along with its companion self-assessment, to articulate a vision of deeper learning, identify high-leverage instructional priorities, refine tiered supports, and leverage systems and structures—all in service of the articulated vision. 

	Curriculum Frameworks and Resources
Curriculum Matters Webpage
Curriculum Frameworks Resources
IMplement MA
CURATE
Supporting Culturally and Linguistically Sustaining Practices
	DESE offers a suite of resources to support the use of high-quality curriculum that is culturally and linguistically sustaining. These resources include the curriculum frameworks and IMplement MA, our recommended four-phase process to prepare for, select, launch, and implement new high-quality instructional materials with key tasks and action steps. Additionally, CURATE convenes panels of Massachusetts teachers to review and rate curriculum. These ratings are posted publicly to support schools and districts in selected high-quality instructional materials. Finally, the Supporting Culturally and Linguistically Sustaining Practices webpage provides DESE’s definition of these practices and highlights their importance in our schools and classrooms. 



Table C3. Resources to Support Human Resources and Professional Development
	Resource
	Description

	Educator Evaluation Implementation Resources
	A suite of resources and practical tools for effective and equitable implementation of educator evaluation, including Focus Indicators, a subset of Indicators from the Classroom Teacher and School Level Administrator Rubrics that represent high-priority practices for the school year.

	Induction and Mentoring
Teacher Induction and Mentoring
Principal Induction and Mentoring
	Resources that highlight best practices and reinforce the recently updated guidelines and standards for induction and mentoring. 

	MA Guide to Building Supportive Talent Systems for Educators
	This guide provides useful information and resources to support districts in developing and sustaining a workforce that is diverse, culturally responsive, well-prepared, and committed to continuous improvement, so that all students have equitable access to effective educators. Resources include guidance around building hiring, assignment, support, and development systems that support equity and high-quality teaching and learning.

	Professional Learning Partner Guide
	A free, online, searchable list of vetted professional development providers who have expertise in specific sets of high-quality instructional materials. Schools and districts can use this guide to easily find PD providers to support the launch or implementation of high-quality instructional materials.

	WIDA Professional Development
	WIDA professional development provides information and strategies to support multilingual learners in Massachusetts public schools, and WIDA PDPs satisfy educator licensure renewal requirements. These DESE-sponsored courses are available at no cost to participants and are perfect for teams of teachers seeking impactful collaboration to support students’ access to rigorous course content.


Table C4. Resources to Support Student Support
	Resource 
	Description

	Educational Stability Resources
Educational Stability for Highly Mobile Students
SLIFE Guidance and Toolkit
Resources for Supporting Immigrant and Refugee Students
	The linked resources provide guidance, technical assistance, professional learning opportunities, grants, and other supports to ensure that students experiencing homelessness, those in foster care, migrant and refugee students, those with limited or interrupted formal education, and students in military families have access to a consistent and high-quality public education. 

	Family Engagement Initiatives and Resources

	The Family Engagement Program is designed to strengthen partnerships between families, schools, and communities to foster student success. This webpage provides resources, training, and collaborative opportunities that create an inclusive educational environment where every family feels valued and empowered. 

	Language Access and Interpretation
	This webpage links to guidance around schools’ and districts’ responsibility to provide language interpretation for families with limited English proficiency (LEP) and includes training recommendations and a database of trained interpreters in the state.

	MTSS Resources: 
MTSS Blueprint, Self-Assessment, and Resources
Massachusetts Tools for Schools
	MTSS is a framework for how school districts can build the necessary systems to ensure that every student receives a high-quality educational experience.

	Safe and Supportive Schools: 
Safe and Supportive Schools Framework and Self-Reflection Tool
Safe Schools Program for LGBTQ Students
Bullying Prevention and Intervention
Rethinking Discipline Initiative
	These resources can help guide school- and district-based teams to create safer and more supportive school climates and cultures that allow all students to thrive.  

	State Student Advisory Council (SSAC)
	The SSAC is a council of student leaders who advise the Board of Elementary and Secondary Education (BESE) on issues of education policy. The state council is comprised of five regional councils in which students across the Commonwealth identify and take action to solve complex problems in education. All secondary schools are invited to send two representatives to their regional council, which is an impactful opportunity for elevating student voice and leadership. 
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[bookmark: _Toc235104384][bookmark: _Toc235104459][bookmark: _Toc337817151]Appendix D. Enrollment, Attendance, Expenditures
[bookmark: AppendixE]Table D1. Student Enrollment by Race/Ethnicity, 2025-2026
	Group
	District
	Percentage of District
	State
	Percentage of State

	All Students
	14,642
	100.0%
	900,490
	100.0%

	American Indian or Alaska Native
	47
	0.3%
	2,188
	0.2%

	Asian
	187
	1.3%
	68,002
	7.6%

	Black or African American
	9,082
	62.0%
	93,528
	10.4%

	Hispanic or Latino
	3,195
	21.8%
	235,969
	26.2%

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	640
	4.4%
	42,988
	4.8%

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	30
	0.2%
	754
	0.1%

	White
	1,461
	10.0%
	457,061
	50.8%


Note. As of October 1, 2025.
Table D2. 2025-2026 Student Enrollment by High-Need Populations
	Group
	N
(District)
	Percentage of High Needs
(District)
	Percentage of District
	N
(State)
	Percentage of High Needs
(State)
	Percentage of State

	All Students with High Needs
	12,315
	100.0%
	83.6%
	504,445
	100.0%
	55.4%

	English Learners
	5,013
	40.7%
	34.2%
	120,784
	23.9%
	13.4%

	Low Income
	10,586
	86.0%
	72.3%
	369,909
	73.3%
	41.1%

	Students with Disabilities
	3,235
	26.3%
	22.0%
	192,218
	38.1%
	21.1%


Note. As of October 1, 2025. District and state numbers and percentages for students with disabilities and high needs are calculated including students in out-of-district placements. Total district enrollment including students in out-of-district placement is 14,727; total state enrollment including students in out-of-district placement is 910,659.

Table D3. Chronic Absencea Rates by Student Group, 2023-2025
	Group
	N (2025)
	2023
	2024
	2025
	State (2025)

	All Students
	16,320
	29.8
	29.1
	26.9
	18.8

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	61
	39.1
	37.5
	24.6
	27.3

	Asian
	214
	18.8
	16.5
	14.5
	10.9

	Black or African American
	10,113
	24.8
	24.8
	22.0
	20.7

	Hispanic or Latino
	3,556
	36.5
	35.6
	35.9
	29.5

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	680
	45.2
	42.3
	36.2
	19.3

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	31
	30.0
	30.8
	35.5
	22.7

	White
	1,665
	37.5
	35.4
	34.9
	13.9

	High Needs
	14,072
	31.3
	30.2
	28.0
	25.9

	English Learners
	5,950
	24.5
	24.3
	24.1
	27.8

	Low Income
	12,716
	32.5
	31.1
	28.8
	28.9

	Students with Disabilities
	3,457
	35.6
	33.6
	32.5
	26.5


a The percentage of students absent 10 percent or more of their total number of student days of membership in a school.
Table D4. Total Expenditures Fiscal Years, 2022-2024
	Expenditures
	FY 2022
	FY 2023
	FY 2024

	By school committee
	$208,568,586
	$233,936,423
	$226,256,152

	By Municipality
	$75,857,724
	$101,095,190
	$86,187,816

	Total from local appropriations
	$284,426,310
	$335,031,613
	$308,007,239

	From revolving funds and grants
	$62,073,998
	$48,612,973
	$43,814,804

	Total expenditures
	$346,500,308
	$383,644,586
	$351,822,042


Note. Expenditures from the School Finance Dashboard sourced from Resource Allocation and District Action Reports (RADAR) last updated April 2025.

Table D5. Chapter 70 State Aid, and Net School Spending Fiscal Years, 2022-2024
	Chapter 70 aid to education program
	FY 2022
	FY 2023
	FY 2024

	Chapter 70 state aida
	$212,385,531
	$224,060,353
	$241,067,581

	Required local contribution
	$49,559,396
	$52,190,600
	$54,579,267

	Required net school spendingb
	$261,944,927
	$276,250,953
	$295,646,848

	Actual net school spending
	$265,007,695
	$311,655,471
	$289,073,973

	Over/under required ($)
	$3,062,768
	$35,404,518
	-$6,572,875

	Over/under required (%)
	1.2%
	12.8%
	-2.2%


Note. Chapter 70 aid to education from Chapter 70 District Profiles sourced from Chapter 70 Program - School Finance last updated April 11, 2025.
a Chapter 70 state aid funds are deposited in the local general fund and spent as local appropriations.
b Required net school spending is the total of Chapter 70 aid and required local contribution. Net school spending includes only expenditures from local appropriations, not revolving funds, and grants. It includes expenditures for most administration, instruction, operations, and out-of-district tuitions. It does not include transportation, school lunches, debt, or capital.
Table D6. Expenditures Per In-District Pupil, Fiscal Years 2022-2024
	Expenditure category
	FY 2022
	FY 2023
	FY 2024

	Administration
	$1,112
	$910
	$762

	Instructional leadership (district and school)
	$1,325
	$1,899
	$1,801

	Teachers
	$7,432
	$7,622
	$6,703

	Other teaching services
	$1,372
	$1,358
	$1,593

	Professional development
	$59
	$134
	$239

	Instructional materials, equipment, and technology
	$1,014
	$737
	$267

	Guidance, counseling, and testing services
	$907
	$860
	$739

	Pupil services
	$2,545
	$2,162
	$3,014

	Operations and maintenance
	$1,383
	$1,870
	$1,639

	Insurance, retirement, and other fixed costs
	$3,245
	$4,648
	$3,307

	Total expenditures per in-district pupil
	$20,394
	$22,201
	$20,064


Note. Any discrepancy between expenditures and total is because of rounding. Data are from the School Finance Dashboard sourced from Resource Allocation and District Action Reports (RADAR) last updated April 2025.
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[bookmark: _Toc118728213][bookmark: _Toc235104385][bookmark: _Toc235104460][bookmark: _Hlk138316045]Appendix E. Brockton Public Schools: Student Performance Data[footnoteRef:6] [6:  Column labels for Tables E1-E9: M/E = Percent meeting or exceeding expectations, PME = Partially meeting expectations, NM = Not meeting expectations] 

Table E1. MCAS ELA Achievement by Student Group, Grades 3-8, 2023-2025	E-2
Table E2. MCAS ELA Achievement by Student Group, Grade 10, 2023-2025	E-2
Table E3. MCAS Mathematics Achievement by Student Group, Grades 3-8, 2023-2025	E-3
Table E4. MCAS Mathematics Achievement by Student Group, Grade 10, 2023-2025	E-3
Table E5. MCAS Science Achievement by Student Group, Grades 5 and 8, 2023-2025	E-4
Table E6. MCAS Science Achievement by Student Group, Grade 10, 2023-2025	E-4
Table E7. MCAS ELA Achievement by Grade, 2023-2025	E-5
Table E8. MCAS Mathematics Achievement by Grade, 2023-2025	E-5
Table E9. MCAS Science Achievement by Grade, 2023-2025	E-5
Table E10. MCAS ELA Mean Student Growth Percentile by Student Group, Grades 3-8, 2023‑2025	E-6
Table E11. MCAS ELA Mean Student Growth Percentile by Student Group, Grade 10, 2023-2025	E-6
Table E12. MCAS Mathematics Mean Student Growth Percentile by Student Group, Grades 3-8, 2023-2025	E-7
Table E13. MCAS Mathematics Mean Student Growth Percentile by Student Group, Grade 10, 2023-2025	E-7
Table E14. MCAS ELA Mean Student Growth Percentile by Grade, 2023-2025	E-8
Table E15. MCAS Mathematics Mean Student Growth Percentile by Grade, 2023-2025	E-8
Table E16. Four-Year Cohort Graduation Rates by Student Group, 2022-2024	E-8
Table E17. Five-Year Cohort Graduation Rates by Student Group, 2021-2023	E-9
Table E18. Annual Dropout Rates by Student Group, 2022-2024	E-9
Table E19. In-School Suspension Rates by Student Group, 2022-2024	E-10
Table E20. Out-of-School Suspension Rates by Student Group, 2022-2024	E-10
Table E21. Advanced Coursework Completion Rates by Student Group, 2023-2025	E-11
Table E22. Accountability Results, 2025	E-11

[bookmark: _Toc230970161]Table E1. MCAS ELA Achievement by Student Group, Grades 3-8, 2023-2025
	Group
	# Included (2025)
	% M/E 2023
	% M/E 2024
	% M/E 2025
	% M/E 2025 State
	% PME 2023
	% PME 2024
	% PME 2025
	% PME 2025 State
	% NM 2023
	% NM 2024
	% NM 2025
	% NM 2025 State

	[bookmark: _Hlk204602703]All Students
	6,381
	22
	21
	21
	42
	43
	43
	41
	39
	35
	36
	38
	20

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	25
	20
	23
	16
	28
	30
	0
	28
	43
	50
	77
	56
	30

	Asian
	78
	46
	41
	44
	64
	44
	42
	40
	26
	10
	16
	17
	9

	Black or African American
	3,818
	21
	19
	19
	26
	44
	45
	43
	44
	35
	36
	38
	30

	Hispanic or Latino
	1,391
	17
	15
	15
	22
	39
	39
	38
	43
	44
	46
	47
	34

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	285
	24
	24
	26
	49
	47
	45
	48
	35
	29
	31
	26
	15

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	11
	36
	N/A
	9
	38
	55
	N/A
	55
	37
	9
	N/A
	36
	25

	White
	772
	34
	34
	37
	50
	40
	39
	39
	38
	25
	27
	23
	13

	High Needs
	5,449
	18
	17
	17
	23
	42
	42
	41
	45
	39
	41
	43
	32

	English Learners
	2,681
	12
	10
	10
	19
	39
	38
	36
	41
	50
	52
	54
	40

	Low Income
	4,873
	19
	17
	17
	23
	42
	42
	41
	44
	39
	40
	42
	33

	Students with Disabilities
	1,446
	4
	3
	5
	12
	26
	27
	28
	40
	69
	70
	68
	48


[bookmark: _Toc211930032][bookmark: _Toc230970162]Table E2. MCAS ELA Achievement by Student Group, Grade 10, 2023-2025
	Group
	# Included (2025)
	% M/E 2023
	% M/E 2024
	% M/E 2025
	% M/E 2025 State
	% PME 2023
	% PME 2024
	% PME 2025
	% PME 2025 State
	% NM 2023
	% NM 2024
	% NM 2025
	% NM 2025 State

	All Students
	728
	32
	38
	29
	51
	44
	38
	43
	35
	24
	24
	28
	15

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	2
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	38
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	41
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	21

	Asian
	15
	62
	63
	87
	76
	33
	33
	7
	18
	5
	3
	7
	5

	Black or African American
	474
	28
	34
	27
	35
	47
	39
	43
	42
	26
	27
	29
	23

	Hispanic or Latino
	132
	27
	37
	26
	31
	44
	33
	45
	41
	28
	29
	30
	28

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	34
	38
	30
	26
	56
	32
	58
	47
	33
	30
	12
	26
	11

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	2
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	43
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	42
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	15

	White
	69
	55
	56
	32
	59
	33
	34
	48
	33
	11
	10
	20
	9

	High Needs
	591
	25
	31
	21
	30
	46
	40
	46
	44
	29
	28
	33
	26

	English Learners
	233
	8
	8
	8
	11
	46
	41
	42
	38
	45
	52
	50
	50

	Low Income
	527
	27
	33
	22
	31
	45
	40
	47
	43
	28
	27
	31
	26

	Students with Disabilities
	150
	9
	11
	5
	17
	42
	36
	37
	46
	49
	52
	58
	38


[bookmark: _Toc211930033][bookmark: _Toc230970163]Table E3. MCAS Mathematics Achievement by Student Group, Grades 3-8, 2023-2025
	Group
	# Included (2025)
	% M/E 2023
	% M/E 2024
	% M/E 2025
	% M/E 2025 State
	% PME 2023
	% PME 2024
	% PME 2025
	% PME 2025 State
	% NM 2023
	% NM 2024
	% NM 2025
	% NM 2025 State

	All Students
	6,380
	19
	20
	19
	41
	45
	47
	43
	40
	36
	34
	38
	19

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	25
	27
	15
	20
	27
	27
	31
	36
	45
	45
	54
	44
	28

	Asian
	78
	47
	48
	42
	71
	36
	34
	38
	22
	17
	18
	19
	7

	Black or African American
	3,814
	17
	17
	16
	22
	46
	48
	44
	46
	38
	35
	40
	32

	Hispanic or Latino
	1,395
	15
	15
	15
	20
	44
	45
	42
	47
	41
	40
	43
	33

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	284
	21
	24
	23
	48
	47
	47
	46
	36
	32
	29
	31
	16

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	11
	18
	N/A
	9
	36
	64
	N/A
	27
	41
	18
	N/A
	64
	23

	White
	773
	30
	31
	32
	49
	44
	45
	44
	39
	26
	23
	24
	12

	High Needs
	5,445
	15
	16
	15
	23
	45
	46
	42
	47
	40
	38
	42
	30

	English Learners
	2,680
	12
	12
	11
	22
	43
	44
	41
	44
	45
	44
	48
	34

	Low Income
	4,868
	15
	16
	15
	21
	45
	47
	43
	47
	40
	37
	42
	32

	Students with Disabilities
	1,441
	4
	4
	4
	13
	26
	29
	27
	41
	70
	67
	69
	46


[bookmark: _Toc211930034][bookmark: _Toc230970164]Table E4. MCAS Mathematics Achievement by Student Group, Grade 10, 2023-2025
	Group
	# Included (2025)
	% M/E 2023
	% M/E 2024
	% M/E 2025
	% M/E 2025 State
	% PME 2023
	% PME 2024
	% PME 2025
	% PME 2025 State
	% NM 2023
	% NM 2024
	% NM 2025
	% NM 2025 State

	All Students
	722
	16
	18
	18
	45
	60
	55
	47
	39
	24
	28
	35
	16

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	2
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	38
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	43
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	19

	Asian
	15
	48
	57
	60
	78
	43
	37
	33
	18
	10
	7
	7
	4

	Black or African American
	475
	12
	13
	15
	26
	60
	54
	49
	49
	28
	33
	36
	25

	Hispanic or Latino
	131
	15
	17
	21
	23
	63
	58
	47
	47
	22
	25
	32
	30

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	34
	19
	13
	15
	47
	53
	74
	44
	39
	28
	13
	41
	13

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	2
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	38
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	48
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	14

	White
	63
	29
	33
	29
	53
	59
	53
	33
	37
	13
	15
	38
	10

	High Needs
	586
	11
	13
	14
	24
	60
	54
	45
	49
	29
	33
	41
	28

	English Learners
	231
	3
	4
	10
	13
	60
	48
	40
	43
	37
	48
	50
	44

	Low Income
	524
	12
	14
	15
	24
	61
	55
	47
	48
	27
	30
	39
	28

	Students with Disabilities
	149
	4
	2
	3
	12
	43
	36
	23
	46
	53
	62
	74
	42


[bookmark: _Toc211930035][bookmark: _Toc230970165]Table E5. MCAS Science Achievement by Student Group, Grades 5 and 8, 2023-2025
	Group
	# Included (2025)
	% M/E 2023
	% M/E 2024
	% M/E 2025
	% M/E 2025 State
	% PME 2023
	% PME 2024
	% PME 2025
	% PME 2025 State
	% NM 2023
	% NM 2024
	% NM 2025
	% NM 2025 State

	All Students
	2,073
	17
	19
	18
	42
	42
	43
	44
	39
	40
	38
	38
	19

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	9
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	26
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	45
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	30

	Asian
	29
	50
	47
	38
	65
	39
	41
	52
	27
	11
	12
	10
	8

	Black or African American
	1,246
	15
	16
	14
	21
	43
	44
	45
	46
	42
	40
	41
	33

	Hispanic or Latino
	431
	14
	14
	16
	20
	38
	40
	41
	45
	48
	46
	43
	35

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	88
	19
	23
	33
	50
	44
	47
	42
	35
	37
	29
	25
	15

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	3
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	42
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	39
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	19

	White
	267
	28
	29
	34
	51
	44
	44
	44
	37
	28
	27
	22
	12

	High Needs
	1,729
	13
	15
	15
	23
	41
	41
	42
	45
	45
	44
	43
	32

	English Learners
	811
	9
	9
	8
	17
	37
	36
	39
	43
	54
	55
	53
	40

	Low Income
	1,545
	13
	16
	15
	21
	42
	40
	43
	46
	45
	44
	43
	33

	Students with Disabilities
	447
	5
	5
	6
	15
	26
	27
	28
	39
	69
	68
	66
	46


[bookmark: _Toc211930036][bookmark: _Toc230970166]Table E6. MCAS Science Achievement by Student Group, Grade 10, 2023-2025
	Group
	# Included (2025)
	% M/E 2023
	% M/E 2024
	% M/E 2025
	% M/E 2025 State
	% PME 2023
	% PME 2024
	% PME 2025
	% PME 2025 State
	% NM 2023
	% NM 2024
	% NM 2025
	% NM 2025 State

	All Students
	642
	20
	21
	19
	46
	48
	47
	40
	38
	32
	31
	41
	16

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	2
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	37
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	40
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	23

	Asian
	15
	67
	59
	67
	74
	29
	31
	27
	20
	5
	10
	7
	6

	Black or African American
	413
	16
	16
	18
	26
	50
	50
	39
	46
	35
	34
	44
	27

	Hispanic or Latino
	118
	15
	23
	14
	24
	46
	44
	47
	45
	39
	33
	39
	31

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	32
	24
	18
	19
	49
	38
	36
	34
	38
	38
	46
	47
	13

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	2
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	37
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	48
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	15

	White
	60
	34
	33
	20
	55
	49
	51
	47
	36
	17
	16
	33
	10

	High Needs
	519
	15
	16
	13
	25
	47
	47
	39
	46
	38
	37
	47
	29

	English Learners
	190
	5
	4
	6
	11
	47
	44
	32
	39
	48
	52
	62
	50

	Low Income
	463
	15
	17
	14
	25
	49
	48
	40
	46
	36
	35
	46
	29

	Students with Disabilities
	135
	7
	5
	2
	15
	32
	27
	23
	43
	60
	68
	75
	42


[bookmark: _Toc211930037][bookmark: _Toc230970167][bookmark: _Hlk138323146]Table E7. MCAS ELA Achievement by Grade, 2023-2025
	Grade
	# Included (2025)
	% M/E 2023
	% M/E 2024
	% M/E 2025
	% M/E 2025 State
	% PME 2023
	% PME 2024
	% PME 2025
	% PME 2025 State
	% NM 2023
	% NM 2024
	% NM 2025
	% NM 2025 State

	3
	1,229
	21
	21
	21
	42
	44
	41
	41
	39
	35
	38
	38
	19

	4
	1,123
	16
	17
	19
	40
	48
	48
	41
	41
	36
	36
	40
	19

	5
	1,000
	24
	21
	16
	38
	46
	49
	53
	47
	30
	31
	31
	15

	6
	908
	23
	20
	21
	42
	34
	36
	39
	36
	43
	44
	40
	22

	7
	1,023
	22
	20
	22
	42
	47
	45
	38
	36
	31
	34
	41
	22

	8
	1,098
	27
	26
	25
	44
	38
	40
	38
	34
	34
	35
	37
	22

	3-8
	6,381
	22
	21
	21
	42
	43
	43
	41
	39
	35
	36
	38
	20

	10
	728
	32
	38
	29
	51
	44
	38
	43
	35
	24
	24
	28
	15


[bookmark: _Toc211930038][bookmark: _Toc230970168][bookmark: _Hlk139011901]Table E8. MCAS Mathematics Achievement by Grade, 2023-2025
	Grade
	# Included (2025)
	% M/E 2023
	% M/E 2024
	% M/E 2025
	% M/E 2025 State
	% PME 2023
	% PME 2024
	% PME 2025
	% PME 2025 State
	% NM 2023
	% NM 2024
	% NM 2025
	% NM 2025 State

	3
	1,226
	21
	21
	20
	44
	39
	39
	36
	36
	40
	41
	44
	21

	4
	1,131
	21
	24
	18
	43
	42
	44
	45
	40
	37
	33
	37
	17

	5
	1,002
	17
	16
	15
	40
	61
	54
	49
	43
	23
	31
	36
	17

	6
	904
	17
	19
	21
	41
	47
	50
	47
	42
	36
	30
	32
	17

	7
	1,024
	16
	15
	16
	39
	41
	51
	44
	41
	43
	33
	41
	20

	8
	1,093
	22
	23
	21
	38
	39
	44
	42
	41
	38
	33
	38
	21

	3-8
	6,380
	19
	20
	19
	41
	45
	47
	43
	40
	36
	34
	38
	19

	10
	722
	16
	18
	18
	45
	60
	55
	47
	39
	24
	28
	35
	16


[bookmark: _Toc211930039][bookmark: _Toc230970169]Table E9. MCAS Science Achievement by Grade, 2023-2025
	Grade
	# Included (2025)
	% M/E 2023
	% M/E 2024
	% M/E 2025
	% M/E 2025 State
	% PME 2023
	% PME 2024
	% PME 2025
	% PME 2025 State
	% NM 2023
	% NM 2024
	% NM 2025
	% NM 2025 State

	5
	997
	16
	22
	23
	46
	45
	39
	37
	34
	39
	39
	40
	20

	8
	1,076
	19
	16
	14
	37
	40
	47
	51
	44
	41
	37
	36
	19

	5 and 8
	2,073
	17
	19
	18
	42
	42
	43
	44
	39
	40
	38
	38
	19

	10
	642
	20
	21
	19
	46
	48
	47
	40
	38
	32
	31
	41
	16
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[bookmark: _Toc211930040][bookmark: _Toc230970170]Table E10. MCAS ELA Mean Student Growth Percentile by Student Group, Grades 3-8, 2023-2025
	Group
	# Included (2025)
	2023
	2024
	2025
	State (2025)

	All Students
	4,486
	53
	52
	48
	50

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	13
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	48

	Asian
	66
	63
	55
	49
	57

	Black or African American
	2,670
	53
	52
	48
	49

	Hispanic or Latino
	924
	51
	48
	47
	49

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	185
	49
	49
	51
	51

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	8
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	53

	White
	620
	54
	53
	48
	50

	High Needs
	3,746
	52
	51
	48
	48

	English Learners
	1,761
	52
	51
	48
	50

	Low Income
	3,339
	52
	51
	47
	48

	Students with Disabilities
	927
	45
	47
	45
	45


[bookmark: _Toc211930041][bookmark: _Toc230970171]Table E11. MCAS ELA Mean Student Growth Percentile by Student Group, Grade 10, 2023-2025
	Group
	# Included (2025)
	2023
	2024
	2025
	State (2025)

	All Students
	515
	46
	53
	51
	50

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	1
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	52

	Asian
	15
	45
	54
	N/A
	57

	Black or African American
	326
	44
	53
	51
	49

	Hispanic or Latino
	94
	47
	54
	50
	47

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	25
	43
	53
	54
	50

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	1
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	50

	White
	53
	51
	52
	50
	50

	High Needs
	396
	45
	53
	51
	47

	English Learners
	116
	39
	51
	56
	51

	Low Income
	352
	45
	52
	52
	47

	Students with Disabilities
	94
	42
	43
	49
	46




[bookmark: _Toc211930042][bookmark: _Toc230970172]Table E12. MCAS Mathematics Mean Student Growth Percentile by Student Group, Grades 3-8, 2023-2025
	Group
	# Included (2025)
	2023
	2024
	2025
	State (2025)

	All Students
	4,569
	51
	51
	49
	50

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	14
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	48

	Asian
	66
	59
	57
	53
	58

	Black or African American
	2,730
	51
	51
	49
	49

	Hispanic or Latino
	941
	52
	51
	48
	49

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	186
	52
	49
	48
	51

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	8
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	53

	White
	624
	53
	51
	49
	50

	High Needs
	3,828
	51
	51
	48
	48

	English Learners
	1,836
	51
	50
	49
	51

	Low Income
	3,416
	51
	51
	48
	48

	Students with Disabilities
	936
	43
	47
	45
	46


[bookmark: _Toc211930043][bookmark: _Toc230970173]Table E13. MCAS Mathematics Mean Student Growth Percentile by Student Group, Grade 10, 2023-2025
	Group
	# Included (2025)
	2023
	2024
	2025
	State (2025)

	All Students
	520
	35
	38
	42
	50

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	1
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	52

	Asian
	15
	31
	37
	N/A
	56

	Black or African American
	331
	36
	37
	41
	50

	Hispanic or Latino
	96
	33
	42
	46
	47

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	25
	39
	48
	48
	50

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	1
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	46

	White
	51
	38
	36
	35
	50

	High Needs
	401
	34
	39
	43
	48

	English Learners
	121
	32
	37
	49
	49

	Low Income
	357
	35
	39
	43
	47

	Students with Disabilities
	94
	30
	37
	42
	47




[bookmark: _Toc211930044][bookmark: _Toc230970174]Table E14. MCAS ELA Mean Student Growth Percentile by Grade, 2023-2025
	Grade
	# Included (2025)
	2023
	2024
	2025
	State (2025)

	3
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	4
	984
	45
	48
	44
	50

	5
	869
	55
	53
	48
	50

	6
	788
	50
	51
	50
	50

	7
	870
	59
	53
	51
	50

	8
	975
	53
	54
	47
	50

	3-8
	4,486
	53
	52
	48
	50

	10
	515
	46
	53
	51
	50


[bookmark: _Toc211930045][bookmark: _Toc230970175]Table E15. MCAS Mathematics Mean Student Growth Percentile by Grade, 2023-2025
	Grade
	# Included (2025)
	2023
	2024
	2025
	State (2025)

	3
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	4
	1,001
	48
	47
	45
	50

	5
	879
	53
	45
	44
	50

	6
	801
	48
	54
	59
	50

	7
	891
	53
	52
	44
	50

	8
	997
	55
	56
	54
	50

	3-8
	4,569
	51
	51
	49
	50

	10
	520
	35
	38
	42
	50


[bookmark: _Toc211930046][bookmark: _Toc230970176]Table E16. Four-Year Cohort Graduation Rates by Student Group, 2022-2024
	Group
	# Included (2024)
	2022
	2023
	2024
	State (2024)

	All Students
	1,110
	79.2
	74.2
	65.3
	88.4

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	1
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	81.6

	Asian
	27
	100.0
	92.0
	85.2
	95.5

	Black or African American
	666
	79.5
	76.3
	65.6
	82.5

	Hispanic or Latino
	205
	76.0
	67.1
	57.6
	78.9

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	48
	77.6
	76.7
	64.6
	88.6

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	2
	50.0
	N/A
	N/A
	80.7

	White
	161
	80.4
	72.2
	70.2
	92.6

	High Needs
	986
	76.7
	71.8
	62.3
	82.2

	English Learners
	401
	71.4
	60.7
	50.9
	66.7

	Low Income
	951
	77.1
	72.2
	62.7
	81.6

	Students with Disabilities
	197
	57.1
	54.9
	48.7
	75.4




[bookmark: _Toc211930047][bookmark: _Toc230970177][bookmark: _Hlk138323648]Table E17. Five-Year Cohort Graduation Rates by Student Group, 2021-2023
	Group
	# Included (2021)
	2021
	2022
	2023
	State (2023)

	All Students
	1,203
	81.7
	84.2
	78.6
	90.9

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	4
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	85.7

	Asian
	25
	95.2
	100.0
	92.0
	96.3

	Black or African American
	758
	80.9
	85.2
	81.0
	88.5

	Hispanic or Latino
	237
	76.5
	79.8
	72.2
	81.7

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	43
	80.5
	85.7
	76.7
	91.1

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	3
	N/A
	50.0
	N/A
	92.8

	White
	133
	87.5
	83.2
	74.4
	94.2

	High Needs
	1,064
	78.6
	82.4
	76.6
	85.5

	English Learners
	407
	74.7
	78.3
	66.8
	71.5

	Low Income
	1,014
	79.3
	82.9
	76.8
	84.8

	Students with Disabilities
	175
	56.8
	66.9
	60.6
	80.0


[bookmark: _Toc211930048][bookmark: _Toc230970178]Table E18. Annual Dropout Rates by Student Group, 2022-2024
	Group
	# Included (2024)
	2022
	2023
	2024
	State (2024)

	All Students
	4,103
	5.1
	5.9
	5.6
	2.0

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	8
	N/A
	N/A
	0.0
	4.1

	Asian
	100
	0.0
	1.0
	5.0
	0.5

	Black or African American
	2,502
	5.0
	5.1
	4.4
	2.5

	Hispanic or Latino
	831
	7.2
	9.9
	8.9
	4.4

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	174
	3.9
	5.3
	4.0
	1.9

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	7
	0.0
	22.2
	0.0
	1.9

	White
	481
	4.6
	4.2
	7.1
	1.1

	High Needs
	3,325
	5.8
	6.7
	6.1
	3.4

	English Learners
	1,279
	10.6
	12.6
	9.2
	7.7

	Low Income
	2,889
	5.2
	6.0
	5.7
	3.6

	Students with Disabilities
	680
	5.8
	3.2
	5.1
	2.9




[bookmark: _Toc211930049][bookmark: _Toc230970179]Table E19. In-School Suspension Rates by Student Group, 2022-2024
	Group
	# Included (2024)
	2022
	2023
	2024
	State (2024)

	All Students
	16,433
	1.5
	1.9
	3.0
	1.4

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	65
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	1.8

	Asian
	247
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	0.3

	Black or African American
	9,934
	1.7
	2.2
	3.5
	2.1

	Hispanic or Latino
	3,557
	1.2
	1.3
	1.9
	1.9

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	717
	2.3
	2.4
	3.5
	1.6

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	28
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	1.9

	White
	1,885
	1.1
	1.3
	2.3
	1.1

	High Needs
	14,267
	1.6
	1.9
	3.1
	1.9

	English Learners
	5,619
	1.3
	1.4
	2.5
	1.4

	Low Income
	13,024
	1.7
	1.9
	3.1
	2.1

	Students with Disabilities
	3,358
	2.3
	1.9
	3.0
	2.4


[bookmark: _Toc211930050][bookmark: _Toc230970180]Table E20. Out-of-School Suspension Rates by Student Group, 2022-2024
	Group
	# Included (2024)
	2022
	2023
	2024
	State (2024)

	All Students
	16,433
	9.1
	5.7
	5.4
	2.4

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	65
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	3.5

	Asian
	247
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	0.6

	Black or African American
	9,934
	10.4
	6.6
	6.1
	4.6

	Hispanic or Latino
	3,557
	7.8
	4.8
	4.8
	3.8

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	717
	9.7
	6.4
	6.3
	2.6

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	28
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	2.5

	White
	1,885
	6.0
	3.9
	3.6
	1.5

	High Needs
	14,267
	9.6
	6.1
	5.8
	3.6

	English Learners
	5,619
	8.6
	4.4
	5.0
	2.6

	Low Income
	13,024
	9.9
	6.3
	5.8
	4.0

	Students with Disabilities
	3,358
	11.6
	7.0
	7.5
	4.5


[bookmark: _Hlk138323870]

[bookmark: _Toc211930051][bookmark: _Toc230970181]Table E21. Advanced Coursework Completion Rates by Student Group, 2023-2025
	Group
	# Included (2025)
	2023
	2024
	2025
	State (2025)

	All Students
	2,242
	46.1
	37.1
	42.1
	68.8

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	5
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	55.9

	Asian
	55
	76.0
	72.0
	74.5
	87.2

	Black or African American
	1,509
	45.3
	34.1
	39.0
	58.9

	Hispanic or Latino
	389
	35.5
	31.5
	40.6
	56.1

	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino
	67
	52.7
	39.4
	49.3
	70.3

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	4
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	67.6

	White
	213
	58.8
	54.1
	55.4
	74.1

	High Needs
	1,819
	38.2
	30.3
	36.1
	53.8

	English Learners
	848
	16.8
	13.3
	20.2
	34.9

	Low Income
	1,593
	38.8
	31.3
	37.4
	54.7

	Students with Disabilities
	307
	20.2
	17.9
	26.1
	41.2


[bookmark: _Toc211930052][bookmark: _Toc230970182]Table E22. Accountability Results, 2025
	School
	Cumulative Progress Toward Improvement Targets (%)
	Percentile
	Overall Classification
	Reason for Classification

	District
	45%
	N/A
	Requiring assistance or intervention
	In need of focused/targeted support: Low graduate rate

	Barrett Russell Early Childhood Center
	N/A
	N/A
	Insufficient data
	Insufficient data

	Brookfield
	30%
	9
	Requiring assistance or intervention
	In need of focused/targeted support: Among the lowest performing 10% of schools. Low student group performance for White, Hispanic or Latino, and High Needs students

	Downey
	52%
	8
	Requiring assistance or intervention
	In need of focused/targeted support: Among the lowest performing 10% of schools. Low student group performance for White students

	Dr. W. Arnone Community School
	55%
	2
	Requiring assistance or intervention
	In need of focused/targeted support: Among the lowest performing 10% of schools. Low student group performance for Low Income, Hispanic or Latino, English Learners and Former English Learners, and High Needs students

	Edgar B Davis
	48%
	22
	Not requiring assistance or intervention
	Moderate progress toward targets

	Gilmore Elementary School
	49%
	6
	Requiring assistance or intervention
	In need of focused/targeted support: Among the lowest performing 10% of schools. Low student group performance for Students with Disabilities, and High Needs students

	Hancock
	49%
	10
	Requiring assistance or intervention
	In need of focused/targeted support: Among the lowest performing 10% of schools.

	John F Kennedy
	46%
	22
	Not requiring assistance or intervention
	Moderate progress toward targets

	Louis F. Angelo Elementary
	58%
	31
	Not requiring assistance or intervention
	Substantial progress toward targets

	Manthala George Jr. School
	62%
	35
	Not requiring assistance or intervention
	Substantial progress toward targets

	Mary E. Baker School
	64%
	17
	Not requiring assistance or intervention
	Substantial progress toward targets

	Oscar F Raymond
	59%
	7
	Requiring assistance or intervention
	In need of focused/targeted support: Among the lowest performing 10% of schools.

	Ashfield Middle School
	66%
	40
	Not requiring assistance or intervention
	Substantial progress toward targets

	East Middle School
	50%
	9
	Requiring assistance or intervention
	In need of focused/targeted support: Among the lowest performing 10% of schools.

	North Middle School
	59%
	24
	Not requiring assistance or intervention
	Substantial progress toward targets

	Plouffe Middle School
	33%
	7
	Requiring assistance or intervention
	In need of focused/targeted support: Among the lowest performing 10% of schools.

	South Middle School
	50%
	7
	Requiring assistance or intervention
	In need of focused/targeted support: Among the lowest performing 10% of schools.

	West Middle School
	49%
	12
	Not requiring assistance or intervention
	Moderate progress toward targets

	Brockton High
	29%
	9
	Requiring assistance or intervention
	In need of focused/targeted support: Among the lowest performing 10% of schools. Low student group performance for White students

	Brockton Therapeutic Day School
	N/A
	N/A
	Requiring assistance or intervention
	In need of focused/targeted support: Low participation rate for High Needs, and All students

	Brockton Virtual Learning Academy
	61%
	20
	Requiring assistance or intervention
	In need of focused/targeted support: Low participation rate for Low Income, High Needs, and All students

	Champion High School
	N/A
	N/A
	Requiring assistance or intervention
	In need of focused/targeted support: Low participation rate for Low Income, High Needs, and All students

	Edison Evening Academy
	N/A
	N/A
	Insufficient data
	Insufficient data

	PROMISE College and Career Academy
	21%
	50
	Not requiring assistance or intervention
	Limited or no progress toward targets



Percent	



Hispanic or Latino	Black or African American	White	Asian	Multi-Race, Not Hispanic or Latino	0.218	0.62	0.1	1.2999999999999999E-2	4.3999999999999997E-2	

Brockton	
High Needs	English Learners	First Language Not English	Low Income	Students With Disabilities	0.83599999999999997	0.34200000000000003	0.53400000000000003	0.72299999999999998	0.22	State	
High Needs	English Learners	First Language Not English	Low Income	Students With Disabilities	0.55400000000000005	0.13400000000000001	0.27300000000000002	0.41099999999999998	0.21099999999999999	



Brockton	
Grade 3-8 (ELA)	Grades 3-8 (Math)	Grades 5	&	8 (Science)	Grade 10 (ELA)	Grade 10 (Math)	Grade 10 (Science)	0.21	0.19	0.18	0.28999999999999998	0.18	0.19	State	
Grade 3-8 (ELA)	Grades 3-8 (Math)	Grades 5	&	8 (Science)	Grade 10 (ELA)	Grade 10 (Math)	Grade 10 (Science)	0.42	0.41	0.42	0.51	0.45	0.46	


Brockton	17%
21%
14%

Grade 3-8 (ELA)	Grades 3-8 (Math)	Grades 5	&	8 (Science)	Grade 10 (ELA)	Grade 10 (Math)	Grade 10 (Science)	0.16	0.15	0.15	0.22	0.15	0.13	State	
Grade 3-8 (ELA)	Grades 3-8 (Math)	Grades 5	&	8 (Science)	Grade 10 (ELA)	Grade 10 (Math)	Grade 10 (Science)	0.23	0.23	0.23	0.3	0.24	0.25	


PK-5 Average 	6.0

Emotional Support	Classroom Organization	Instructional Support	Student Engagement	5.2	6	3.1	5.5	6-8 Average	
Emotional Support	Classroom Organization	Instructional Support	Student Engagement	4.8	6.3	3.4	5.0999999999999996	9-12 Average 	
Emotional Support	Classroom Organization	Instructional Support	Student Engagement	4.7	6.2	3.6	4.8	CLASS Dimension


CLASS Score
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