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I. INTRODUCTION 
 

On November 26, 2019, I was appointed by the Nashoba Regional School Committee to 
investigate the District’s management of a complaint regarding teacher Dorothy Veracka 
(“Veracka”).  A criminal case involving Veracka’s exchange of nude photographs with a juvenile 
had been investigated by police in September 2019 and made public with Veracka’s arraignment 
at the end of that month.  Veracka was placed on leave and then dismissed from her teaching 
position a short time later in October 2019.  The scope of work for this investigation was: 
“conducting an investigation and advising the Committee regarding the District’s handling of 
allegations of a teacher’s inappropriate conduct towards a student, and such other matters as 
assigned.” 
 
II. INVESTIGATION PROCESS 
 

My investigation included interviews of 21 individuals (and some re-interviews of those 
persons), review of many pertinent documents, including notes and correspondence, review of 
numerous emails, review of policies, and follow-up questions posed to some of the witnesses.  
When interviewing witnesses who were members of the community or employees of the District, 
I advised them: (1) I have been appointed by the School Committee to conduct an investigation, 
and this interview is a part of the investigation; (2) Interviewees have the obligation to tell the 
truth; (3) To protect the integrity of the investigation, please keep the contents of the interview, 
both my questions and your answers, confidential; (4) I cannot promise to keep the conversation 
confidential as I will be preparing a report as part of the investigation; (5) An important priority of 
the District and School Committee is to ensure that anyone cooperating in the investigation feels 
safe, and that the District and School Committee will not tolerate any retaliation or negative 
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treatment toward anyone because they participate in the investigation. If you are experiencing 
negative consequences from participating please contact me immediately.  You can also contact 
the School Committee Chair; (6) Related, if you feel aggrieved by the participation of someone 
else in this investigation, you must refrain from any conduct that could be seen as retaliation 
against that person for participating.  I began the investigation with meetings in central office on 
December 4, 2019 and began to develop a list of witnesses.  On December 18, 2019, I updated the 
School Committee in a letter and invited members of the community with relevant information to 
contact me.  I received three such contacts which are detailed in this report. 
 

A. Interviews 
 
The chart below details the interviews conducted as part of the investigation.  Where 

appropriate, pseudonyms have been assigned to protect the identities of some witnesses.  
Statements were taken when the importance of the witness and the nature of the information 
required that their account not be subject to interpretation by the investigator. 
 

Ref Name Role 
1 Ann Marie Stoica NRSD Director of Human Resources  
2 Nan O’Neill Attorney from Murphy, Hesse, Toomey & Lehane 

initially asked to investigate. 
3 Casey (Hoole) McCarthy School Resource Officer (SRO) at NRHS 
4 Teacher A Faculty at NRHS 
5 Elizabeth Pratt NRHS Asst Principal 
6 Steve Cullinane NRHS Asst Principal/Acting Principal 
7 Al Fordiani Faculty at NRHS, Nashoba Regional Education 

Association (NREA) Vice President 
8 Su Qi NRSD IT Manager 
9 Warren Nelson Bolton Police Chief 
10 Everett Moody Lieutenant, Lancaster PD 
11 Parent A Parent of Student A; reporter of info to Principal and 

police 
12 Student A Child of Parent A; spoke to Principal and police 
13 Parent B1 Parent of recipient of Veracka photos (Student B) 
14 Parent B2 Parent of recipient of Veracka photos (Student B) 

15 Student B Recipient of Veracka photos 
16 Paul DiDomenico Principal of NRHS 
17 Community Member A Community member who responded to invitation at

12/18 meeting. 
18 Michael Maccaro MHTL attorney who advised the District regarding 

Veracka during relevant time. 
19 Community Member B Community member who responded to invitation at

12/18 meeting. 
20 Todd Maguire NRSD Assistant Superintendent 
21 Brooke Clenchy NRSD Superintendent 
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B. Evidentiary Documents 
 
Documents came from several sources, including, the School Committee, HR Director Ann 

Marie Stoica, IT Manager Su Qi, Lancaster and Bolton Police Departments, NRSD Website, 
Parent A and Paul DiDomenico.  These documents comprised thousands of pages of information, 
including numerous emails. 
 

C. Review of Policies and Applicable Laws 
 

Policies Reviewed: 
1. NRSD Discriminatory Harassment Policy.  This is a broad anti-harassment policy that 

appears to protect only employees of the District; it does not seem to govern students as 
victims of harassment.  It does provide a promise to investigate complaints. 

2. Notice of Non-Discrimination and Listing of Coordinators.  Paul DiDomenico is listed as 
Title IX coordinator for the HS; Ann Marie Stoica is listed as coordinator for the District. 

3. NRSD Equal Employment Opportunity Policy.  Applies by its terms to employees only. 
4. Online Communication Policy. Electronic communications policy that appears to 

encompass the conduct by the teacher in this case involving the sending of photographs. 
"Any actions that are suggested to be unbecoming will result in a thorough investigation 
of such actions and could result in disciplinary action." 

5. Personal Device Network Usage Policy.  Governs use of personal devices on the District 
networks and provides District with "right to inspect personally owned device if there is 
reasonable suspicion of illegal, malicious or inappropriate activities."  

6. Anti-discrimination information.  Summary of various anti-discrimination laws.  Under 
Title IX reference is made to "district sexual harassment policy for specifics regarding steps 
taken to investigate." 

7. Confidentiality of Student Records. Identifies by citation the key sources of state and 
federal law and regulations pertaining student records. 

8. Responsibilities for the Care and Protection of Children Under 18 (MGL Chapter 119, 
Section 51A). "It is not the responsibility of staff to prove that a child has been abused or 
neglected; a reasonable cause for concern should trigger the process." 

9. Physical Restraint Guidelines.  Review of this policy did not disclose any provisions 
pertinent to this investigation. 

10. Internet Policy, Use of Networked Information Resources.  Reduces the expectation of 
privacy users (students and staff) have in District provided email and network resources.  
Provides a definition of cyber-bullying that covers student-to-student conduct only. 

11. Employee Email Policy.  Reduces the expectation of privacy in employee emails and 
suggests that they may be public records. 

12. Overview of Positive Climate Bullying Prevention and Intervention Guidelines. Provides 
a definitions of Bullying and Cyber Bullying that do include staff-to-student conduct, 
including causing emotional harm, creating a hostile environment, or materially disrupting 
the educational process of the school.  The policy creates a requirement for staff to report 
bullying to the Principal, but it does not indicate any requirement to investigate.  However, 
the Bullying statute, MGL c. 71, §37O, is referenced below the title of the policy. 

13. NRSD Life Threatening Allergy Protocols (10p). This policy did not have relevance to this 
investigation. 
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14. Summary of the Conflict of Interest Law for Municipal Employees.  Provides a summary 
of how the conflict of interest law may be violated by employees, however, it does not 
specify any requirement by the employer to investigate conflicts of interest.  Provisions 
arguably apply to prohibit DV's conduct toward a student. 

15. Grievance Procedures for Filing Processing and Resolving Alleged Discrimination 
Complaints (Student Handbook).  Defines student complaint as encompassing a list of 
protected classifications that does not include gender or sex (gender identity is included 
however).  Does not state that an investigation will be conducted; rather specifies a 
complaint, response and hearing process. Note: Title IX regulations require a recipient to 
publish a statement that it does not discriminate on the basis of sex in the education 
programs or activities it operates and that it is required by Title IX not to discriminate in 
such a manner. 

16. Bullying/Harassment (Student Handbook).  Includes prohibition of "bullying/harassment" 
by employees, and policy is violated by "fail[ure] to report or otherwise take reasonable 
corrective measures when they become aware of an incident of bullying/harassment." The 
policy provides: "It is the responsibility of every employee, parent, and students [sic] to 
recognize acts of bullying/harassment and to take every action necessary to see that 
necessary protocols and procedures are followed. An employee, parent or students who 
believe they have been the target of bullying/harassment has the right to file a complaint 
and receive a prompt, confidential response in accordance with district protocol and policy. 
In some cases, in order to proceed, outside agencies may be contacted and involved so 
information relating to the complaint may be released." 

17. MOU Between NRSD and Bolton PD signed by Supt. Clenchy and Chief Nelson, effective 
November 16, 2017.  The MOU establishes the SRO program and requires the District to 
report certain matters to the Police Department including: “any incident involving a child 
suffering physical or emotional injury”; “incident of gender-based harassment, ‘sexting’ 
… or possession or dissemination of sexually explicit photographs of a student.”  Sexting 
is defined in the MOU as “the sending of a photograph or other visual image, depicting a 
person in the partial or total state of nudity, via text message, from one electronic device 
to another, usually cell telephones.” 

 
Legal Authorities Reviewed: 

1. MGL c. 119 §51A (Reporting of suspected abuse or neglect) 
2. MGL c. 71, §37O (Bullying, including cyber-bullying) 
3. Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972, 20 U.S.C. §§1681–1688.  U.S. Department 

of Education, Office for Civil Rights, Title IX Resource Guide (April 2015). 
4. Various criminal statutes dealing with pornography, e.g. M.G.L, c. 272 (Possession or 

dissemination of matter harmful to minors). 
 
III. FINDINGS  
 

Dorothy Veracka is a former math teacher at Nashoba, who was dismissed from her 
position in October 2019 and has been criminally charged in connection with allegations that she 
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exchanged pornographic photographs with a former student1 (Student B) who was a minor at all 
relevant times.  Veracka sent nude photos to Student B sometime between late 2018 and early 
2019, and she did not send photos to Student B after January 2019.  There is no evidence that 
Veracka sent nude photos to any other student, and no evidence that Veracka sent nude photos 
after January 2019 to anyone relevant to this investigation.2 
 

Paul DiDomenico is the Principal of Nashoba Regional High School located in Bolton, 
MA.  He has been employed in that capacity for three years.  The last day of school at Nashoba 
was June 18, 2019, but the seniors had already graduated over a week before that, so they were no 
longer attending school. The last school day for seniors was May 24, 2019, and they graduated on 
June 9, 2019.  Brooke Clenchy is the Superintendent of Schools.  On June 18, Ms. Clenchy left for 
Canada where she was going to visit relatives.  She did not return until June 28, 2019, and she was 
not part of the events pertinent to this investigation that occurred while she was away. 

 
In mid-June a recent graduate of Nashoba High School, Student A, attended a party with 

Student B and others. Student B showed a group of students, including Student A, approximately 
five Snapchat3 photographs on Student B’s cell phone.  The pictures depicted a woman’s naked 
body.  Student B told those present that they were pictures of Veracka and had been sent from 
Veracka’s Snapchat account.  The pictures did not show the woman’s face.  Student A saw the 
pictures and understood them to be pictures of Veracka that Veracka sent to Student B.  Student A 
also learned from Student B that Veracka had requested photographs from Student B.  Student B 
told Student A that Student B sent more than one photograph to Veracka.  Around the same time 
(mid-June), Student A was told by friends that Student C received a ride home after a party from 
Veracka and was also told that Student C had reported having sexual contact with Veracka at that 
time.  Student A did not have any firsthand knowledge of the events relating to Student C. Student 
A planned to share the information regarding the nude photos with a trusted teacher.  When Student 
A’s parent, Parent A, learned of the photos, Parent A decided instead to approach the high school 
principal. 

 
On June 18, 2019, Parent A, called and left a message for Mr. DiDomenico.  Parent A and 

Mr. DiDomenico spoke on June 19, 2019.  Parent A related to Mr. DiDomenico that Student A 

 
1 The term “student” is used to identify the recent graduates, even though they were graduated 
from high school at the time of the relevant events.  I use this term to distinguish them from the 
other adults in the case.  
2 On March 9, 2020, Veracka pleaded guilty to disseminating pornographic images to a minor.  
This investigator did not personally review any of the photographs relevant to this finding.  This 
finding is based on my review of police reports, the search warrant affidavit, interviews of police 
investigators and others who viewed the photographs, and my assessment of the credibility of these 
individuals, and taking into account the lesser standard of proof applicable to this investigation as 
compared with a criminal matter. 
3 Snapchat is a social media application primarily used on mobile smart phones to transmit 
photographs between users of the app.  At its inception, Snapchat photos had a limited duration 
and would disappear unless a screenshot was taken before the picture disappeared.  The app has 
evolved to permit other means of replaying and storing photos and short videos.  The sender does 
not have to give permission for this to occur, but the sender is notified if the recipient stores or 
screenshots the picture. 
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was at a party and was shown nude pictures of Veracka by Student B.  Mr. DiDomenico requested 
to speak to Student A.  Student A and Student B were known to Mr. DiDomenico, and they were 
both former students who enjoyed a good reputation among the staff at the High School.  

 
After speaking with Parent A, Mr. DiDomenico asked to speak with Student A.  On Friday, 

June 21, 2019, Student A spoke by phone with Mr. DiDomenico and related the information about 
the nude photos shown by Student B and the ride received by Student C.  Student A provided Mr. 
DiDomenico with the names of Student B, Student C, and the names of other students who were 
present when Student B showed the nude photos to Student A.4  Based on questioning by Mr. 
DiDomenico, Student A told Mr. DiDomenico that there were rumors about Veracka having 
relationships with students, and that it was common knowledge among students for years that 
Veracka offered to give rides to students if they were unable to drive due to drinking. 

 
On June 21, Mr. DiDomenico called District Human Resources Director Ann Marie Stoica 

and informed her of the contact from Parent A.  He told Ms. Stoica that a parent reported that the 
parent’s child had seen nude pictures of Veracka, and that Veracka was reportedly picking kids up 
from parties and driving them home.  Mr. DiDomenico told Ms. Stoica he had the names of two 
kids to contact to verify the report and that he was going to contact them.  On or about June 21, 
2019, Mr. DiDomenico left voice messages for Student B and Student C on their home phones, 
and he followed up with emails on their school email accounts.   

 
Student B returned the call later the same day (Friday, June 21) and made an appointment 

with Mr. DiDomenico to meet around mid-day on Monday, June 24, 2019.  Student C never 
returned the call.  Student B did not keep the appointment on June 24, and at that time Mr. 
DiDomenico did not receive any contact from Student B.5  Mr. DiDomenico did not follow up 
with Student B or Student C and he did not attempt to contact the other students named by Student 
A. 

 
On June 25, 2019, Mr. DiDomenico spoke by phone again to Ms. Stoica.  He told her that 

he had attempted to reach the students, and that one never responded and the other was a no show, 
no call for their appointment.  Ms. Stoica asked if there was anything further Mr. DiDomenico 
could do to find out more about the pictures, and he said no.  Mr. DiDomenico expressed his belief 
that the graduated students had moved on and all they had was a secondhand account of someone 
seeing a “faceless” picture.  He told Ms. Stoica he had done all he could do to investigate the 
pictures, and it was a dead end. 

 
A “pre-disciplinary interview” was scheduled for Veracka on June 27, 2019.  In attendance 

were Veracka, Mr. DiDomenico, union representative Al Fordiani and Ms. Stoica. At the interview 

 
4 Mr. DiDomenico maintained that Student A reported not seeing the pictures but reported simply 
being told of them and reporting that other students actually saw the pictures.  For several reasons, 
I credited the statement of Student A. 
5 On Monday morning, Student B did not have any way to get to the High School to meet with Mr. 
DiDomenico.  Student B attempted to contact Mr. DiDomenico by phone but did not reach him 
and did not leave a message.  Student B thought the Principal wanted to know information 
connected to student activities in which Student B was involved. Student B believed that if the 
Principal still needed any information he would call again. 
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Mr. DiDomenico questioned Veracka about the allegation that she gave rides to students and that 
students saw nude pictures of her on a phone.  Veracka admitted giving rides to students.  
Regarding pictures, she said that students may have seen beach pictures on her phone, because 
they were handling her phone to key in addresses in the Waze navigation app when she drove them 
home.  Those pictures, she said, may have shown her in a bathing suit, and she raised the possibility 
that students may have accessed her Snapchat account and sent pictures to others using her phone.  

 
Veracka said she had driven students home twice in 2019, twice in 2018, and four times 

overall.  She explained that she had been in a terrible car accident when she was a student at 
Nashoba, one that nearly killed her, and the other driver who caused the accident was drunk.  Her 
offer of rides to (presumably intoxicated) former students was part of her crusade to keep kids 
from driving drunk.  She said she had only taken students who had already graduated, and she told 
them to let their parents know she had driven them.  Al Fordiani who was on the faculty when 
Veracka was a student confirmed the accident story, and he vouched for her character as well.  
Veracka was known to be a well-respected and capable math teacher. 

 
There was no follow-up investigation after the Veracka interview. Veracka was not asked 

to identify the students she drove, so they were not contacted to corroborate her account of what 
occurred during the ride.  Veracka was also not questioned specifically about Student B and 
Student C.  Veracka told Mr. DiDomenico that she had contacted a former student to find out if 
the student could shed light on why Mr. DiDomenico wanted to speak to her.  This student was 
never identified.  Mr. DiDomenico and Ms. Stoica accepted Veracka’s version of events and 
shifted their focus to determining what discipline might be appropriate for the offense to which 
she admitted: giving rides home to graduated students who may have been drinking at parties. 

 
Mr. DiDomenico left for vacation on June 28, 2019 and was out of the office until July 8, 

2019.  Superintendent Clenchy returned to the District on Friday, June 28, 2019.  She was briefed 
on the Veracka situation by Ms. Stoica.  She was told that a teacher was giving rides to former 
students under the circumstances admitted by Veracka.  Superintendent Clenchy was angered by 
the teacher putting herself and the District at risk by giving intoxicated students rides in the middle 
of the night, and she was interested in knowing what level of discipline might be sustained for this 
offense.  As it was summer and near the 4th of July weekend, the process of consulting about what 
to do with Veracka’s offenses proceeded slowly.  During this same time, the Superintendent and 
Assistant Superintendent attended the Massachusetts Association of School Superintendents 
(MASS) conference on Cape Cod.  On July 2, 2019, Ms. Stoica shared a draft letter in an email to 
Mr. DiDomenico (who was on vacation) which detailed Veracka’s offenses as they understood 
them at that time.  The letter was also shared with Mike Maccaro, the School District’s attorney.  
Mr. Maccaro expressed that there should be a suspension. 

 
During July there were various conversations among Mr. DiDomenico, Ms. Stoica, 

Superintendent Clenchy and Mr. Maccaro.  There may have been a conference call involving all 
these individuals.  No one has any recollection of a discussion of the Veracka matter during that 
time in which the photos were mentioned – at least not in the context in which this issue was 
initially presented to Mr. DiDomenico.  Veracka’s union representative lobbied for lighter 
discipline than a suspension and met with the Superintendent to make his case.  He was successful 
in convincing the District to issue a scaled back version of the letter of reprimand that was 
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originally drafted.  On August 6, 2019, Veracka was issued a written reprimand for giving rides to 
students. 

 
In September 2019, Parent A learned that Veracka was still teaching at Nashoba.  On 

September 18, 2019, Parent A spoke by telephone to Mr. DiDomenico and asked if Veracka was 
still teaching at the school.  Mr. DiDomenico confirmed that she was.  He told Parent A that he 
had followed up on the information, and the matter was resolved.  He said he could not say any 
more than that because it was a personnel matter.  On September 20, 2019, Parent A went to the 
Bolton Police station and reported the allegations about Veracka sending nude photographs to 
Student B.  In response to Parent A’s report, Bolton Detective Puri spoke by phone to Student A 
on September 22, 2019. Detective Puri spoke to Parent B1 on September 25, 2019 and filed a 51A 
report on the same day.  Lancaster Police Sergeant Mortimer received the 51A report from DCF 
on September 25 and spoke to Detective Puri that day.  Student B was interviewed in a “SAIN” 
(Sexual Assault Intervention Network) interview on September 27 at the Children’s Advocacy 
Center in Worcester.  

 
On Friday, September 27, 2019, Bolton Police Chief Nelson called Superintendent Clenchy 

on her cell phone.  Superintendent Clenchy was in Nashville, TN to attend a Carrie Underwood 
concert that she had given to her husband as a gift the previous Christmas.  Both the Chief and 
Superintendent Clenchy were on their cell phones.  The Chief informed the Superintendent that a 
teacher and a student had exchanged naked photographs, and that information of this nature had 
been reported to the High School Principal. Superintendent Clenchy was shocked and was having 
a difficult time absorbing the information; she asked the Chief to repeat himself three times, and 
ultimately he had to spell out the word “naked” so she could be sure that she understood what he 
was telling her.  The Chief reported asking Superintendent Clenchy if Mr. DiDomenico had told 
her that information about naked pictures had been reported to him and she responded “no,” only 
that she was aware of an unrelated matter regarding this same teacher. 

 
Over that weekend the District placed Veracka on administrative leave.  Ms. Stoica 

communicated with Veracka by telephone on Sunday September 29, 2019, to inform her.  Mr. 
DiDomenico was tasked with completing the District’s internal investigation into Veracka’s 
conduct with Student B, to include speaking with Student B, Parents B1 and B2 and searching 
District computer records for communications.  On October 3, 2019, Mr. DiDomenico met with 
Parent B1 and Parent B2 at the High School.  At this meeting the Principal gathered information 
regarding the matters that had been uncovered by the police concerning Student B.  During the 
meeting, Mr. DiDomenico mentioned the reports he had received in June regarding Student B 
having received photos from Veracka.  The parents were shocked by this information. Mr. 
DiDomenico indicated that he had reached out to two boys, and they did not get back to him.  The 
parents questioned why they had not been notified, and Mr. DiDomenico said that in hindsight 
maybe he should have called them.6 

 

 
6 In the interview Mr. DiDomenico said that he made that statement to the parents because he had 
been second guessing everything about his prior investigation at that point.  Thinking about it 
further, Mr. DiDomenico decided that he does not think he would have contacted anyone including 
the parents without speaking to Student B first.   
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In early October 2019, police obtained a search warrant to search Veracka’s home and the 
school district’s computer system and the laptop in Veracka’s possession.  The warrant application 
was supported by an affidavit which detailed the initial complaint by Parent A, and referenced 
Parent A’s initial attempt to report the matter to Mr. DiDomenico.  The affidavit was given to the 
District around this time and the Superintendent was made aware of the allegation that the pictures 
had been reported to Mr. DiDomenico.  Superintendent Clenchy asked the police about this 
allegation and they stated that it was what was reported to them, but they had not determined that 
it was true.  Superintendent Clenchy did not believe the allegation that a parent told the Principal 
about nude photos as she understood that the report was about Veracka giving rides to students.  
Shortly after seeing the affidavit and questioning the police about its meaning and import, the 
Superintendent was asked in a phone call by DCF whether Mr. DiDomenico was aware of any 
pictures, and she said no.  On the following day she spoke with Mr. DiDomenico and recounted 
the conversation with DCF and her response.  Mr. DiDomenico said that he actually did know 
something about pictures, but it involved kids in the car getting Veracka’s phone and accessing 
pictures of Veracka at the beach in a bathing suit. 

 
On October 15, 2019, Ms. Stoica conducted a pre-disciplinary interview with Veracka.  

Veracka was represented by Al Fordiani.  The questions were drawn from the police reports and 
the internal investigation done by Mr. DiDomenico and asked about the photographs and other 
allegations being made in the criminal case.  Mr. Fordiani responded to each question on Veracka’s 
behalf that she was being advised by counsel not to respond.  The District drew an adverse 
inference from her refusal to answer the questions and on October 17, 2019, issued a notice of 
intent to dismiss, requiring a response within 10 days in order to have a hearing with the 
Superintendent.  Veracka never responded to the 10-day notice and she was dismissed on 
November 4, 2019.  The dismissal was not appealed.  On October 31, 2019, the website 
Masslive.com published an article based upon a redacted version of the search warrant affidavit 
they had received from the court.  The article pointedly accused the principal of knowing about 
the nude photos months before Veracka was put on leave.  The Superintendent was surprised that 
the affidavit had been made public and she was concerned because she felt that article had so much 
information about the student as to make the student identifiable.  She was not surprised by the 
allegation about the Principal knowing of the pictures, because she had seen the affidavit, but she 
did not believe the allegation.  Rather, the Superintendent believed that the Principal had not been 
told information about nude photographs, based on her discussions with the Principal. 

 
There were many conversations in this time frame about the Veracka matter and how to 

respond to the media and public scrutiny.  However, these conversations did not include a detailed 
review of what exactly occurred in June involving Paul DiDomenico and the allegations he 
received and what he did as a result.  On November 3, 2019, the question of placing Mr. 
DiDomenico on administrative leave was first broached, awkwardly, with Mr. DiDomenico on the 
call.  The call was primarily focused on creating a public statement regarding the current 
controversy, and there was no decision to place Mr. DiDomenico on leave at that point.  On 
November 7, 2019, the Superintendent placed Mr. DiDomenico on leave.  By that point it was 
apparent to the central office administrators that there would need to be an investigation by 
counsel, and no one communicated with Mr. DiDomenico about these matters after he began paid 
administrative leave. 
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IV. ANALYSIS 
 
A. Disposition of Community Member Contributions 

 
I received three contacts in response to the invitation to participate in the investigation, 

communicated by the School Committee at its meeting on December 18, 2019 and posted on the 
School Committee website in the materials for that meeting.  I spoke by phone to two of them and 
exchanged emails with a third.  The first contact produced the allegation that Superintendent 
Clenchy said in a private meeting, “I knew about alcohol but didn’t know about the inappropriate 
pictures.” I concluded that either Superintendent Clenchy misspoke by using “alcohol” to refer to 
the teacher driving students who had consumed alcohol, or the witness misheard or misunderstood 
the Superintendent’s comment.  In short, there was never a charge in the criminal case that Veracka 
supplied alcohol to minors, and no allegation above the level of an unsubstantiated, unsourced 
rumor to that effect. My investigation did not uncover any suggestion that Superintendent Clenchy 
harbored knowledge of Veracka supplying alcohol to minors.   

 
The second phone contact I received alleged two things. One was that the Chair of the 

School Committee was not truthful regarding the timing of the Chair’s knowledge of events 
between the end of September and the end of October.   I concluded that this was not within the 
scope of my investigation, as it did not allege anyone’s knowledge of Veracka’s activities before 
September 2019.  The other allegation concerned the possible knowledge of Veracka’s activities 
on the part of other teachers at the high school, with some suggestions as to how I might figure out 
whom to interview to uncover this.  After considering this lead I determined that it was outside the 
scope of my investigation. The information was not actionable in that I was not provided with a 
name or a reasonable description of the information I might learn. Since my investigation was 
directed at the administrative response to information that had been allegedly provided to it, this 
lead also lacked the element of a report to administration.  I had already conducted some interviews 
at the high school in an attempt to determine whether the administration should have been on notice 
of Veracka’s behavior, but there was no indication that anyone had any suspicion let alone 
knowledge that would have permeated the administrative offices.  Given that there were 
substantive allegations regarding the administration’s response to specific information, I did not 
believe that some sort of hunt for subordinate staff members who had unreported suspicions would 
be a particularly fruitful or credible direction for the investigation. 

 
The third contact was an email exchange from a former resident of the District who 

reported a matter that was completely unrelated to this investigation.  I received the individual’s 
permission to pass the issue on to the School Committee Chair and I did so. 
 

B. Mr. DiDomenico’s Investigation in June 2019 
 

In my experience, the purpose of an investigation in the context of a school or workplace 
is to document the evidence relevant to the question the investigation seeks to answer.  If the 
investigation results in a finding of misconduct, then the investigation report and the materials 
collected during the investigation serve as a template for proving that misconduct occurred in 
support of disciplinary action.  By these measures, the investigation conducted by Mr. 
DiDomenico was a failure.  My concerns with the investigation are summarized as follows: 
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 No reliable contemporaneous or near contemporaneous documentation of the 
information provided by the June witnesses.   

 No follow-up with any of the students after initial attempts failed.   
 No attempt to reach the parents of either student identified by Student A. 
 Insufficient investigation before interviewing the teacher. 
 Failing to question teacher to identify students she admits giving rides to and 

contacting before the interview. 
 No follow-up with students who received rides to test teacher’s truthfulness. 
 No written summary or record of disciplinary interview. 
 No written summary of the investigation. 

 
Mr. DiDomenico’s investigation was inadequate in many respects.  The evidence does not 

suggest any malice on his part or any attempt to cover-up known misconduct.  Mr. DiDomenico 
inadvertently shielded himself from knowledge of serious misconduct by failing to conduct and 
document a competent investigation. 
 

C. Superintendent Clenchy’s Knowledge of Events 
 

Superintendent Clenchy was out of the country (in Canada) during the entirety of Mr. 
DiDomenico’s June investigation.  The result of that investigation was to substantiate only that 
Veracka had given rides to graduated seniors who called upon her after parties because they had 
consumed alcohol and needed a sober driver to take them home. Superintendent Clenchy was 
briefed in those terms.  No witness that I interviewed who spoke to Superintendent Clenchy in late 
June or early July reported telling her about the allegation that there were nude photos.  Only Mr. 
DiDomenico and Ms. Stoica knew about the allegation.  Mr. DiDomenico stated that he believed 
Superintendent Clenchy knew about the nude photo allegations, but had no recollection of telling 
her himself, citing only an email that Ms. Stoica sent him on July 2, 2019, in which Ms. Stoica 
forwarded a draft letter of reprimand.  The pertinent part of that email reads: “Brooke popped in 
for a short while yesterday, and I told her the saga of DV and the ride home.  She agreed, 
reluctantly, to a letter rather than a suspension of 1 or 2 days.”  In the interview, Mr. DiDomenico 
said that he interpreted “the saga” to mean that Ms. Stoica had related to Superintendent Clenchy 
all the facts in the case, including the allegations about nude photos.  That may be true; it may also 
be true that the only facts that Ms. Stoica could be sure of based on Mr. DiDomenico’s description 
of his own investigation were those pertaining to the rides.  Based on Mr. DiDomenico’s interview, 
it appears that in June he did not believe that nude photos existed, since if he did believe the photos 
existed he says he would have reported this to DCF or the police.  In any case, I cannot divine 
from this email anything resembling proof that Superintendent Clenchy was told of the nude photo 
allegation.  Ms. Stoica states that she briefed Superintendent Clenchy only about the rides as this 
was what the investigation had established as fact, based on Veracka’s admissions. 

 
Assistant Superintendent Todd Maguire recalls speaking with Superintendent Clenchy, 

after she had been briefed about Veracka’s misconduct, sometime during July, possibly during the 
Superintendent’s conference on the Cape.  Dr. Maguire recalled that the only allegation mentioned 
by Superintendent Clenchy was rides, and that he thought the discipline being considered was a 
little light.  Dr. Maguire never heard of any misconduct or allegation beyond rides, such as 
providing alcohol or exchanging nude photos.  He said that if he had heard anything like that he 
would have inserted himself into the conversation, but as it stood (just rides) he did not feel that it 
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fell within his area of responsibility to weigh in.  My sense from speaking with both Dr. Maguire 
and with Superintendent Clenchy was that it would have been out of character for Superintendent 
Clenchy to have withheld her knowledge of an allegation about nude photos in her private 
conversations with Dr. Maguire.  Attorney Michael Maccaro similarly reported speaking with 
Superintendent Clenchy during the same timeframe, and hearing of the situation only in terms of 
the “rides” given to students. 

 
All of the witnesses who spoke to Superintendent Clenchy after the police investigation 

was disclosed to the District, including the police personnel from two police departments who 
spoke to Superintendent Clenchy on the day she learned of the police investigation, reported that 
Superintendent Clenchy appeared to be blindsided by the allegation that Veracka exchanged 
photos with a student.  All of the witnesses who spoke to Superintendent Clenchy during this time 
frame related that Superintendent Clenchy was emotionally affected by the information about the 
nude photos, and none expressed any belief or provided any basis for a belief that she had been 
aware of nude photos connected to Veracka before September 27, 2019. 

 
Immediately after September 27, 2019, the efforts of the District administrators were 

focused on placing Veracka on leave, communicating with the police and cooperating with the 
investigation, completing an internal investigation based upon the findings by the police, following 
a process to dismiss Veracka from employment, and making any necessary reports to DCF.  In 
early October 2019, Superintendent Clenchy became aware of the affidavit in support of the search 
warrant which contained the allegation that a parent had come forward to Mr. DiDomenico in June 
to report the nude photos.  She also had a conversation with a staff member at DCF who asked her 
whether Mr. DiDomenico had been aware of nude photos in June 2019.  At that time, 
Superintendent Clenchy was of the belief that Mr. DiDomenico had not been informed of nude 
photos, and she questioned the accuracy of the affidavit.  She questioned the police investigators 
regarding the affidavit and based on their answers formed the opinion that the affidavit merely 
reported what the parent said and did not reflect the police investigator’s conclusions regarding 
the truth of the matter stated by the parent.  After telling the DCF staffer that she did not believe 
that Mr. DiDomenico was informed of nude photographs she related the conversation to Mr. 
DiDomenico who said that he actually was aware of photographs mentioned by Veracka in the 
context of handing her phone to students who may have seen beach photographs of Veracka.  
Superintendent Clenchy was satisfied that this was different in character from the allegations that 
surfaced in the fall and she remained ignorant of the true nature of the information brought to Mr. 
DiDomenico in June 2019. 

 
When the Masslive.com article was posted, Superintendent Clenchy was upset by the 

amount of information that had been disclosed about the student victim in the criminal case, and 
was responding as well to many inquiries from the public, from the media, and from staff at the 
high school.  She had already formed an opinion regarding the accuracy of the claim about what 
had been reported to Mr. DiDomenico, and she did not take additional steps to test that opinion.  
While I found it puzzling that she would not have questioned Mr. DiDomenico in more detail, it 
is also apparent that Mr. DiDomenico did not make any effort to inform Superintendent Clenchy 
that there could be some truth to the allegations that he had been told about nude photos from a 
credible source.  There were only seven days between the article and the date Mr. DiDomenico 
was placed on administrative leave.  My impression from the interviews I conducted was that the 
District had its hands full, to say the least, trying to figure out what it could and could not say to 
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the public at various school committee meetings and in response to numerous media inquiries.  
The District even went so far, at the suggestion of its attorney, to engage a public relations firm to 
help them respond to the demands for information.  Once Mr. DiDomenico was on administrative 
leave, there was no attempt to interview him as it was expected that there would be an 
investigation. 

 
The bottom line with regard to Superintendent Clenchy’s knowledge of nude photographs 

being exchanged between Veracka and Student B is that she did not know of this until September 
27 when the police informed her.  This is based upon Superintendent Clenchy’s own account, 
corroboration from other witnesses, and a lack of contrary evidence. 

 
D. Mandatory Reports by the Superintendent or Principal 

 
1. Sources of Reporting Requirement 

 
I reviewed mandatory reporting based upon two sources: (1) M.G.L. Chapter 119, Section 

51A which requires mandatory reporters to report suspected child abuse or neglect to DCF and (2) 
a Memorandum of Understanding between the District and the Bolton Police Department.   

 
M.G.L. Chapter 119, Section 51A requires the following: 
 
A mandated reporter who, in his professional capacity, has reasonable cause to believe 
that a child is suffering physical or emotional injury resulting from: (i) abuse inflicted 
upon him which causes harm or substantial risk of harm to the child's health or welfare, 
including sexual abuse; (ii) neglect, including malnutrition; (iii) physical dependence 
upon an addictive drug at birth, shall immediately communicate with the department 
orally and, within 48 hours, shall file a written report with the department detailing the 
suspected abuse or neglect; or (iv) being a sexually exploited child; or (v) being a 
human trafficking victim as defined by section 20M of chapter 233. 
 
If a mandated reporter is a member of the staff of a medical or other public or private 
institution, school or facility, the mandated reporter may instead notify the person or 
designated agent in charge of such institution, school or facility who shall become 
responsible for notifying the department in the manner required by this section. 
 
A mandated reporter may, in addition to filing a report under this section, contact local 
law enforcement authorities or the child advocate about the suspected abuse or neglect. 
 

 “Abuse” is defined by DCF regulations to include an act by a caretaker that creates a 
substantial risk of emotional injury or constitutes a sexual offense under the statutes of the 
Commonwealth.  A caretaker includes a teacher and is defined “broadly and inclusively to 
encompass any person who is, at the time in question, entrusted with a degree of responsibility for 
the child.”  The statute requires a report when the mandated reporter has “reasonable cause” to 
believe that abuse is occurring.  The statute protects reports made in “good faith” as long as the 
report is not “frivolous.”  This creates a zone of protection for reports that is broader than the scope 
of reports that are strictly required by the statute.  
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The Bolton-Nashoba MOU requires the liaisons from the District and Police Department 
to review certain “mandatory reportable incidents” under the agreement.  The mandatory 
reportable incidents include: 
 

(a) the possession, use, or distribution of alcohol by a student; 
… 
(g) any incident involving a child suffering physical or emotional injury resulting from 
abuse inflicted upon him or her which causes harm or the substantial risk of harm to the 
child’s health or welfare, including sexual abuse or from neglect (in addition to a report 
filed with the Department of Children and Families); 
… 
(n) any sexual assault, including but not limited to rape, assault with intent to rape, 
indecent assault and battery, as well as any lewd and lascivious behavior, open and gross 
lewdness, indecent exposure, or incident of gender based harassment, “sexting”, 
“sextortion”[*] or possession or dissemination of sexually explicit photographs of a 
student; 
… 
[*]“Sexting” refers to the sending of a photograph or other visual image, depicting a 
person in a partial or total state of nudity, via text message, from one electronic device 
to another, usually cell telephones. 

 
2. Required Reports by the Superintendent 

 
Three concerns have been raised as reportable incidents that the Superintendent would have 

had a duty to report or cause to be reported: (1) an exchange of nude photographs between Veracka 
and Student B; (2) Veracka providing rides to graduated seniors after parties; and (3) Veracka 
providing alcohol to minors.7  The first incident was not known to the Superintendent until late 
September after it had already been reported to DCF.  Nonetheless, the Superintendent directed an 
internal investigation and when that investigation established evidence of the photos through the 
statements of Student B and Parents B1 and B2, a 51A report was filed on behalf of the District.  
It was unnecessary to report the conduct to police as it was the police who reported it to the 
Superintendent.  The third “incident” was never established by any credible evidence and was not 
known to or suspected by the Superintendent, so there is no reason to believe that the 
Superintendent had a duty to report it.  This leaves only the second incident, the provision of rides 
to graduated senior students. 
 

During the investigation, one of the police witnesses asserted that the Superintendent had 
a duty to report Veracka’s provision of rides to DCF.  This conduct was known to the 
Superintendent, and if it constituted reportable conduct, it would devolve upon her as the person 
in charge of the school district to make the report or cause it to be made.  While a teacher who 
gives rides to students, especially late at night, is understood to be engaged in misconduct as an 

 
7 A fourth potentially reportable incident might have been the alleged sexual contact between 
Veracka and Student C.  I did not include this for a few reasons: (1) Superintendent Clenchy was 
never told about it; (2) There was no first or even second hand information provided to Mr. 
DiDomenico about it; and (3) the police investigator with whom I spoke indicated that it was legal 
as Student C was over 18, and as a result the police did not file on this allegation either. 
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educator, there are a few problems with fitting the conduct into the definition of abuse as it is 
understood for the purposes of 51A.  The way the conduct was understood by the Superintendent, 
the participants in the rides were not in the care of the teacher in her capacity as teacher, since they 
had graduated and were no longer high school students.  The students who received rides were not 
identified so there is no information to suggest that any were minors.  The same police official 
who made the assertion regarding the reportability of this conduct indicated that even sexual 
contact (if consensual) between the teacher and a student would not be a crime as long as the 
student was over 16 years of age.  Thus, no crime would be committed by giving rides under the 
same conditions.  Likewise, it is difficult to find a way to characterize a car ride as creating a 
substantial risk of harm, even if the teacher fit into the definition of caretaker vis a vis these 
graduates.  Accordingly, I cannot find any basis to hold the Superintendent responsible for 
reporting the rides to DCF. 
 

The question of whether the rides should have been reported to police pursuant to the MOU 
presents a slightly different question.   Only subsection (a) appears applicable as it relates to 
“possession [or] use… of alcohol by a student.” Here again, there was some doubt as to whether 
any current students were implicated, and possibly due to the inadequacy of the investigation, there 
was no evidence that any specific student used or possessed alcohol.  There was a generalized 
understanding that the rides were being given due to alcohol use preventing the safe operation of 
a vehicle, but a generalized understanding is not any kind of proof.  As a result, the Superintendent 
did not fail to make any required reports. 
 

3. Required Reports by the Principal 
 

I did not find that the Principal was aware of Veracka providing alcohol to minors, or that 
specific students were using alcohol, for the reasons described above.  With respect to the rides, 
the Principal would be absolved of the duty to report the matter by passing the information to the 
Superintendent, and as described above there was no duty to report the rides in any case.  The 
closer question is whether the Principal had a duty to report what he was told about nude 
photographs. 

 
Virtually all of the mandated reporters I spoke with stated that they thought it prudent to 

over-report rather than under-report as long as there was some evidence giving rise to a reasonable 
cause to believe there was abuse as defined above.  I took that to mean that even in cases where a 
report might not be required by law, a report that is permissible under the law should as a matter 
of best practice be made in certain circumstances. Mr. DiDomenico reported telling DCF in 
October about what he knew in June and asking whether he should have reported the nude photo 
allegation under 51A, and he was told that he should have reported it.  That advice from DCF is 
not conclusive of whether Mr. DiDomenico failed to meet his statutory mandatory reporting 
obligation.  The question of whether the statute was violated depends upon what Mr. DiDomenico 
had reasonable cause to believe at the end of his investigation.  He apparently believed that there 
were no photos other than what was reported by Veracka (the beach photos).  Based upon his 
reported version of his conversation with Student A he did not have any direct evidence of pictures 
on Student B’s phone.  On the other hand, I found contrary to Mr. DiDomenico’s report that 
Student A did have firsthand knowledge of the pictures.  What Student A did not have was 
firsthand knowledge that the pictures came from Veracka since that information was related by 
Student B.  In addition, Mr. DiDomenico had only verbal descriptions of some pictures.  I did not 
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find that he had any knowledge of pictures being sent by Student B to Veracka.8  Ironically, the 
lack of documentation of Mr. DiDomenico’s investigation makes it impossible to know with 
certainty what Mr. DiDomenico knew, and the poorly executed investigation caused him to fall 
short of developing reasonable cause to believe that Veracka sent pictures to a student.  Although 
it is a close call, I do not find that Mr. DiDomenico violated his statutory reporting obligation 
based on what he knew in June.  I do find that he could have reported to DCF based on the 
information he had and that it was extremely bad judgement not to do so.  This is especially true 
in light of the way that he precipitously dropped the investigation.  If he felt unable to do the 
investigation that clearly needed to be done, he had an obligation as a professional to turn the 
investigation over to someone who could do it, whether it was a coworker, the police, or DCF.  A 
District policy statement that I reviewed in connection with this investigation, “Responsibilities 
for the Care and Protection of Children Under 18  (MGL Chapter 119, Section 51A)” states in 
pertinent part, "[i]t is not the responsibility of staff to prove that a child has been abused or 
neglected; a reasonable cause for concern should trigger the process."  Mr. DiDomenico did not 
follow this guidance. 

 
Whether Mr. DiDomenico failed to report “sexting” under subsection (n) of the MOU 

provisions quoted above depends upon how one reads the provision.  The conduct that must be 
reported includes “sexting” which includes sending of sexually explicit materials by cell phone. 
The provision does not limit itself to sexting of student pictures unless the phrase “of sexually 
explicit photographs of a student” is intended to modify “sexting.” Otherwise sexting as defined 
in the MOU appears untethered to student conduct.  If that is the case, then Mr. DiDomenico may 
have violated the agreement by failing to report the sexting to the police, again depending upon 
whether he had sufficient information to believe that sexting occurred.  In this case the existence 
of the pictures is enough to trigger the obligation regardless of source.  Again, it is a close call 
given some ambiguities in the MOU. 
 
V. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

A. Discipline 
 

Based on these findings, it is the province of the School Committee to determine whether 
Superintendent Clenchy engaged in misconduct.  If the Committee decides that the Superintendent 
has not engaged in actionable misconduct, then I recommend that the report be forwarded to the 
Superintendent for further action, as any disciplinary determinations that may be indicated by the 
findings of this report are within her area of responsibility.  It is beyond the scope of my reference 
to make any such recommendations. 
 

B. Policy and Training Considerations 
 

A common understanding and expectation regarding what incidents require an 
investigation and what an investigation should look like could help prevent a situation like this 

 
8 Student A reported being aware that Student B sent pictures to Veracka at her request, but could 
not recall specifically that this information was relayed to Mr. DiDomenico.  Where Mr. 
DiDomenico denied knowing this information the evidence did not support a finding that Mr. 
DiDomenico knew of pictures sent by Student B. 
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from occurring in the future.   Good decision making is obviously at the core of making correct 
determinations about when an investigation is required and then competently executing and 
documenting an appropriately thorough investigation.  When reliance is placed on one decision 
maker, then individual considerations can interfere with judgement, whether it be loyalty to a 
reliable staff member and disbelief that s/he could be involved in a serious incident, personal 
vacation plans, lack of understanding of the potential consequences of given conduct, or any 
number of circumstances that might influence an individual to do a less thorough job than 
warranted by the facts.  This can be ameliorated by a team approach to planning investigations 
with team check-ins before the investigation moves to another phase.  Involving counsel before 
the investigation is complete can be helpful to get a different perspective.  In this case, counsel 
was not consulted until after the “pre-disciplinary interview” which deprived the District of the 
advice that was really needed. 

 
Similarly, if administrators all understood that an investigation should be accompanied by 

some documentation, like interview statements or summaries, and a memorandum summarizing 
the process and findings of the investigation, then when an investigation is done it would be easy 
to say: “Let me read the investigation.”  If that had happened here, it would have been apparent to 
other administrators and to counsel that the investigation was incomplete.  Having such a process 
in place will likely cause the person performing the investigation to be more mindful of whether 
the investigation is adequate even before receiving input from others. 

 
Many laws simply require some reasonable action in response to a complaint to avoid 

liability.  Some examples are Title IX, sexual harassment, and bullying.  Under Title IX the 
standard of avoiding “deliberate indifference” can be overcome by having a documented 
investigation.  It is rare that the law requires the District to arrive at the absolute right answer – 
only a reasonable attempt to find the right answer.  In either case the District’s chances improve 
with a competently performed and documented investigation. 
 
 I cannot say that having different policy language would have made a difference here.  
However, in my review of policies I noted some anomalies.  On the positive side, the Online 
Communications policy already requires an investigation of potential violations of that policy.  
Other policies probably should contain a requirement to investigate but do not.  The Bullying 
policy does not seem to have an overt requirement to investigate other than an opaque reference 
to “proper protocols and procedures.”  The Grievance Procedures for Discrimination Complaints 
has a formalized complaint and response process that seems ill suited to elementary and secondary 
education with no overt requirement to investigate. An “Anti-Discrimination Information” 
document suggests that the procedures for investigating complaints can be found in the “sexual 
harassment policy.”  While there is no “sexual harassment policy” per se, there is a 
“Discriminatory Harassment” policy that has a promise to investigate complaints, but it does not 
appear to apply to students.  On the other hand, a cyber-bullying prohibition in the District Internet 
policy only addresses student-to-student conduct, and not staff conduct.  The Bullying policy in 
the handbook and in a different policy does include staff to student conduct. 
 
 Aligning the various policies to ensure that students are protected where they need to be 
would be a useful undertaking, but would not have made a difference in this case.  Consistent 
training for administrators and the development of sensible protocols for conducting and 
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documenting investigations would go far to reduce the opportunities for a repeat of this type of 
concern in the future. 
 

C. Summary Conclusion 
 

My scope of work in this investigation was “conducting an investigation and advising the 
Committee regarding the District’s handling of allegations of a teacher’s inappropriate conduct 
towards a student, and such other matters as assigned.”  The scope of the assignment was informed 
by a news article alleging: “Nashoba Regional High School principal was told about nude photos 
teacher Dorothy Bancroft Veracka sent to teen months before she was put on leave, court records 
say.”  The headline is correct.  The High School Principal was told about nude photos in June 
2019.  The implication that the Principal knew of the photos at that time is not true, as his 
investigation failed to substantiate what he was told.  The reason the report was not substantiated 
was because the Principal conducted a deficient investigation.  The Principal’s failure to follow up 
on obvious leads deprived him of the knowledge that was discovered months later by the police.  
The Principal’s failure to document the investigation deprived the District of a second chance to 
revisit the matter and ensure that a proper investigation was completed. 

 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
 
______________________ 
Tim D. Norris, Esq. 

 
  


