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Executive Summary 

The Office of Educational Quality and Accountability (EQA) examined the Needham Public 

Schools in late September and early October of 2003. During 2000-2003, it was among the 

higher performing school systems in the Commonwealth. The following provides a summary of 

the findings of the examination and the district’s performance on the 2003 Massachusetts 

Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS) test. 

Proficiency/Achievement: 
•	 Needham’s Average Proficiency Index (API) was 91.4, which was based on the 2003 MCAS 

results. The state average for the API was 75.7 in 2003. This placed Needham among the 
higher performing academic school districts in the Commonwealth. In ELA, the district’s 
ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) was 95.5, and the state average for EPI was 82.2. In math, the 
district’s math Proficiency Index (MPI) was 87.3, and the state average for MPI was 69.3. 

•	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 77.8% of the students at Needham scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 
‘Proficient’ categories. This figure was 26.0 percentage points higher than the state average 
percentages. 

•	 On the 2003 MCAS test, in ELA, 86.8% of the students in Needham scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 26.3 percentage points higher than the state average. 
In math, 68.5% of the students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 25.7 
percentage points in math higher than the state’s average percentages. 

•	 In 2003, in Needham the Proficiency Indices of 95.5 for ELA and 87.3 for math were 13.3 
and 18 points higher than the statewide averages. 

•	 On the MCAS retest administered in the spring of 2003, 99% of the Needham Class of 2003 
earned a Competency Determination (CD), as compared to 95% of the statewide Class of 
2003. 

•	 On the MCAS retest administered in the spring of 2003, 99% of the Needham Class of 2004 
earned a Competency Determination, as compared to 89% of the statewide Class of 2004. 

Equity of Achievement/Proficiency: 
•	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 82.6% of the regular education students at Needham scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 23.6 percentage points higher than the state’s 
average percentages for regular education students. 

•	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 41% of the special education students scored in the ‘Advanced’ 
and ‘Proficient’ categories, 20 percentage points higher than the state’s average percentages 
for special education students. 
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•	 On the 2003 MCAS test, special education students in Needham scored 15.1 percentage 
points lower than the district average Proficiency Index in ELA, and in math by 19.9 
percentage points. 

Improvement: 
•	 In Needham, 3.8% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficiency’ categories in 

2003 than in 2000, and 4.7% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

•	 In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 3.3 points 
and, in math by 3.7 points. 

•	 In ELA, 4.8% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficiency’ categories in 2003 
than in 2000, and 3.5% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

•	 In math, 2.5% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 
than in 2000 and 5.8% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

•	 The MCAS performance level for in the district improved in the aggregate from 2001-2003. 

Equity of Improvement: 
•	 Between 2000-2003, Needham’s student achievement figures for regular education students’ 

results improved in both ELA and math.  

•	 Between 2000-2003, Needham’s student achievement figures for special education students’ 
results improved by less than the state average in ELA and more than the state average in 
math. 

Participation and Access: 
•	 All eligible students were participating in both ELA and math assessments at required levels. 

Summary of Preliminary Findings by Domain: 

Assessment and Evaluation: 
•	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on ten and ‘Satisfactory’ on eleven of 

the twenty-one performance indicators in this domain. 

•	 Between 2000-2003, the district’s documentation demonstrated that it was committed to 
continuously using student assessment analysis to inform improvements in programs and 
services. 

•	 During the period under examination, the district’s Performance Report provided clear 
communication on the status of district initiatives in the areas of student assessment and 
students’ needs. 
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•	 Between 2000-2003, a review of the district’s student attendance policies and practices 
determined that the district focused on achieving high student attendance. In addition, the 
district also had high student achievement. 

•	 During the period under review, the district was proactive in narrowing the achievement gap 
between students who were not meeting grade-level expectations and students who did meet 
those expectations. 

•	 During the period under examination, the district’s use of data became an essential 
component in the processes of program and personnel evaluation. 

Curriculum and Instruction: 
•	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on nine and ‘Satisfactory’ on sixteen of 

the twenty-five performance indicators in this domain. 

•	 Between 2000-2003, the district used student achievement data to inform modifications in 
curriculum and to reduce gaps in student achievement.   

•	 For the period under examination, the district developed local criterion-referenced tests that 
were given to determine the readiness of students to be transitioned to the next grade level. 

•	 Between 2000-2003, the school district and the community shared high expectations for all 
of its schools and students. 

•	 Annually, school and community-wide surveys were conducted as an integral part of the 
process of curriculum and instruction planning. 

•	 For the period under examination, extensive recruitment and selection procedures resulted in 
the employment of highly qualified staff members.  The district was also highly effective in 
retaining quality staff. 

•	 Between 2000-2003, the district leadership identified that there was a small number of 
students who were contributing to the district’s student achievement gap. In response, the 
district leadership took proactive steps to close the achievement gap with those students. 

•	 In the Needham Public Schools, the EQA observed that the district’s policies, practices, and 
procedures reflected high expectations for all students. 

•	 For the period under examination, the district had a balanced professional development 
program. This program supported the continued improvement of staff performance and 
learning, while also strengthening the growth of higher quality teachers. 

•	 Between 2000-2003, the district’s professional development program was data-driven by the 
continuous analyses of personnel capabilities as they related to student needs. 
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Student Academic and Support Services: 
•	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on two and ‘Satisfactory’ on five one of 

the seven performance indicators in this domain. 

•	 Between 2000-2003, the district had a common standards-based focus that drove curriculum 
and instructional changes within the school system. 

•	 For the period under examination, the district annually analyzed data relative to its standards 
and expectations. The district also determined how those specific services would be delivered 
to students who achieved below district-wide expectations. 

Leadership and Governance: 
•	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on eight ‘Satisfactory’ on eight of the 

sixteen performance indicators in this domain. 

•	 Between 2000-2003, the functions and responsibilities of the district leadership team were 
interrelated and unified in decision-making related to allocating resources and leadership in 
student, school, and district performance. 

•	 For the period under examination, the district recruited teachers in diverse subgroups in order 
to offer a more diverse teaching staff. This was done to address the needs of the district’s 
increasingly diverse student population. 

Business and Finance: 
•	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on three and ‘Satisfactory’ on seventeen 

of the twenty performance indicators in this domain. 

•	 Between 2000-2003, the district had a clear budget development and preparation process that 
centered discussion and decision-making solely on educational matters. 

•	 For the period under review, the district collaborated with the Municipal Building 
Maintenance Board to assist in providing maintenance, operation, and utility services for the 
district. 

•	 During the period under examination, the district’s capital needs were incorporated into the 
Town’s capital improvement program. The EQA found that the district’s capital projects 
were funded in a fair and equitable manner. 
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Part I: Overview of the EQA Review Process and the District 

On September 30, through October 2, 2003, the EQA conducted an independent examination of 

the Needham Public Schools for the period between 2000-2003. This examination applied the 

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

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

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

examination process for school districts involved two tiers of investigation and utilized twelve 

standards. The basis of this report is the result of the source documents, correspondence sent 

prior to the on-site visit, interviews with the representative from the school committee, district 

leadership team, school administrators, and additional documents submitted while in the district. 

The report does not include documents, revised data, or comments that may have surfaced after 

the on-site visit. 

Needham is a suburban town located in north central Norfolk County in eastern Massachusetts. 

Education, healthcare, and social services are the largest sources of employment in Needham, 

followed by professional, scientific, and management services. According to the 2000 U.S. 

Census, it has a population of 28,911 people and a median family income of $107,507, while the 

median family income in Massachusetts is $61,664. Needham has a Board of Selectmen/Town 

Meeting form of government and a seven-person school committee. The Needham Public 

Schools have seven schools serving Grades PreK-12. The most recent Massachusetts Department 

of Education (DOE) figures indicate that there were 4,498 students enrolled in the district in 

FY2002. The demographic/subgroup composition in the Needham Public Schools is: 89.1% 

White, 5.1% Asian-American, 3.7% African-American, 2.1% Hispanic-American, Limited 

English Proficiency (LEP), 0.7%; Free or Reduced Lunch/Yes (FRL/Y), 2.7%; and Special 

Education (SPED), 12.2%. During the ten years of education reform in Massachusetts, 

Needham’s state Chapter 70 Aid increased by 260.5% from $1,249,773 in FY1993 to $4,504,997 

in FY2002. For the fiscal years under review, 2000-2003, Needham received $3,409,048; 

$4,152,973; $4,504,997; and $4,504,997 for a total of $16,572,015 in state Chapter 70 Aid. 
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This report finds the Needham Public Schools to be a ‘Very High’ performing school district, 

which is marked by student achievement that is ‘Very High’ in English Language Arts (ELA) 

and ‘High’ in math on the Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS) test. 

Since 2000, Needham has also demonstrated gradual improvement on its ‘High’ MCAS test 

scores, and in the 2003 administration of the MCAS test 77.8% of its students scored above 

standard. 

Part II: Tier I Analysis of Student Achievement and MCAS Data 
At Tier I, while particular attention was paid to the 2003 MCAS test, the EQA review of 

Needham’s MCAS test results (2000-2003) is framed by the following five essential questions: 

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

district’s students meeting or exceeding state proficiency standards? 

2.	 Equity of Achievement: How does MCAS test performance vary among the district’s 

student subgroups? 

3.	 Improvement: How has MCAS test performance for all students in the district changed 

over time? 

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

subgroups changed over time? 

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

required programs and assessments? 

In order to respond accurately to these questions, the EQA did several types of analyses on the 

most current test data: a comparative analysis of the MCAS test data using state and district 

results by grade, ethnicity, and student category, a school-based analysis, a “performance gap” 

analysis, and a series of analyses to determine whether the mean responses for students in the 

district differed significantly from those of the state and between student subgroups within the 
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district. Descriptive analyses of the test results for 2003 MCAS test revealed significant 

differences between students in the district and the average scores of students in Massachusetts. 

A discussion of the analyses follows. 

Needham vs. Massachusetts: 

•	 The aggregate of students in Needham scored higher than the aggregate of the state’s 
students. 

•	 The regular education students in Needham scored higher than the state’s regular education 
students. 

•	 The special education students in Needham scored higher than the state’s special education 
students. 

Needham’s totals vs. Needham’s subgroups: 

•	 The special education students in Needham scored lower than the regular students in 
Needham. 
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Assessment of MCAS Results 2000-2003 

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

students meeting or exceeding state proficiency standards? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 77.8% of the students at Needham scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories. This figure was 26.0 percentage points higher than the state average 

percentages. 

•	 On the 2003 MCAS test, in ELA, 86.8% of the students in Needham scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 26.3 percentage points higher than the state average. 

In math, 68.5% of the students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 25.7 

percentage points in math higher than the state’s average percentages. 

•	 In 2003, in Needham the Proficiency Indices of 95.5 for ELA and 87.2 for math were 13.3 

and 17.9 points higher than the statewide averages. 
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Figure/Table 1: 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level 
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State	 Needham 

Advanced 14.2 29.2 
Proficient 37.6 48.6 

Needs Improv. 32.2 19.7 
Warning/Failing 16.0 2.6 

Analysis of Figure/Table 1: 

•	 Needham had 15.0% and 11.0% more students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

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

•	 Needham’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category exceeded that of the 

state’s students by more than two times, 29.2% to 14.2%. 

•	 Needham had 12.5% and 13.4% fewer of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

•	 Needham’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category was lower than 

the state’s students, 2.6% to 16.0%. 
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Figure/Table 2: 
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MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level by Subject and Grade 
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State ELA Needham ELA State MTH Needham MTH 

Advanced 12.1 27.5 15.9 30.8 

Proficient 48.4 59.3 26.9 37.7 

Needs Improv. 30.2 12.8 34.1 26.7 
Warning/Failing 8.9 0.4 23.1 4.8 

Analysis of Figure/Table 2: 

•	 Needham had 15.4% and 10.9% more students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories in ELA than the state’s students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

•	 Needham’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category in ELA exceeded that 

of the state’s students by more than two times, 27.5% to 12.1%. 

•	 Needham had 17.4% and 8.5% fewer of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

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

•	 Needham’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category in ELA was 

lower than that of the state’s students, 0.4% to 8.9%. 

•	 Needham had 14.9% and 10.8% more students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories in math than the state’s students on the 2003 MCAS test. 
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•	 Needham had 7.4% and 18.3% fewer of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

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

•	 Needham’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category in ELA was 

lower than that of the state’s students, 4.8% to 23.1%. 

Figure/Table 3: 

Proficiency Index (MCAS 2003) by Grade 
ELA Math 

Needham 95.5 87.3 
Grade 04 93.7 85.6 
Grade 07 96.5 NA 
Grade 08 NA 83.7 
Grade 10 96.1 92.7 

Analysis of Figure/Table 3: 

•	 On average, in Needham, the math PI was 8.2 points lower than that for ELA system-wide. 

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

•	 In ELA, the Proficiency Indices in Grades 7 and 10 were 1.0 and 0.6 points higher than the 

district average, and in Grade 4 it was 1.8 points lower than the district average. 

•	 In math, the Proficiency Index in Grade 10 was 5.4 points higher than the district average, 

and in Grades 4 and 8 it was 1.7 and 3.6 points lower than the district average.  
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2. 	Equity of Achievement: How does a MCAS performance vary among the district’s 

student subgroups? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 82.6% of the regular education students at Needham scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 23.6 percentage points higher than the state’s 

average percentages for regular education students. 

•	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 41% of the special education students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories, 20.0 percentage points higher than the state’s average percentages for 

special education students. 

•	 On the 2003 MCAS test, special education students in Needham scored 15.1 percentage 

points lower than the district average Proficiency Index in ELA and in math, by 19.9 

percentage points. 
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Figure/Table 4: 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of Regular and Disabilites students at each proficiency 

level 
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State Reg Needham Reg State Disability	 Needham 
Disability 

Advanced 16.8 32.1 2.3 6.7 
Proficient 42.2 50.5 18.7 34.3 

Needs Improv. 30.4 16.1 41.3 46.4 
Warning/Failing 10.7 1.3 37.7 12.6 

Analysis of Figure/Table 4: 

•	 Needham had 15.3% and 8.3% more regular education students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

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

•	 Needham had 14.3% and 9.4% fewer of its regular education students score in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s regular education students, 

on the 2003 MCAS test. 

•	 Needham’s percentage of regular education students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ 

category was lower than that of the state’s regular education students, 1.3% to 10.7%. 

•	 Needham had 4.4% and 15.6% more of its special education students score in the ‘Advanced’ 

and ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s special education students on the 2003 MCAS test. 
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•	 Needham’s percentage of special education students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category 

exceeded that of the state’s special education students by almost three times, 6.7% to 2.3%. 

•	 Needham had 5.1% more and 25.1% fewer of its special education students score in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s special education 

students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

•	 Needham’s percentage of special education students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ 

category was lower than that of the state’s special education students, 12.6% to 37.7%. 
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Figure/Table 5: N-values by category 
ELA Math 

Needham Advanced 293 323 
 Proficient 631 395 
 Needs Improv 136 280 
 Warning/Failing 4 50 

Regular Advanced 288 310 
 Proficient 579 360 
 Needs Improv 77 223 
 Warning/Failing 1 23 

Disability Advanced 4 12
 Proficient 49 33 
 Needs Improv 55 56 
 Warning/Failing 3 27 

LEP Advanced 1 1 
 Proficient 3 2 
 Needs Improv 4 1 

Free Lunch (Y) Advanced 4 1 
Proficient 8 9 

Needs Improv 9 9 
Warning/Failing 2 4 

Free Lunch (N) Advanced 289 322 
 Proficient 623 386 
 Needs Improv 127 271 
 Warning/Failing 2 46 

African-American Advanced 2 0 
 Proficient 22 10 
 Needs Improv 21 20 
 Warning/Failing 0 12 

Asian-American Advanced 17 28 
 Proficient 26 11 
 Needs Improv 5 8 
 Warning/Failing 0 3 

Hispanic-American Advanced 3 1 
 Proficient 12 9 
 Needs Improv 11 7 
 Warning/Failing 0 4 

White Advanced 271 294 
Proficient 570 364 

Needs Improv 99 245 
Warning/Failing 4 31 
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Table 6: 

Proficiency Index (MCAS 2003) Free/Reduced Lunch Status, Student Status, and Race 

ELA vs Math PI (by subgroup) 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 6: 

•	 In Needham, regular education, students scored 1.9 Proficiency Index points higher on the 

MCAS test in ELA than the district average. 

•	 In Needham, special education students scored 15.1 Proficiency Index points lower on the 

MCAS test in ELA than the district average.  

•	 In Needham, regular education students scored 2.8 Proficiency Index points higher on the 

MCAS test in math than the district average.  

•	 In Needham, special education students scored 19.9 Proficiency Index points lower on the 

MCAS test in math than the district average.   

3. Improvement:  How has MCAS performance for all students in the district changed 

over time? 

Preliminary Findings: 

•	 In Needham, 3.8% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficiency’ categories in 

2003 than in 2000, and 4.7% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

•	 In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 3.3 points 

and, in math, by 3.7 points. 

•	 In ELA, 4.8% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficiency’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000, and 3.5% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

•	 In math, 2.5% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000, and 5.8% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

•	 The MCAS performance level for in the district improved in the aggregate from 2001-2003. 
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Figure/Table 7: 

MCAS 2000 - 2003 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level 
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2000 2001 2002 2003 

Advanced 26.0 27.5 26.9 29.2 
Proficient 48.0 48.6 49.4 48.6 

Needs Improv. 18.7 20.4 19.8 19.7 
Warning/Failing 7.3 3.4 3.8 2.6 

Analysis of Figure/Table 7: 

•	 In Needham, 29.2% and 48.6% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories in 2003 in contrast to 26.0% and 48.0% of all students scoring these categories in 

2000. 

•	 In Needham, 2.6 of all students scored at the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories in 2003, in 

contrast to 7.3 of all students scoring in these categories in 2000.   
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Figure/Table 8: 

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

Prof. Index Trend Data 
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ELA Math 

Proficiency Index Trend Data MCAS, 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003  (detail) 
ELA Math 

2000 2001 2002 2003 2000 2001 2002 2003 
Advanced 21.3 25.4 23.9 27.5 30.7 29.7 30.0 30.8 
Proficient 60.7 59.1 60.0 59.3 35.3 38.2 38.5 37.7 

Needs Improv. 14.1 14.3 14.9 12.8 23.4 26.6 25.0 26.7 
Warning/Failing 3.9 1.2 1.2 0.4 10.6 5.6 6.6 4.8 

Analysis of Figure/Table 8: 

•	 In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 3.3 points, 

from 92.2 to 95.5. 

•	 In math, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 3.7 points, 

from 83.6 to 87.3. 

•	 In ELA, 86.8% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003, 

in contrast to 82.0% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000.  
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•	 In ELA, 13.2% of all students scored at the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ 

categories in 2003, in contrast to 18.0% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000. 

•	 In math, 68.5% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003, 

in contrast to 66.0% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000.  

•	 In math, 31.5% of all students scored in the ‘Needs Improvement” and ‘Warning/Failing’ 

categories, in 2003 in contrast to 34.0% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000. 

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

subgroups changed over time? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 Between 2000-2003, Needham’s student achievement figures for regular education students’ 

results improved in both ELA and math.  

•	 Between 2000-2003, Needham’s student achievement figures for special education students’ 

results improved by less than the state average in ELA and more than the state average in 

math. 

23




Figures 9A-B: Proficiency Index Trend Data (by subgroup) MCAS 2001, 2002, and 2003  
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Table 10: Proficiency Index Trend Data (by subgroup) MCAS 2001, 2002, and 2003 

Trend Data by Subgroup (Needham.) Trend Data by Subgroup (State) 
ELA Math 

ALL ‘01 94.2 86.5 
‘02 94.3 86.2 
‘03 95.5 87.3 

Regular ‘01 96.4 90.5 
‘02 96.1 88.6 
‘03 97.4 90.1 

Disability ‘01 78.8 57.5 
 ‘02 79.7 66.2 

‘03 80.4 67.4 

ELA Math 
ALL ‘01 79.5 67.3 

‘02 81.6 67.0 
‘03 82.2 69.3 

Regular ‘01 84.1 71.9 
‘02 85.8 71.4 
‘03 87.2 74.5 

Disability ‘01 55.3 43.5 
‘02 58.1 42.6 
‘03 62.0 46.4 

Analysis of Figures/Table 10: 

•	 In Needham, between 2001-2003, all students increased by 1.3 Proficiency Index points in 

ELA and 0.8 points in math, as compared with increases of 2.7 and 2.0 points statewide. 

•	 In Needham, between 2001-2003, regular education students increased by 1.0 Proficiency 

Index points in ELA and decreased by 0.4 points in math, as compared with increases of 3.1 

and 2.6 points statewide. 

•	 In Needham, between 2001-2003, special education students increased by 1.6 Proficiency 

Index points in ELA and 9.9 points in math, as compared with increases of 6.7 and 2.9 points 

statewide. 
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5. 	Participation and Access: Are all eligible students attending and participating in all        
required programs and assessments? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
•	 All eligible students were participating in both ELA and math assessments at required levels. 

Table 11: 

ELA Math 
Tested 99.72% 99.90% 
NTM 0.09% 0.10% 
NTO 0.19% 0.00% 

Analysis of Table 11: 
•	 On the 2003 MCAS test, Needham’s student test participation rates in ELA and math were 

99.72% and 99.90%, respectively. These figures were 4.72% and 4.90% higher than the 

state’s standard for test participation, which is 95%. 
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Part III: Summary and Preliminary Findings by Domain 

Domain A. Assessment and Evaluation 

Standards  

Domain A - Assessment & Evaluation 
S1 - Student Assessment 

Excellent 

Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total 

Satisfactory 1 
0 

1 
0 

0 
1 

0 
1 

1 
0 

0 
1 

0 
1 

0 
1 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

3 
5 

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

S2 - Participation 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 

Satisfactory 
Excellent 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

0 
1 

1 
0 

1 
0 

0 
1 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

5 
2 

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

S3 - Evaluation Processes 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 

Satisfactory 
Excellent 

1 
0 

0 
1 

0 
1 

1 
0 

0 
1 

1 
0 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

3 
3 

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

Standard 1. STUDENT ASSESSMENT: District and building administrators carefully 

administer statewide assessments and teachers regularly assess the performance of their students 

relative to state and local student performance standards, and analyze aggregate and individual 

assessment results to improve curricula, instructional practices, and supplementary and remedial 

programs.  

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 Between 2000-2003, the district’s documentation and interviews demonstrated that it was 

committed to continuously using student assessment analysis to inform improvements in 

programs and services. 

•	 During the period under examination, the district’s Performance Report provided clear 

communication on the status of district initiatives in the areas of student assessment and 

students’ needs. 
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Indicators: 

1.	 The district has clear assessment policies and procedures that direct the regular evaluation of 

classroom, school, district, and state assessment results. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the time under examination, the Needham Public Schools published a 

Performance Report that was designed as a current assessment of what the schools do well 

and what were necessary improvements. This report was a reflection of the practices and 

procedures expected of the school committee within the district.  

The district used the DRA (Development Reading Assessment) in all elementary grades from 

Kindergarten through Grade 3. The Eliot Elementary School used the Terra Nova. District-

wide portfolios were used in ELA from Kindergarten through Grade 8 and in math from 

Kindergarten through Grade 5. The district developed local assessments based on district 

learning standards that were aligned with the learning standards in the state curriculum 

frameworks. Additionally, the district administered a social-emotional learning assessment in 

Grades 3-7, and surveys to assess school culture and the foreign language programs in 

Grades 3-8. Assessments at the secondary level were administered at the end of each unit.  

2.	 District and building administrators carefully and accurately implement the “Principles of 

Test Administration” in their jurisdictions and provide complete and accurate information on 

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

the MCAS test and system-wide tests. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district administrator held an annual workshop to inform staff regarding the 

proper administration procedures for the MCAS test. Special education staff administered the 

MCAS test to special education students in accordance with test modifications identified on 

students’ IEPs. Building principals assumed the responsibilities for test security before and 

after tests were administered and followed testing procedures that were recommended by the 

DOE. 
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3.	 The district regularly employs criterion-referenced tests, norm-referenced tests, or other 

standardized tests in addition to the MCAS test to assess the progress of all student 

populations. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: The district’s Team to Improve Performance (TIP), consisting of member 

representatives of teachers, administrators, parents, and school committee members, met 

approximately four times a year to determine priorities for information, reviewed analyses 

from assessments, surveys, and focus groups. For the majority of the period under review, the 

district administered the Educational Research Bureau (ERB). However, this practice was 

discontinued in 2002 on the recommendation of the district’s Team to Improve Performance, 

because its members believed that the district’s students were tested too often.   

The district administered the Development Reading Assessment (DRA) in all Grades K-3. 

Additionally, head teachers at the elementary and middle school level reviewed student work 

collected in portfolios. High school department chairs reviewed and assessed student work at 

the secondary level. The district administered the MCAS test, students took the Scholastic 

Aptitude Test (SAT), Advanced Placement (AP) tests, and local assessments. 

4.	 Regular analysis of assessment results informs improvements to: 

a.	 curricula, 

b.	 instructional practices, 

c.	 supplementary and remedial programs and services, 

d.	 professional development, and 

e.	  purchasing and provisioning for improved student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, there was significant evidence from the district’s annual 

Performance Report of a well-established practice of reviewing student assessment results to 

inform work in curriculum. In addition, the district administered annual stakeholder surveys 
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to assess the satisfaction of district students, parents, and alumni. Survey results were 

compiled and sent to participants and presented at school committee meetings. 

In Needham, regular student assessment analysis informed instructional practices. All new 

teachers and all administrators were required to attend a five-day course, provided at the end 

of each school year, which focused on the identification of student data and how to best 

utilize that data to inform decision-making. The course was offered on a continuous cycle 

that focused on elementary one year, middle school the next, and high school in the final 

year. The staff was provided a stipend for attendance and was also required to take the course 

within their first three years in the district. Among other sources, the district used assessment 

results from its Title I and reading programs to inform programmatic change. 

5.	 The district and each of its schools disseminate assessment analyses to appropriate staff at 

regular intervals. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, the district routinely disseminated the results from the 

MCAS test and other assessments. These results were first compiled at the central office; 

district administrators reviewed results, and then disseminated those results to the appropriate 

principals, directors, and head teachers, who then disseminated them to their staff.  Teachers 

at the classroom level were expected to focus on item analysis that indicated where 75 

students or more missed a question. Teachers were expected in those instances to analyze the 

question, identify the relative standard, and determine when and how the local curriculum 

addressed that standard. 

6.	 District administrators, building administrators, and teachers demonstrate that they have the 

skills to use aggregate and individual test analyses to improve instructional programs and 

services for all student populations. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: During the period under review, annually, at the end of the school year, the 

district presented a five-day course in data that was required of by all administrators and 

teachers new to the district. This course was delivered to the elementary level in one-year, 
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the middle school the next year, and secondary the following year. The course focused on the 

importance of data and how to use it to inform the decision-making process. In addition, 

administrators at the district and school levels, as well as department chairs and head 

teachers, routinely prepared reports that were full of data analyses to inform curriculum and 

instructional practices and district priorities. Interviewees, a review of professional staff 

evaluations, and the district’s documents indicated that teachers were proficient with data and 

used often to inform decisions at the classroom level. 

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

(CD) standard by their senior year. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence:  On the MCAS retest administered in the spring of 2003, 99% of the Needham 

Class of 2003 earned a Competency Determination (CD), as compared to 95% of the 

statewide Class of 2003. On the MCAS retest administered in the spring of 2003, 99% of the 

Needham Class of 2004 earned a Competency Determination, as compared to 89% of the 

statewide Class of 2004. 

8.	 Classroom assessment standards, practices, and expectations for teachers and students are 

consistently linked with learning standards articulated in the state curriculum frameworks. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: For the period under review, the district consistently focused on establishing a 

standards-based curriculum and delivering standards-based lessons. One of the goals in the 

district’s vision statement was to provide in-service training for all teachers and 

administrators in standards-based instruction by June 2001. Based on interviews with central 

office administrators and a review of the district’s MCAS test trend data, the EQA found that 

the district accomplished this goal. For the period under review, all the schools in Needham 

met their Annual Yearly Progress (AYP). Consistent with initiatives established within the 

system, student achievement, as viewed through the Annual Yearly Progress, reflected 

consistent student achievement over time. Based on a review of randomly selected 
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professional staff evaluations, it was evident to the EQA team that the district’s expectations 

for teachers in planning and delivering standards-based instruction were clearly understood 

and consistently followed. 

Standard 2. PARTICIPATION – The district and all of its schools have documented policies, 

procedures, and practices that meet federal and state participation and attendance standards. 

Data on participation in state and local tests are monitored and assessed to ensure participation 

and opportunity for all students and all subgroups. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 Between 2000-2003, a review of the district’s student attendance policies and practices 

determined that the district focused on achieving high student attendance. In addition, the 

district also had high student achievement. 

•	 During the period under review, the district was proactive in narrowing the achievement gap 

between students who were not meeting grade-level expectations and students who did meet 

those expectations. 

Indicators: 

1.	 The district and each of its schools have clear policies, procedures, expectations, and 

practices that requires all students to attend and participate in all required assessments. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under review, student attendance in the district consistently 

exceeded the state’s average for student attendance.  In Needham, policies, practices, and 

expectations for student attendance were clearly articulated in handbooks, policies, and 

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

attendance. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district regularly collected and reviewed attendance data on student and staff 

attendance by building. A district administrator tracked staff attendance every week and 

developed a quarterly report for the system. Student attendance was compiled daily and 

routinely reviewed. In addition, the high school had attendance deans who monitored and 

tracked student attendance by grade level. 

3.	 The district maintains accurate records on attendance, suspensions, discipline, and dropouts 

by student subgroup populations and frequently: 

a. 	 analyzes these records;  

b. 	 uses the analyses to improve participation and involvement of all students; and 

c.	 tracks students who have ceased to participate in school programs. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district experienced low rates of student absences, suspensions, and dropouts. 

It did, however, closely monitor these situations. Attendance, suspension, and expulsion data 

were entered into the district’s SIMS database. At the high school level, the district tracked 

discipline issues using a local database. In addition, guidance counselors at all building levels 

were responsible for tracking student absences, expulsions, and suspensions.   

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

expectations. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: The district-wide philosophy was to consider students who have ceased to 

participate in school-related programs as on a “leave of absence.” A district administrator 

reported that the district continued to send letters to the last known address urging these 
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students to return to school. The letters were sent until the students reach the age of twenty-

two. 

5.	 The district collects and uses data on: 

a.	 student attendance and evaluates the effects of student attendance on performance and 

achievement, and 

b.	 staff attendance and evaluates the effects of staff attendance on staff performance and 

student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district routinely collected and reviewed student and staff attendance in 

relation to student achievement. For the time under review, the district’s attendance rate for 

students averaged 96%. In Needham, between 2000-2003, students were only absent an 

average of seven days per school year. The average daily attendance rate for staff was 95.6%.  

This included all categories of absences, such as illness, professional development, and other 

contractually recognized reasons.     

6. 	 The district maintains clear and accurate records on: 

a. 	 student waivers for LEP and ALT status for MCAS assessment; and 

b. 	 waivers for staff regarding certification and progress toward certification. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district maintained clear and accurate waivers on students with LEP and 

Alternative (ALT) status for the MCAS test assessment. The district’s ESL coordinator 

maintained LEP waivers, although the district attempted to prepare students so that waivers 

would not be necessary. There were four ESL teachers within the system, all of whom 

attended recent DOE training to prepare for the new English immersion requirement. There 

was a district administrator responsible for maintaining current certification status for all 

professional staff. 
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7. 	The district focuses on and improves educational outcomes, including English language 

proficiency for all English language learners  (ELL) and: 

a. 	maintains clear, accurate, program and individual records of all English language 

learners; 

b. 	annually reviews disaggregated data from standardized tests, attendance, suspension, 

discipline, and dropout records; and 

c.	 uses data analyses to review programs and services to English language learners and 

focuses on areas of needed improvement. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: During the time under review, due to the ELS coordinator stationed at the high 

school, all records for LEP students, regardless of the grade level, were maintained in that 

office. In addition, specialists maintained student portfolio records. For the majority of time 

under examination, the district’s English language learners numbered between 60-70, 

although recently their numbers decreased to 43 (approximately 5% of its student 

population). The district maintained and routinely analyzed data on subgroup performance, 

attendance, standardized tests, discipline records, and dropouts. The district administrators 

reported that the ESL staff often looked both within the community and outside of it for 

whatever support was necessary to aid in a student’s success. The district demonstrated a 

long history of using data to inform its decision-making process, but it was particularly 

evident that the district wanted success for its subgroups, no matter how small its numbers 

may be. 
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Standard 3. EVALUATION PROCESSES: The district uses student assessment data in its 

development and usage of school, program, and personnel evaluation.  The evaluation process 

focuses on accountability for administrators, teachers, and staff, and one of the goals of the 

process is the improvement of achievement for all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 During the period under examination, the district’s use of data became an essential 

component in the processes of program and personnel evaluation. 

Indicators: 

1. The district employs a system of: 

a. school evaluation that focuses on accountability for administrators; 

b. program evaluation that focuses on accountability for administrators and staff; and 

c. personnel evaluation that focuses on accountability for administrators, teachers, and staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Administrators’ evaluations focused on the advancement of goals stated in the 

school improvement plans. In addition, there was an emphasis on maintaining high quality 

staff, student achievement, community outreach for public relations, and closing the 

achievement gap among students. The school committee, as a matter of practice, advocated 

grade level measures to be established throughout the district, and administrators were in the 

process of implementing the practice. The format for personnel evaluations reflected the 

accountability components of the Massachusetts Education Reform Act. The office of 

personnel resources was responsible for ensuring that personnel evaluation cycles were 

maintained. Yearly schedules were developed to identify the individuals who were 

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

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

in improved student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: Personnel evaluations, reviewed on-site, indicated that the expectation from 

central office was that teachers would use assessment data to inform classroom instruction. 

Initially, the selection of a math text was based on a pilot text series and student achievement.  

After using the new series, the student achievement in math was still lower than expected. 

The district identified the need for further professional development in the new series to 

improve instruction practices. The district, for the period of time under examination, had a 

curriculum aligned with the state curriculum frameworks. The district referred its curriculum 

to as the “published curriculum,” which was “focused on standards-based learning.” 

Towards the latter portion of the period under review, the district began developing 

supplemental activities to support differentiated learning styles, suggested resources, and 

methods of alternative assessment.    

3.	 There is an ongoing process to: 

a.	 monitor; and 

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

programs. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: Needham’s teachers revised curriculum to enhance the understanding of concepts, 

and core skills. The result of the curriculum revisions culminated in the development of a 

system-wide database, which enabled students, teachers, and parents to access curriculum 

information and its measures. An example of the process described above was seen within 

the variety of steps taken to determine the effectiveness of the math and foreign language 

programs. Also, the continuous monitoring of district programs and services using data 

evaluation was evident by the information displayed on the link to curriculum on the 

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

Massachusetts Education Reform Act. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The evaluation criteria for administrators was consistent with Massachusetts 

education reform and focused on leadership qualities, instruction, organization, managing 

schools, diversity issues, and maintaining positive relations with all personnel for whom they 

were responsible. 

5.	 The district’s evaluation procedure for teachers complies with the requirements of the 

Education Reform Act. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: During the period under examination, the district had an evaluation instrument 

that was consistent with Chapter 69, Section 1B and Chapter 71, Section 30A for 

administrators and teachers. Both instruments addressed district accountability. In Needham, 

teachers with professional status must have not only demonstrated current performance in 

areas of instructional competence but also in professional characteristics. Teachers must also 

have provided a written narrative reflecting their personal growth during the course of the 

evaluation cycle. The personal growth report was an integral part of the formal evaluation 

for teachers with professional status. In a process negotiated with the teachers’ union, the 

district ensured that administrators assigned to evaluate teachers must have included with the 

formal evaluation a narrative reflecting evidence of student learning and growth. A district 

administrator and the building principal monitored the process carefully; directors were also 

expected to be able to write a narrative reflecting evidence of student learning and growth. 

Teachers with professional status were offered the option of a traditional evaluation or an 

alternative evaluation, which was a two-tier process that may have included a self-evaluation 

or a peer evaluation. A predetermination was made regarding whether the professional status 

teacher was eligible for alternative evaluation based on that teacher’s performance. Both the 

traditional and the alternative evaluation contained the components required by education 

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

scores to: 

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

strengths and weaknesses in curriculum and instruction; 

b.	 set priorities for professional development; and 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In Needham, since the focus on disaggregated data analyses became integrated 

into the district’s decision-making, setting priorities for professional development became 

clearer relative to narrowing the student achievement gap. The process of reallocating 

resources became clearer and more efficient to meet the needs of all student populations. 

This was particularly true for those students experiencing gaps in achievement. 

39




Domain B. Curriculum and Instruction 

Standards  

Domain B - Curriculum & Instruction 
S4 - Curriculum 

Excellent 

Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total 

Satisfactory 1 
0 

0 
1 

0 
1 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

0 
1 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

4 
3 

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

Excellent 
S5 - Instruction:  Expectations & Policies 

1 1 0 0 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 3 
Satisfactory 0 0 1 1 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 2 
Poor 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 

Excellent 
S6 - Access To Quality Education Programs 

0 0 1 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A 1 
Satisfactory 1 1 0 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A 5 
Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 

Excellent 
S7 - Professional Development & Training 

0 0 1 0 1 0 0 N/A N/A N/A 2 
Satisfactory 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 N/A N/A N/A 5 
Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 

Standard 4. CURRICULUM: The district and each of its schools and programs utilize 

curricula that are aligned with the state curriculum frameworks in the core academic subjects of 

English Language Arts (ELA), mathematics, science and technology, history and social science, 

and world languages. The curricula are current, academically sound, and clearly understood by 

all who administer and teach in the district. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 Between 2000-2003, the district used student achievement data to inform modifications in 

curriculum and to reduce gaps in student achievement.   

•	 For the period under examination, the district developed local criterion-referenced tests that 

were given to determine the readiness of students to be transitioned to the next grade level.   
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Indicators: 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s organizational chart listed the director of program development and 

implementation as having responsibility for Pre-K-12 curriculum development and 

coordination. During the interview process, district officials indicated that curriculum 

leadership was provided in every school in the district. There were two full-time instructional 

leaders for the five elementary schools, one in ELA and one in math. Full-time teachers were 

paid a head teacher stipend at the middle school. At the high school, department chairpersons 

taught four to five classes daily. The District’s Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP) 

also listed this school leadership structure. In addition, building principals in every school 

had curriculum leadership and evaluation responsibilities. 

2. Teachers in all of the district’s schools: 

a. have access to the current curriculum; 

b. are trained in their use; and 

c. are expected to use them in planning and delivering instruction. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: The district provided eight half days and one of full day release time for teacher 

in-service. The focus of this in-service training was the use of the curriculum guides, and in 

other test assessment, curriculum modifications, and use of classroom supplementary 

resource materials. Building principals had complete copies of curriculum guides, and 

through the teacher evaluation process, observed and determined whether the guides were 

used to plan and deliver classroom instruction. 

Curriculum guides K-12 were revised and distributed to all administrators and teachers 

during the 2001-2002 school year. These guides were developed over a two- year period and 

were standardized in format and aligned with the state curriculum frameworks. A website 

was created for parent and teacher access to the district’s curriculum.  In progress, key words 
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are being added to the website, so that teachers could view the sequence of course content at 

each grade level. 

3. The district has an established, well-documented process involving teachers in the annual 

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

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: The district’s leadership team, comprised of central office administrators, 

curriculum coordinators, and building principals, annually analyzed the MCAS and test 

results. As indicated in the District Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP), performance 

patterns were noted, and when appropriate, based on achievement gaps, short and long-term 

curriculum changes were implemented. Teachers annually administered and holistically 

scored locally developed subject matter and criterion-referenced tests to establish and 

evaluate student performance in their classrooms. New learning standards, measures for 

benchmarking, and curriculum changes were implemented to enhance student learning. 

4.	 Modifications and/or revisions to curricula are: 

a. 	evaluated for their effectiveness in improving equitable student achievement for all 

student populations; and 

b. 	 revised as necessary and disseminated to staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, the school committee policy indicated that all students 

should have had the opportunity to participate in curricular and co-curricular programs based 

on MCAS test results. Teachers and building principals reviewed each student’s academic 

performances and established student success plans to improve student achievement for all 

student subgroups. Building principals were responsible for the implementation of this 

process. 
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5.	 The district regularly implements an established, well-documented process to ensure: 

a. horizontal instructional program articulation throughout the system; and 

b. 	 alignment with the state curriculum frameworks across all Grades PreK-12. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The newly revised curriculum guides were aligned with the state curriculum 

frameworks and had been written in a standardized K-12 sequential format. Yearly, the 

director of program development and implementation met twice monthly with elementary 

principals to discuss instructional program offerings. At Grades 6-12, principals were key to 

the curriculum articulation and review process, working with head teachers, department 

chairpersons, and representative staff members. 

6. Instructional time in each content area: 

a. 	 meets state requirements at each level; and 

b. 	meets the educational needs of students as determined through an analysis of student 

achievement data. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: A review of school schedules indicated that instructional time met the 

requirements of students at the elementary level, which was 900 hours of instruction.  At the 

middle school and the high school levels, the mandated state requirement of 990 hours of 

instructional time was also met.  

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

subgroups. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: The MCAS test analysis over the past four years indicated a high proficiency level 

in the district. Cycle II analysis indicated that all schools were above or on target except for 

one school that declined in ELA. The Performance Report for 2002 indicated that the district 

utilized ERB test results to set performance standards for instruction. High academic 
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measures for all students were also set by using the SAT, the AP tests, and MCAS test 

results. 

The Performance Report for 2002 indicated a budget priority of maintaining and/or 

achieving class sizes of approximately 20 students per classroom teacher.  Two thirds of the 

district budget was allocated for teacher salaries. In addition, school policy IHB (class size) 

addressed class sizes on a system-wide basis and defined the pattern of personnel for Grades 

K-5. During interviews with district administrators it was reported that building principals 

determined staffing levels needs as it related to the budget process. In addition, the leadership 

team reviewed test scores for all student subgroups to determine if staffing level changes 

were necessary to reduce student achievement gaps. The proficiency index for the district in 

ELA in 2003 was 95.5, and the proficiency index for 2003 in math was 87.3. 

Standard 5. INSTRUCTION: EXPECTATIONS AND POLICIES: The district uses the 

analysis of student achievement data to develop policies and documents that express high 

expectations for student achievement, the employment of quality faculty and staff, and clear 

expectations of the use of effective instructional methods strategies and practices to teach all 

students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 Between 2000-2003, the school district and the community shared high expectations for all 

of its schools and students. 

•	 Annually, school and community-wide surveys were conducted as an integral part of the 

process of curriculum and instruction planning. 

•	 For the period under examination, extensive recruitment and selection procedures resulted in 

the employment of highly qualified staff members who provided long-term stability to the 

district. 
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Indicators: 

1.	 The district has implemented instructional programs that: 

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

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


 instructional programs.


EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: For the period under review, the district designed and conducted an annual parent 

survey, which was disseminated to the community at-large. The results of the survey were 

included in the district’s Performance Report beginning in 2001. In addition, five-year 

follow-up studies were conducted for all graduates. A risk behavior survey was conducted 

every other year for high school students. Focus groups involving parents, students, 

administrators, and teachers were routinely formed to address areas of concern derived from 

the surveys and follow-up studies. Examples of change resulting from this process, included 

transition programs for students from Grades 5 to 6 and Grades 8 to 9 and changes in the 

foreign language curriculum. The later was conducted with the aid of outside consultants. 

The DCAP indicated that the district offered tutoring for METCO students and students in 

need of additional instruction in the MCAS test. In addition, ESL and Title I tutors utilized 

the yearly assessment of the MCAS test results on an individual basis for student instruction. 

In a review of the ISSP information form dated April 2002, the district identified a major 

concern related to the achievement gap between racial subgroups and students qualifying for 

the FRL program. The success plan outlined steps to address this concern. There was an 

outreach to parents of students falling within the student achievement gap, the purpose of 

which was to provide parents with the opportunity to understand what they might do at home 

to help students be more successful in school. 
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2.	 Improving and/or sustaining student achievement is the shared responsibility of: 

a. the district; 

b. 	 each of its schools; 

c. the students; 

d. 	 their parents; and 

e. the community. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: The shared responsibility for student achievement was indicated in the following 

ways: the district’s vision statement, various school committee policies, and parent teacher 

councils. For schools and students, the responsibility was delineated in student handbooks. 

The district’s Performance Report for 2002 indicated that responsibility for improving and 

sustaining student achievement was a partnership with shared responsibility among all 

stakeholders. 

For the period under review, the district participated in an exchange partnership with a school 

in Shanghai, China, and concurrently introduced the offering of Mandarin Chinese at the 

high school level. Approximately 20 staff members (administrators and teachers) visited 

Shanghai. Each year, a teacher from the school in Shanghai came to teach in the district for a 

semester. The shared responsibility regarding student achievement was emphasized 

continuously by building principals on the district’s website. 

3.	 The district has allocated sufficient instructional time in the core content areas to promote 

academic achievement and a level of proficiency for all students. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Annually, the district analyzed test and survey data to determine whether 

instructional time should be modified. The DCAP report indicated that instructional time in 

math at the elementary level increased to 60 minutes daily and to 90 minutes daily for ELA. 

As a result of a review of the MCAS test scores at the Grade 8 students needing improvement 

were placed in a specialized instructional math program in an effort to move them from the 
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‘Needs Improvement’ and/or ‘Warning Failing’ categories. This program increased the 

amount of instructional time normally allotted for Grade 9 students. 

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

assignment or responsibility. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, the district sought highly qualified staff through various 

practices, which included a full-day orientation program for teachers new to the district. This 

program was widely publicized in the local newspaper. A central office administrator 

attended college recruitment fairs in an effort to gain qualified and newly certified teachers 

for vacant positions within the district. The district hired a minority educator whose function 

was to seek out other qualified minority teachers. 

5.	 District employment policies and practices identify, and encourage skilled, highly qualified 

personnel to be appointed to and remain in the district’s employ.  

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: According to the EQA’s interviews and the district’s documentation the turnover 

rate for staff in the Needham Public Schools was “extremely low.” As indicated in the 

Performance Report of 2002, employment policies and practices revealed that the district had 

initiatives to recruit well-qualified and certified teachers, to retain staff, and to continue to 

build diversity within the district’s staff. Surveys and information from district administrators 

indicated that teachers remained in the district for various reasons, among them: a 

comprehensive professional development program, a formal mentoring program, district- 

funded professional development opportunities and graduate courses, and collegiality among 

staff members. The Performance Report of 2002 cited that teacher turnover in the district 

was due largely to retirement or spouses relocating out of the area.  
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STANDARD 6. ACCESS TO QUALITY EDUCATION PROGRAMS: District and school 

policies and practices require all faculty, staff and students to be in attendance. Retention, 

suspension, transition management, and dropout prevention policies and programs encourage and 

support equitable participation in quality educational programs for all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 Between 2000-2003, the district leadership identified that there was a small number of 

students who were contributing to the district’s student achievement gap. Furthermore, the 

district leadership took proactive steps to the close achievement gap with those students. 

•	 In the Needham Public Schools, the EQA observed that the district’s policies, practices, and 

procedures reflected high expectations for all students. 

Indicators: 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Attendance in Needham was tracked by building and reported to principals daily. 

In addition, the district had an attendance officer for Grades K-12. The attendance deans at 

the high school tracked absences by each class period for Grades 9-12. 

2.	 The district has well-documented policies and practices that support equitable participation in 

quality educational programs for all students. The policies, procedures and practices address: 

a. 	 transition management; and 

b. dropout prevention. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, the school committee had the expectation that each grade 

level would have the appropriate measures for students’ knowledge of the core curriculum 

areas. The EQA team observed that these expectations and practices were present in math, 
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literacy, and reading. Also, the district maintained an on-going commitment to low class 

sizes, which district officials said contributed to the low dropout rates in Needham. 

3.	 The district has well-documented policies and practices that support equitable participation in 

quality educational programs for all students that address: 

a. 	 high expectations for all students; 

b. 	 participation in challenging courses; 

c. 	 support for students to remain in and succeed in quality programs; and 

d. 	 equitable participation in advanced and AP-type courses. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district increased its use of student 

performance data to inform its decision-making processes. During this data review, an area 

of concern emerged. It was revealed that an achievement gap in math was present between 

African-American and White students. A team of seven district teachers and administrators 

participated in the University of Massachusetts Research Academy. The team conducted 

interviews with parent, teacher, and student focus groups and found, among things, 

differences in student engagement, parent involvement, and teacher pedagogy.  

The district then required each school to develop an improvement plan articulating how the 

gap would be addressed. The district began working with parents on how they could better 

support students at home, while the district also created a mentor program for students, 

instituted homework clubs at all levels, and encouraged African-American students to enroll 

in more challenging courses with targeted tutoring.  

The district offered 14 AP courses in English, social studies, math, sciences, and the arts. In 

2001, 149 students took 259 AP exams in 20 subjects. Approximately 94% of the scores 

were a ‘three’ or better, making those students eligible for college credits. In an effort to 

increase student involvement in co-curricular activities, the district offered a large variety of 

after-school clubs and provided transportation. 
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4.	 The district has well-documented policies and practices that respond to student behavior and 

support student needs in an equitable manner. The policies, procedures, and practices address 

issues in the areas of: 

a. retention; and 

b. suspension/exclusion.

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district collected and reviewed data on student behavior and had policies and 

practices that were frequently reviewed and designed to respond to students in an equitable 

manner. The district was proactive in regards to student retention, suspension, and exclusion 

issues. An analysis of a three-year span of time indicated an out-of-school suspensions rate of 

6% the high school, 5% at the middle school, and less than 1% at the elementary school. 

levels. The retention rate was less than 1% district-wide over the same three-year period 

between 1999-2001. 

5. 	 The district has policies and programs in place to address the needs of transient or mobile 

students, which promotes their involvement in high quality and challenging programs.  

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, the school committee established practices and procedures 

that reflected the high expectations of the community. In addition, the district policy makers 

and leadership acknowledged that the student achievement gap must be narrowed to have 

high levels of achievement for all students.   

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The EQA’s interviews in the district indicated that there was no particular or 

formal process in the assignment of teachers. However, in Needham some general guidelines 

were established relative to knowing the students’ needs and matching them to the strengths 

of the faculty. 
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Standard 7. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING: The district has 

adopted and implemented a Professional Development Plan developed through the analyses of 

data for all administrators, teachers, and other professional staff, paraprofessionals and teacher 

assistants, and professional support teams 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 For the period under examination, the district had a balanced professional development 

program. This program supported the continued improvement of staff performance and 

learning, while also strengthening the growth of higher quality teachers. 

•	 Between 2000-2003, the district’s professional development program was data-driven by the 

continuous analyses of personnel capabilities as they related to student needs. 

Indicators: 

1.	 The district ensures that every school in the district has identified its professional 

development needs. The district has developed and implemented a professional development 

plan to address these identified needs for all: 

a. principals;

b.	 Teachers; and 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In Needham, when a new initiative was established within the school system, the 

principals were brought together with other personnel involved, which assisted them in the 

training to understand and implement the objectives and outcomes of the plan. Also, when 

standards-based instruction was established as a district goal, the central elements of the 

program were communicated through training with the principals. This ensured that the 

principals and key administrators understood their respective roles, responsibilities, and the 

work necessary for implementation.    
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Professional development programs, referred to as “courses,” were provided to meet the 

goals of the DIP related to curriculum, instruction, diversity, and wellness within the district. 

The origins of the ideas of many courses came from administrators, building principals, and 

curriculum directors who identified a specific school, student performance, and achievement.  

In Needham, the idea of standards-based education was expanded to include: teachers’ input, 

differentiated instruction techniques, and multicultural instruction in the classroom. More 

recently, the social-emotional aspect of teaching was included in the district’s professional 

development offerings. Teachers new to the district and all administrators were required to 

take two of the four courses offered on a continuous cycle: differentiated instruction, social-

emotional well being, multiculturalism, and standards-based instruction. In Needham, 30%-

40% of the district’s teachers had non-professional status. 

The paraprofessional staff was mostly involved with the delivery of special education 

services to students. Among paraprofessional staff members the classroom assignments 

dictated the form of training that was provided by the district. Those few paraprofessionals 

who were involved in specialized areas, such as science computer lab environments, were 

provided training to assist in those areas. However, paraprofessionals who were not trained in 

special education had little direct contact with those students. 

2.	 The district updates its Professional Development Plan annually and sets forth a budget for 

professional development within the confines of the foundation budget. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, the district defined its professional development program in 

a format that best served the objectives of meeting the district’s goals. This was 

accomplished through a continuous process of assessing and monitoring the district’s 

professional development needs. Once the district goals were established for the year and 

then approved by the school committee, the objectives for meeting those goals were 
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established. However, when necessary, the district’s professional development plans were 

updated to reflect the district’s on-going needs. 

The funding for professional development was derived from grants and the school committee 

budget. With the exception of one out of the last four years under review, the district failed to 

meet the expectation for funding for professional development.  The years that the district did 

not meet the expectation was due to a decision to reallocate funds to retain or to hire teachers 

to maintain the district’s commitment to class size, a goal identified in their district 

improvement plan. 

3. The district’s Professional Development program is informed by the following: 

a. analysis of student assessment data disaggregated by student subgroup populations; 

b. evaluation results of programs and services; and 

c. evaluations of professional staff and administrators. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: The district’s professional development reflected the results of a yearly survey 

among the district’s stakeholders. In addition, the results of student achievement data were 

examined to determine specific areas within the curriculum that required continued 

reinforcement through instruction or changes in methodologies. 

The district collected and reviewed student assessment results, which were disaggregated by 

subgroup. The district then used the results to inform and improve instructional programs. 

The district-wide surveys that were administered annually assessed the cultural climate of the 

community and its effect on student learning. 

All staff members with professional status were required to submit, as part of their formal 

evaluation, a professional growth report. This report enabled the teachers to identify what 

occurred during the course of the school year and summarized the impact it had had on his or 

her professional growth. This information served as input to the district’s professional 

development opportunities. 
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4.	 The district’s Professional Development programs include training in the teaching of the 

curriculum frameworks, participatory decision-making, community and parental 

involvement, and other skills required for the effective implementation of education reform. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The professional development program, as designed by the district, relied on a 

balanced composition of the staff development committee to maintain participation from all 

stakeholders in decisions effecting professional development. Consistent with the district’s 

goals and the community’s expectations, the district had a mentoring program for teachers 

new to the profession and teachers new to the district to provide professional peer support. 

An alternative evaluation option for teachers with professional status was a peer evaluation 

process. The district provided, for teachers who participated as peer-mentors, training 

regarding responsibilities and strategies in dealing with peer evaluations.  

5. 	 The district’s Professional Development Plan and programs include: data analysis skills for 

staff, accommodations for diverse styles of learning, and are aligned with the District 

Curriculum Accommodation Plan. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: The responsibility for system-wide professional development coordination fell 

under the director of personnel resources, who collaborated with the director of student 

development and program evaluation and the director of program development and 

implementation. The director of personnel resources guided and monitored the process of 

professional development throughout the district to ensure the systemic development and 

implementation of the district’s strategic goals. In addition, the district had a professional 

development council, whose role was to ensure that the teacher-designed programs met the 

goals related to curriculum, instruction, diversity, and wellness. Principals had the 

opportunity to provide input regarding the needs identified within their school or grade-level 

programs.   
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When the professional development was identified as a critical need in the achievement of an 

objective of particular goals, all teachers were required to participate. The district provided a 

structured time and financial resources. An example of the interaction of the various 

components of the district’s professional development plan was a five-day course, which 

concentrated on the identifying what data the district collected and how it was used to 

improve instruction in the classroom.   

6. 	Administrators and Teachers advance their knowledge and skills on a regular basis by 

enrolling in courses that are directly related to their professional assignments. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The director of personnel resources connected the process of staff supervision and 

evaluation with the professional development program. In conjunction with other central 

office directors and principals, a determination was made as to whether professional 

development courses were taken on a voluntary or mandatory basis based on the current 

performance of the teacher. Administrators were required to take appropriate professional 

development on any new system initiative. 

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, two of the goals identified in the district improvement plan 

were constructing and implementing a standards-based approach to education and 

maintaining the wellness of teachers and students in making sound decisions.  In order to 

support the staff in achieving these goals, the district offered four courses: differentiated 

instruction, multiculturalism, social-emotional development, and standards-based student 

learning. All administrators and all teachers new to the district were required to take two of 

the four courses within their first three years within the system. Each school worked towards 

consistency in determining its own professional development needs based on an analysis of 
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student assessment data, stakeholder surveys, and feedback from various stakeholder focus 

groups. 

Domain C: Student Academic and Support Services

 Standards  
Domain C - Academic Support Services 
S8 - Student Academic Support Services 

Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total 

Satisfactory 
Excellent 

1 
0 

0 
1 

0 
1 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

5 
2 

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

Standard 8. STUDENT ACADEMIC SUPPORT SERVICES: The district provides 

appropriate academic support services in ELA, math, and other core content areas for students 

that are not meeting state performance expectations. The district engages in a comprehensive 

analysis of the results from student performance assessments and student needs in order to 

determine the content and scope of academic support services that are offered. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 Between 2000-2003, the district had a common standards-based focus that drove curriculum 

and instructional changes within the school system. 

•	 For the period under examination, the district annually analyzed data relative to its standards 

and expectations. The district also determined how those specific services would be delivered 

to students who achieved below district-wide expectations. 

Indicators: 

1.	 The district has adopted and is implementing a District Curriculum Accommodation Plan 

(DCAP), which may be a component of the District Improvement Plan (DIP), to assist 

principals in ensuring that all efforts have been made to meet students’ needs in regular 

education. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence:  The responsibility for monitoring the implementation of the District Curriculum 

Articulation Plan (DCAP) was a shared one between two central office administrators. 

Workshops were routinely presented for all building-based teacher assistance teams to ensure 

that teams were aware of the plan and how it was intended to support student achievement in 

the regular education classroom. The plan itself and its effectiveness was reviewed annually 

against student performance data. 

2.	 The district has a DCAP that is designed to assist the regular classroom teacher in: 

a. 	analyzing and accommodating diverse learning styles of all students in the regular 

classroom; and  

b. 	 providing appropriate services and support within the regular education program. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: One of the courses offered on a continuous basis was differentiated instruction, 

and since it was offered for the past several years, a large majority of the district’s teachers 

attended this course. School-based teacher assistance teams joined by specialists and, when 

appropriate a behavioral consultant, ensured that teachers in regular education classrooms 

employed differentiated instruction in their classrooms. A review of a number of randomly 

selected individual growth plans revealed that teachers, without exception, felt well 

supported by the range of professional development opportunities targeted towards 

accommodating diverse learning styles of students.   

3.	 Components of the DCAP include the following: 

a. 	 direct and systematic instruction in reading; 

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

learning; 

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

and 

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

and accommodate the needs of students. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 
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Evidence: The DCAP was described by the district as “a living document” that was used to 

guide teachers in preparing instruction for students. The DCAP, as well as the district’s 

professional development program, included direct and systematic instruction in reading and 

the identification of services that addressed behavioral needs for students  (the school system 

also has two schools with behavioral programs).   

The district had a mentoring program to provide professional support for teachers. The 

program was consistent with the district’s vision and district improvement plan, containing 

clear and measurable goals and guidelines for teachers and principals, and administrative 

support. 

The district’s professional development opportunities, focused on continuous student 

achievement, were developed based on data derived from student assessment results, 

personnel evaluations, needs assessments, and community and school surveys. 

4.	 The district engages in a formal, comprehensive analysis of the results from student 

performance assessments and student needs to determine the content and scope of academic 

support services that are offered. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district had a long history of decision-making informed by data collection. A 

district administrator reviewed district-wide assessment results then disseminated the 

information to school principals. Building principals utilized task forces and focus groups to 

expand on the assessment review in order to develop supplementary resource materials to 

close the student achievement gap. Principals were responsible for monitoring the 

implementation of ISSPs. The instructional leaders for ELA and math assisted in the 

development of supplementary resource materials. 
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5.	 Beginning at the Kindergarten level, the district uses data available from classroom teachers 

and standardized tests to: 

a.	 identify all students who are not meeting grade-level performance expectations; and 

b.	 provide these students with sufficient supplementary and/or remedial services. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district used the Early Screening Inventory by Rebus for Kindergarten 

screening and the Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) in Grades K-3 to identify 

existing student skills. Assessment results were then used to determine the range of needed 

supports and services, including Title I at one school, and a reading specialist at every 

elementary school.  However, there was not a similar support service for math. 

Additionally, there were teacher support teams, consisting of a principal, classroom teachers, 

and specialists to provide support for teachers in the regular education classroom needing 

assistance in developing and implementing ISSPs.  

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district used the DRA to identify the levels at which students were 

functioning in the early grades. Five full-time reading specialists service students in Grades 

K-5. In addition, the district’s assigned their reading books according to grade levels.  As a 

result of the interventions, the proficiency level of children in Grade 3 (spring of 2002), 

indicated that 78% of Grade 3 students were ‘proficient,’ 20% need ‘further assistance,’ and 

2% needed ‘further remediation.’ 
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7.	 The district develops Student Success Plans for all students who qualify for them, and the 

Plans contain the components required by statute. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: There was a district-level administrator responsible for the MCAS test data for the 

system.  Additionally, there was a coordinator at each level (elementary, middle, and high 

school) who oversaw the development and implementation of ISSPs. These coordinators did 

an analysis for each student and then developed a remediation plan for the MCAS test.   
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Domain D: Leadership and Governance

 Standards   Indicators  1 
Domain D - Leadership, Governance, 
& Organization 
S9 - Organizational Leadership:  Direction, 

Goal Setting, Policies & Planning 
Excellent 1 
Satisfactory 0 
Poor 0 
Unsatisfactory 0 

S10 - Organizational & Human Resource 
Management 
Excellent 1 
Satisfactory 0 
Poor 0 
Unsatisfactory 0 

2 

1 
0 
0 
0 

1 
0 
0 
0 

3 

0 
1 
0 
0 

1 
0 
0 
0 

4 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

5 

0 
1 
0 
0 

1 
0 
0 
0 

6 

1 
0 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

7 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

8 9 10 Total 

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

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

Standard 9. ORGANIZATIONAL LEADERSHIP: DIRECTION, GOAL SETTING, 

POLICIES AND PLANNING: The district and each of its schools and programs implement 

improvement plans that are based on the analysis of recent and long-range student performance 

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

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

its students. District leaders provide clear direction for student, school, and district performance.   

Implementation of improvement plans is consistently assessed and modified based on ongoing 

analyses of student achievement data. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 Between 2000-2003, the functions and responsibilities of the district leadership team were 

interrelated and unified in decision-making related to allocating resources and leadership in 

student, school, and district performance. 

Indicators: 

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

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

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

EQA Rating: Excellent 
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Evidence: The central office leadership followed a clear process that brought together 

personnel, resources, curriculum and instructional development, and assessments. The 

process was consistent with the goals established by the school committee.  A recent event 

that illustrated this process was the concern that all stakeholders within the district had with 

math achievement. 

The District Performance Report for 2002 cited current initiatives and the progress that was 

being made regarding the district’s goals. There was a clear connection to assessment 

measures and student outcomes. During the period under review, the district official believed 

that it could improve its math program.  A math task force was formed to determine the 

appropriate scope and sequence. After writing the scope and sequence document the district 

selected a new math program called Investigations. The district also appointed a full-time 

math facilitator at the elementary level who was responsible to the director of program 

development and implementation. Also, there is a math team with representatives from each 

building. In June of 2002, students in Grades 2 and 5 were given assessments based on the 

scope and sequence and concepts in Investigations units. This was consistent with the 

expectations of the school committee in using measures to determine instructional 

recommendations.  This latter process was currently being brought to completion and would 

be reported to the school committee. The district leadership team expected that the 

recommendations would guide future development in the area of math curriculum and 

corresponding professional development.  The district created the new position with the sole 

responsibility of curriculum. The district also had task forces that regularly reviewed student 

assessment results as well as the implementation of new initiatives. 

2.	 The District Improvement Plan (DIP) incorporates the district’s vision and mission statement, 

and the analysis of student achievement data drives the development, implementation, and 

modification of educational programs, services, and practices. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: The DIP clearly stated the district’s mission, which was adopted by the school 

committee. This mission was defined by two significant goals that drive all functions within 

the organization. The first goal focuses in curriculum and instruction. The second focus was 
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in the learning environment and the wellness of students in maintaining a healthy attitude 

toward learning. The school committee was seeking a stronger, consistent process for 

educators within the district to measure the success of these goals within specific areas. The 

district leadership team addressed the establishing of measures at each grade level beyond the 

expectations of the state frameworks. 

3.	 The school improvement plan (SIP) for every school is aligned with the district’s mission 

statement and the analysis of student achievement data drives the development, 

implementation, modification of educational programs, services, and practices.   

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The development of the SIPs was an evolutionary process with the superintendent 

and principals working together in reviewing plans that the schools and their respective 

councils produced. The process involved the superintendent reviewing SIPs and providing 

leadership to help clarify the objectives and goals before presentation to the school 

committee. The school committee and the district leadership team looked at the plans as a 

source of direction that drove decisions relative to supporting programs and services. 

Although there was a need for continued development of SIPs, the school committee and 

district leadership team recognized that the plans were becoming a more definitive source 

document. 

4.	 District leaders monitor student achievement data throughout the year, considering the goals 

identified in the DIP and individual SIPs and implements programs, policies, and services 

that are most likely to result in improved student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district leadership teams analyzed student achievement data in several ways. 

One focus was on the areas in curriculum that were associated with a strong performance 

demonstrated by the achievement level of students. Likewise they identified where there may 

be gaps that need further attention through staff training, new methodologies, or practices in 

the classroom. Surveys were viewed as a source document in receiving and obtaining 

reflections from parents relative to the impact that various programs had on their children. 
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The school committee considered the above sources important in their decision-making 

during the budget process. The district leadership team viewed the same sources as important 

in making recommendations to the school committee, as well as defining the appropriate 

curriculum and professional development needed for a school year. 

5.	 All of the district’s administrators are appropriately certified in their area(s) of responsibility. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: One of the district's 31 administrators was not certified and that administrator was 

progressing in a program toward certification. Also, the district undertook special efforts to 

recruit personnel with the necessary certification and to fulfill the district’s mission of 

increasing the diversity of its staff. 

6.	 The leadership reports annually to the school committee, staff, and community concerning 

the extent to which the implementation of the DIP and SIPs have or have not resulted in 

improved student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: Needham Public Schools kept open the communication with educational 

stakeholders as well as the community at-large. Approximately five to six years ago, a group 

was established to communicate the directions and performance of the school system. Its 

purpose was to report to the community what was occurring within the schools. This group 

was called the Team for Improving Performance (TIP) and Performance Report of 2001 was 

the an early example of its work. The report format focused on the district goals and further 

refined those goals into five key performance areas: student performance, learning and 

growth; staff performance, learning and growth; financial performance; educational planning; 

and stakeholder satisfaction. The original versions of the Performance Report presented the 

goals and objectives of the school committee and the TIP. This became an internal report 

card for the district as well as meeting the criteria of No Child Left Behind. 
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7.	 The superintendent is evaluated annually on the districts state assessment results and 

implementation of the DIP. This performance evaluation serves as the basis for improving 

the future job performance of the superintendent. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, the school committee members evaluated the superintendent. 

In their mid-year evaluations, the school committee submitted the superintendent's 

performance to the chairperson of the school committee. At the end of the year, a composite 

evaluation was put together concerning the superintendent’s performance. The areas of 

evaluation were: school committee relations, personnel, management of schools, educational 

leadership, and community relations. An element of the annual evaluation process included 

the superintendent submitting a self-evaluation. 

8.	 Principals are evaluated annually on school state assessment results and the implementation 

of their respective SIPs. These performance evaluations serve as the basis for improving 

future job performance of the principals. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the years under examination, the district’s principals were evaluated 

annually in a process that involved meeting with the superintendent, setting goals, and 

discussing areas of responsibility. The superintendent evaluated principals on the following 

criteria: student performance, efforts to improve instruction, personnel issues (such as under 

performance of staff members), the principals’ interactions between school and the 

community, the progress of advancing the goals, in individual school improvement plans, 

community outreach, and performance levels of students and teachers. 
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Standard 10. ORGANIZATIONAL AND HUMAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT: The 

district has organizational structures, policies, collective bargaining agreements, procedures, and 

practices with clear lines of authority, responsibility, and accountability. Teacher 

retention/turnover rates are within reason. Together, these elements promote efficient and 

effective district operation and facilitate achievement for all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 For the period under examination, the district recruited teachers in diverse subgroups in order 

to offer a more diverse teaching staff. This was done to address the needs of the district’s 

increasingly diverse student population. 

Indicators: 

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

committee, develops a coherent vision statement and DIP designed to achieve it. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, the superintendent met regularly with the central office staff 

every Monday morning. In addition, the superintendent met with the central office staff on 

the Wednesday morning after the twice-monthly school committee meetings. Also, meetings 

with principals were held twice monthly.  One of these meetings was an informal format with 

no agenda; another more formal meeting with an agenda was also held. The superintendent 

designated a building administrator as a liaison to collect items for agendas for these more 

formal meetings. Also, the superintendent met twice yearly (in August and June) with all of 

the approximately 40 district administrators. The intent of the meetings was to ensure that the 

superintendent had ample opportunity to explain the goals and objectives of the DIP. 

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

the building principals and program directors. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 
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Evidence: The district’s organizational chart represented the leadership and management 

vision of the superintendent. The superintendent viewed the district as having four areas of 

concentration in its day-to-day operation: personnel and professional development, 

curriculum development and coordination, special services, program evaluation, and project 

development and management. In each of these areas, there were designated school 

responsibilities, and the superintendent had the expectation that he would receive the 

necessary information and data to assist decision-making. 

3.	 The district leaders ensure that: 

a. 	 all principals have an opportunity to discuss published policies and district improvement 

plans; and 

b. 	 the district uses system-wide and intra-district communication systems to keep all faculty 

and staff well informed and to provide avenues for response. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: In Needham, the principals were provided with opportunities to discuss the status 

of the system’s goals at scheduled meetings. At these meetings, the superintendent explained 

the goals and objectives of the DIP and the yearly expectations for the schools and grade 

levels. In addition, the district used its Performance Report effectively to communicate to the 

community and the school system the advance toward achieving district-wide goals.  

4.	 The district publishes a current organizational chart that indicates clear lines of 

responsibility. Job descriptions for all personnel on the organizational chart are published and 

available to all faculty and staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s organizational chart reflected the superintendent’s leadership vision. 

Under the previous administration, the areas of curriculum and personnel were under the 

direction of one staff member. The new superintendent not only separated these two areas, 

but also with the approval of the school committee, established a new position responsible 

solely for curriculum. The new superintendent also established new titles for other central 

office personnel. The most recent organizational chart included the following offices: the 
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Office of Personnel Resources; the Office of program Development and Implementation; the 

Office of Student Development and Program Evaluation, and the Office of Financial 

Operations. 

5.	 The district has a process for the recruitment and hiring of staff, which involves appropriate 

administrative and staff participation.  The process is perceived as fair and open and focuses 

on identifying and acquiring the most qualified individuals for each position. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: The district established a systemic approach to recruitment and hiring. The 

process identified the expectations relative to both grade-level and student needs. The system 

administrators took a proactive role in increasing the diversity of the district’s faculty and 

staff.  

The director of personnel attended job fairs to interview and obtain the resumes of 

appropriate and qualified personnel. An on-site consultant assisted the district in identifying 

and recruiting racially diverse educators for the system. The district was one of 11 other 

districts that were charter members of the Empowering Multicultural Initiatives. District 

personnel attended monthly meetings of AARC (Affirmative Action Recruitment 

Consortium). The process of reviewing resumes and applications included the principals, 

directors as well as the appropriate central office personnel. 

6.	 The district ensures that all personnel records are carefully compiled, maintained, and 

available to all appropriate faculty and staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under examination, the Office of Personnel Resources was 

responsible for maintaining all records concerning the district’s employees. This office also 

had responsibility of payroll supervision and benefits management.  It ensured that the proper 

follow-up occurred relative to teachers and administrators maintaining their certification 

status. 
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7.	 The district actively undertakes efforts to provide teachers new to the district and to the 

profession with coaches and mentors in their respective roles. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Under the direction of the Office of Personnel Resources, the district maintained a 

mentor program to provide professional peer support for teachers new to the district. The 

program had several goals, among them: assisting in the management of common challenges 

(such as classroom management) to enhance teacher personal and professional development; 

enabling teachers to improve instructional competence; retaining highly qualified teachers; 

and integrating teachers into the culture and climate of the school, the district, and the 

community. 

8.	 The district routinely recognizes the accomplishments of its professional and support staff 

and has low rates of employee turnover, especially among qualified staff with professional 

status. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: The district recognized the importance of retaining highly qualified teachers.  The 

district participated in a partnership with a school in Shanghai, China, which facilitated an 

exchange of visiting staff members. The district’s evaluation system was designed to allow 

teachers with professional status who enhanced their skills to serve as peer evaluators. 

The district had a low turnover in staff. Any teacher who left the school system for another 

teaching position was offered an exit interview with the director of personnel resources. The 

purpose of these interviews was to identify reasons why the teacher was leaving and what 

could the district could do to retain its faculty and staff. 
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Domain E: Business and Financial Management 

Standards   Indicators  
Domain E - Business & 
 Financial Management 
S11 - Budget Preparation & Development 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S12 - Financial & Capital Asset Management 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

1 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

2 

1 
0 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

3 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

4 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

5 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

6 

1 
0 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

7 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

8 

1 
0 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

9 10 Total 

0 0 3 
1 1 7 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0 0 0 
1 1 10 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

Needham’s Chapter 70 Funding and Net School Spending FY1993 to 2003: For the 11-year 

period since the Massachusetts Education Reform Act, FY1993 to FY2003, Needham met the 

state mandated Net School Spending Requirement. For the period between FY1993 and FY2003, 

Chapter 70 Aid to Needham increased 260.5% (from $1,249,773 to $4,504,997). Needham’s 

Required Local Contribution increased 30.0% (from $20,823,719 to $27,070,119). However, 

Needham’s Actual Local Contribution to meet the Net School Spending Requirement increased 

51.6% (from $20,823,719 to $31,575,116) for the same time period. For the period since the 

Education Reform Act, Needham received a total of $29,774,601 in Chapter 70 Aid and was 

required to raise locally $256,019,336. From 2000 to 2003, Chapter 70 Aid was $16,572,015 and 

the Required Local Contribution was $102,668,988. For the period between FY1993 and 

FY2003, Needham’s foundation enrollment increased 24.8% and its student headcount increased 

23.3%. Between FY2000 and FY2003, its foundation enrollment increased 3.0%, and its student 

headcount increased 5.5%. 
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Standard 11. BUDGET PREPARATION AND DEVELOPMENT: The district has a budget 

preparation and development process that ensures full consideration and effective use of 

available resources essential for district and school operations focused on student achievement. 

The school committee, superintendent, administrators, faculty, staff, parents, and members of the 

community meet their responsibility to ensure that the school budget and appropriation meet the 

educational and achievement needs of all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 Between 2000-2003, the district had a clear budget development and preparation process that 

centered discussion and decision-making solely on educational matters. 

•	 For the period under review, the district collaborated with the Municipal Building 

Maintenance Board to assist in providing maintenance, operation, and utility services for the 

district. 

Indicators: 

1.	 There are clear, well-documented procedures for the development of the district’s budget to 

ensure input from all staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory  

Evidence: The district’s school committee policy manual established district requirements, 

processes, and responsibilities for the annual budget. The finance committee, through the 

Town Charter, was responsible for collecting, analyzing, and recommending all municipal 

budgets. The Town’s finance committee provided the timetable on which budgets were due, 

and the district created a budget schedule and calendar in tandem with that of the finance 

committee. In addition, the school committee established budgetary goals and priorities for 

the district that provided the superintendent and leadership the direction of which budgets 

should have been developed. The district’s principals and directors were responsible for the 

development and justification of spending within each building/program. There was 

evidence, as demonstrated by school committee goals and highlights in meeting minutes, that 

maintaining low class size was a predominant focus of school budget spending. 
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2.	 Relevant budget decisions are premised on a clear, well-documented, systemic analysis of 

student performance data as well as other pertinent information. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: There was clear evidence through the district’s Performance Reports (2001, 2002, 

and 2003) that in Needham budget decisions consistently reflected an analysis of student 

performance data. Further, there was an item analysis of MCAS test data, as well as other 

data, used to identify programs that needed additional funding. There was historical record of 

spending being centered on the classroom (teachers, staff, and classroom expense 

requirements). The superintendent produced level funded and level service budget requests 

for the school committee. Within each of these budgets, it was the superintendent’s 

prerogative to reallocate spending within programs and/or building to reflect the district’s 

priorities. 

3. 	The district’s budget process is clear and well -documented and integrates district and school 

improvement plans, long-term goals, and action plans. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s school committee policy determined the district’s budget process. 

The district utilized cost centers for accounting, monitoring, and reporting purposes.  The 

school committee and superintendent developed the district’s budget priorities, one of which 

was to maintain low class size.  Principals made up their individual budgets in-line with the 

district’s goals. The school committee minutes reflected the discussion and approval of 

annual goals. The superintendent was responsible for presenting budgets to the school 

committee. The superintendent provided budgets, which reflected funding by service, 

funding by level, funding new initiatives, or expansion items. The school committee then 

provided a recommended budget to the Town finance committee, which outlined school 

department spending for the upcoming year. 
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4.	 The district allocates its resources to accomplish targeted initiatives and objectives at the 

district and school levels to improve student achievement for all student populations. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s budget supported the district goal of maintaining low class size and 

providing classroom requirements (teachers, staff, and classroom expenses) as needed. In 

interviews with the district staff, it was consistently stated that there were sufficient resources 

available for instruction. Per pupil allocations were consistent and equitable at all levels. 

District stakeholders were surveyed to determine degrees of satisfaction with budget 

allocations. Professional development, however, was not funded at the required levels in all 

fiscal years except for 2002. The district’s 2001 and 2002 Performance Reports indicated 

nearly two-thirds of all spending was identified with “teaching.”   

5.	 The district, as part of its budget process, implements a review process to determine the cost 

effectiveness of all of its programs, initiatives, and activities. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: There was evidence that the district reviewed programs to determine their 

effectiveness. An example of this was the review of the district’s “out of school learning 

programs” (a myriad of after-school programs), which resulted in recommendations 

regarding consolidation and greater efficiency of these programs. In addition, the district, by 

participating with the Municipal Building Maintenance Board (MBMB) realized savings via 

bulk purchasing in areas, such as utility costs, paper, and other supplies. 

6.	 The district’s budget document is clear, complete, current, and understandable and provides 

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

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: The district’s budget documents were clear and understandable and provided a 

history of spending in previous fiscal years. The district’s informational budget booklet for 

Town Meeting was clear and concise and provided the community with significant 

information regarding school revenue and spending. The district’s budget did not fund 
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maintenance or utilities, rather it was provided by the Town’s MBMB. The MBMB tracked 

spending by school and could disaggregate costs to each facility and/or program. 

7.	 The budget and district’s expenditures are adequate to provide for appropriate levels of 

staffing, professional development, materials, supplies, and equipment. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s budget provided adequate levels of staffing, as demonstrated by its 

consistent commitment to maintaining low class size. The district’s budget grew an average 

of nearly 5% each year from FY1999 to FY2004.  With the exception of FY2002, the district 

did not provide the required spending for professional development. Based on interviews 

with school principals, there was a consensus that spending levels for supplies and materials 

were adequate and equitable. 

8.	 The community provides sufficient financial resources to ensure an educational program of 

quality, as evidenced by a sufficient district revenue levy. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: Since 1993, the district exceeded its state-mandated net school spending 

requirements. The community displayed high expectations and support for the district in its 

funding and educational programs. Due to the high expectations of the community for 

student achievement, there was ample support for private tutors for math, SATs, and PSATs. 

Interviewees estimated that approximately 40% of their students had private tutors for math. 

Over the past five years, the community provided over $100million to upgrade and renovate 

its buildings and facilities. Further, the community supported an operational override, as well 

as town meeting approval for a $51 million renovation in construction of the high school.   

9.	 Financial and audit reports are prepared and submitted in a timely manner to appropriate 

agencies. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: During the period under examination, the district annually completed all financial 

and independent audit requirements in accordance with the school committee’s policy. 

Independent audit findings were also addressed on a timely basis. The Town and district 

were working to execute a written agreement regarding the Town’s methodology for 

calculating indirect costs. This formal agreement, which was expected would be completed in 

October 2003, would then be presented to the school committee for its approval. The formal 

agreement was expected to mirror current practices regarding the allocation of costs. 

10. Decisions resulting in changes in budget appropriations are made based on the analysis of 

student data to maximize the opportunities for the achievement of all students. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s Performance Report for 2002 indicated that budget appropriations 

were based on an analysis of student assessments. In interviews with district leadership, it 

was consistently conveyed that student assessment and achievement for all students guided 

spending and that data was consistently being analyzed in order to improve student 

performance.   

Standard 12. FINANCIAL AND CAPITAL ASSET MANAGEMENT: The district 

maintains adequate accounting and financial reporting procedures. This is done to inform 

district-level and school-level decision-makers to ensure effective and efficient managerial 

control over the use of all funds, to acquire and efficiently manage supplemental funding, and to 

promote student achievement and accountability to the public. The condition, management, and 

maintenance of facilities encourage public support for education and are conducive to promoting 

high levels of student achievement. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 During the period under examination, the district’s capital needs were incorporated into the 

Town’s capital improvement program. The EQA found that the district’s capital projects 

were funded in a fair and equitable manner. 
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Indicators: 

1.	 School committee policies and administrative procedures are clear regarding the processes 

and expectations for expenditures, transfers, and investment of funds with the district’s 

budget and the expenditure of any district funds. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: As evidenced by a school committee policy and school committee meeting 

minutes, the district ensured that procedures were in place regarding budgetary transfers and 

processing of appropriations and grant funding. The district’s director of finance oversaw the 

expenditure of district funds. The district’s financial management software, HTE, provided 

threshold levels for expenditures. 

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

and the public. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Financial reports were provided monthly to the school committee and building 

principals, and annually to the community at the Town Meeting. In addition, for the past 

three years, the district produced an annual Performance Report as an accountability measure 

to its stakeholders. Further, the district used various surveys in a consistent and uniform 

manner to help provide input for the district’s planning and spending decisions. 

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

accurate manner. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: A school committee policy provided guidelines for submitting financial reports 

and statements. Items identified for corrective action in annual independent audits were 

addressed within the annual audit cycle. All required financial reports were submitted in a 

timely manner. The district had a strong working relationship with the Town’s financial 

departments and had good communication methods in place to ensure constant dialogue 
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between school and Town agencies. The Town’s finance director met monthly with the 

district’s director of finance to ensure all financial matters affecting the town and district 

were dealt with in timely manner 

4.	 The district uses efficient accounting technology that integrates district-level financial 

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

principals to accurately track spending against the budget on a regular basis. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s financial management system, HTE, was in place in the district for 

the past several years. It provides the district with reporting and monitoring capabilities as 

well as online access for principals and directors.  In interviews with building principals there 

was the sense that the software was cumbersome and not user friendly. One identified 

problem with the software was that it could not accommodate the DOE chart of accounts.   

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

decisions. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: There was evidence in the district’s Performance Report of 2002 that student 

achievement in performance was analyzed and addressed.  Further, the district examined 

student assessment and achievement gaps and allocated resources to address and correct 

these issues. Additionally, in budget submissions, there was evidence that student 

achievement and identifying the accompanying resources to promote high student 

performance were in practice in the district. 

6.	 The district regularly employs: 

a.	 certified business officials, 

b.	 purchasing agents with MCCPO credentials, 

c.	 appropriate independent financial auditing services and implements their 

recommendations to ensure efficient and quality financial systems. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: Although the current director of financial operations was new to the 

Commonwealth and was in the process of obtaining Massachusetts’s certification, for the 

time under review the district employed an appropriately certified business manager. The 

Town’s chief procurement officer designated the district’s director of financial operations as 

the procurement officer for the school district. The district’s financial software and policy 

established thresholds for purchasing in accordance with MGL, Chapter 30B. The district 

employed the firm of Melanson and Heath to conduct its annual audit and findings. Any 

identified audit findings were addressed and resolved within reasonable time frames. 

7.	 The district uses reliable forecast mechanisms and control procedures to ensure that spending 

is within fiscal budget limits. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: A school committee policy outlined procedures for budgetary controls through 

on-going reporting requirements. The school committee reviewed monthly financial reports 

for trends and variances. Through solid collaboration with Town financial officials, annual 

revenue projections were developed in accordance with finance committee and school 

committee policies. The district’s budget did not contain funding for maintenance, 

operations, and utilities, which were picked up by the municipality. 

8.	 The district has a system in place to: 

a.	 ensure that that state bidding laws are followed; 

b.	 monitor special revenue funds, revolving accounts, and fee structures related to them to 

ensure that they are well-managed and efficiently used; 

c.	 monitor and track instructional assets such as texts, materials, supplies, and equipment to 

ensure efficient and maximum utilization; and 

d.	 track its assets in accordance with GASB No.34. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s director of financial operations served as procurement officer for the 

district. The district’s financial management system provided the ability to track expenditures 

and spending. All special revenue funds, revolving accounts, and fee-generated revenue were 
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disaggregated and managed properly. All assets were tracked in conjunction with the Town’s 

accounting department in accordance with GASB No. 34.   

9.	 The district implements preventive maintenance programs for buildings and equipment that 

are reviewed on a regular basis and are related to the district’s long-term capital needs. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s maintenance program was provided and funded by the Municipal 

Building Maintenance Board (MBMB). There was a capable school maintenance staff funded 

by the MBMB assigned to individual schools and supported by the director of the MBMB. 

There was evidence that spending for school-related maintenance items was equitably 

delivered. In addition, the Town’s capital improvement program included school district 

capital needs on a fair and equitable basis. The Town conducted and was implementing a 

comprehensive facility master plan, which addressed its building needs and space 

requirements. The available revenue, free cash, and debt exclusion funded the capital 

improvement program. The Town provided over $100 million over the past five years to 

upgrade and construct school facilities. 

10. Educational and program	 facilities are of adequate size, clean, safe, well-lit, well 

maintained, and conducive to promoting the learning process. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Visits to schools at all levels, high school, middle school, and elementary schools, 

revealed that facilities were clean, well maintained, and free of vandalism or decay. 

Classroom space and large assembly areas were adequate and furnished appropriately. In 

November 2003, Needham’s voters will decide on a $51 million reconstruction of Needham 

High School, which would designed to upgrade the facility and provide state of the art 

resources for its students. 
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Appendix A: Proficiency Index 

The Proficiency Index is a metric used to measure and compare all schools and school districts 

regarding their performance on each of the MCAS tests. There are three indices:  The Average 

Proficiency Index (API), the English Language Arts Proficiency Index (EPI) and the Math 

Proficiency Index (MPI). The index is developed as follows: 

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

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

Proficiency Index is calculated as follows: 

Percentage of students scoring 200-208 on test       x 0 = A 

Percentage of students scoring 210-218 on test        x 25 = B 

Percentage of students scoring 220-228 on test        x 50 = C 

Percentage of students scoring 230-238 on test        x 75 = D 

Percentage of students scoring 240 or more on test  x 100 = E 


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

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

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

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

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

     The Proficiency Index for the Governor Ambrose High would be:  57.75 
     The MPI would use the same calculation for all students taking the math exam. 
     The EPI would use the same calculation for all students taking the ELA exam. 

The 100 point Proficiency Index is divided into six Proficiency Categories as follows: 90-100 is 

‘Very High’ (VH), 80-89.9 is ‘High’ (H), 70-79.9 is ‘Moderate’ (M), 60-69.9 is ‘Low’ (L), 40-

59.9 is ‘Very Low’ (VL), and 0-39.9 is ‘Critically Low’ (CL). 
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Appendix B: Needham Chapter 70 Funding and Net School Spending FY1993-2003 

Foundation Pct Foundation Pct Required Pct Chapter 70 Pct Required Pct Actual Dollars Pct 

Enrollment Chg Budget Chg Local Chg Aid Chg Net School Chg Net School Over/Under Over/ 
FY 

         Contribution       Spending(NSS)   Spending Requirement Under 

FY93 3,486  18,415,561  20,823,719  1,249,773  22,073,492  22,073,492 0 0

FY94 3,562 2.2 18,673,166 1.4 21,018,622 0.9 1,427,873 14.3 22,446,495 1.7 22,545,747 99,252 0.4

FY95 3,550 -0.3 19,094,726 2.3 21,695,324 3.2 1,516,623 6.2 23,211,947 3.4 24,684,463 1,472,516 6.3

FY96 3,625 2.1 19,977,895 4.6 21,596,442 -0.5 1,788,498 17.9 23,384,940 0.7 26,215,433 2,830,493 12.1

FY97 3,791 4.6 21,474,433 7.5 21,921,902 1.5 2,072,823 15.9 23,994,725 2.6 28,120,557 4,125,832 17.2

FY98 3,979 5 23,088,612 7.5 22,502,082 2.6 2,371,248 14.4 24,873,330 3.7 30,173,979 5,300,649 21.3

FY99 4,045 1.7 24,308,291 5.3 23,230,311 3.2 2,775,748 17.1 26,006,059 4.6 32,407,479 6,401,420 24.6

FY00 4,222 4.4 25,460,633 4.7 24,844,829 7 3,409,048 22.8 28,253,877 8.6 34,098,755 5,844,878 20.7

FY01 4,251 0.7 26,446,906 3.9 23,683,921 -4.7 4,152,973 21.8 27,836,894 -1.5 36,102,958 8,266,064 29.7

FY02 4,285 0.8 27,946,989 5.7 27,632,065 17 4,504,997 8.5 32,137,062 15.4 38,165,697 6,028,635 18.8

FY03 4,349 1.5 28,977,473 3.7 27,070,119 -2 4,504,997 0 31,575,116 -1.7 41,166,510* 9,591,394 30.4
  

Chapter 
70 Aid as           

FY 
Dollars per Foundation 

Enrollment   Percentage of Foundation 

Pct of 
Actual 
NSS           

  Fnd Budget Ch 70
Aid

Actual NSS   Ch 70 Required
NSS

Actual NSS  
          

FY93 5,283 359 6,332   6.8 120 119.9 5.7           
FY94 5,242 401 6,330   7.6 120 120.7 6.4           
FY95 5,379 427 6,953   7.9 122 129.3 6.5           
FY96 5,511 493 7,232   9 117 131.2 7.6           
FY97 5,665 547 7,418   9.7 112 130.9 8.6           
FY98 5,803 596 7,583   10.3 108 130.7 9.5           
FY99 6,009 686 8,012   11.4 107 133.3 10.7           
FY00 6,030 807 8,076   13.4 111 133.9 12.1           
FY01 6,221 977 8,493   15.7 105 136.5 14.9           
FY02 6,522 1,051 8,907   16.1 115 136.6 14           

FY03 6,663 1,036 9,466   15.5 109 142.1
14.3  

           

 


