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Executive Summary 
 

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

Schools in late January of 2004. During 2000-2003, it was among the ‘Very High’ 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:
• Medfield’s Average Proficiency Index (API) was 92, which was based on the 2003 MCAS 

results. The state average for the API was 75.7 in 2003. This placed Medfield among the 
‘Very High’ performing academic school districts in the Commonwealth. In ELA, the 
district’s ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) was 96.7, and the state average for EPI was 82.2. In 
math, the district’s math Proficiency Index (MPI) was 87.8, and the state average for MPI 
was 69.3. 

 
• On the 2003 MCAS test, 80.7% of the students at Medfield scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories. This figure was 28.9 percentage points higher than the state average 
percentages. 

 
• On the 2003 MCAS test, in ELA, 90.8% of the students in Medfield scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 30.3 percentage points higher than the state average.   
 
• In math, 70.6% of the students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 27.8 

percentage points in math higher than the state’s average percentages. 
 
• In 2003, in Medfield the Proficiency Indices of 96.7 for ELA and 87.8 for math were 14.5 

and 18.5 points higher than the statewide averages. 
 
• On the MCAS retest administered in the spring of 2003, 98% of the Medfield 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, 98% of the Medfield 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, 87.0% of the regular education students at Medfield scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 28.0 percentage points higher than the state’s 
average percentages for regular education students. 
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• On the 2003 MCAS test, 39.4% of the special education students scored in the ‘Advanced’ 
and ‘Proficient’ categories, 18.4 percentage points higher than the state’s average 
percentages for special education students.  
 

• On the 2003 MCAS test, special education students in Medfield scored 15.4 percentage 
points below the district average Proficiency Index in ELA and in math, by 27.5 percentage 
points. 
 

• The MCAS test performance of regular education and special education students varied 
substantially and in a less than satisfactory manner to each other, although in a more than 
satisfactory manner to their comparable state subgroups. 

 
Improvement: 
• Between 2000 and 2003, the trend in student performance on MCAS was upward, with most 

of the improvement in 2001 and due primarily to increasing the percentage of students 
scoring in ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories. This trend was more prevalent in ELA 
than in math. 
 

• In Medfield, 8.9% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 
2003 than in 2000 and 4.2% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 
 

• In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 6.8 points 
and, in math, by 3.4 points. 

 
• In ELA, 14.1% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000 and 5.2% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 
 
• In math, 3.7% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000 and 3.1% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 
 

• The MCAS test performance level in the district improved in the aggregate from 2001-2003. 
 
Equity of Improvement: 
• Between 2000-2003, Medfield’s student achievement figures for regular education students’ 

results improved by more than the state averages in both ELA and math.  
 

• Between 2000-2003, Medfield’s student achievement figures for the aggregate of students 
and for special education students’ results improved by less than or equal to the state 
averages in both ELA and in math. 

 
Participation and Access: 
• Overall, all eligible students were participating in both ELA and math assessments at 

required levels. 
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Summary of Preliminary Findings by Domain: 
 
Assessment and Evaluation: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on five and ‘Satisfactory’ on sixteen of 

the twenty-one performance indicators in this domain. 
 
• In Medfield, during the period under review, the district used a variety of consultants to 

support teachers in the use of standard-based assessments.  
 
• For the period under review, the district leadership developed curriculum programs that were 

driven by student assessments. 
 
• In Medfield, during the period under review, principals and teachers established a climate 

within schools, which ensured that students were valued and actively participated in school 
activities.  

 
• During the period under review, schools had internal team structures that were designed to 

prevent students from becoming at-risk. 
 
• During the period under review, the district engaged in a meaningful, systemic, and effective 

curriculum development and review process. 
 
Curriculum and Instruction: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on five and ‘Satisfactory’ on nineteen of 

the twenty-four performance indicators in this domain. 
 
• Since 1999, the district had been engaged in the process of aligning its curriculum to the state 

standards through curriculum mapping. 
  
• During the 2002-2003 academic year, the district established a math study group, which 

served as a model for the evaluation of curriculum and resulted in the revision of the 
elementary math curriculum, grades K-5. 

 
• In Medfield, the district had instructional methods, strategies, and practices in place based on 

the results of student performance assessments. 
 

• Between 2000-2003, stakeholders in the community shared a key role in communicating, 
sustaining, and supporting high expectations and achievement for all students.  
 

• In Medfield, the district successfully maintained highly qualified teachers through their 
involvement in a variety of district initiatives, activities, and programs. 
 

• For the entire period under review, the district had been involved in a four-tiered initiative, 
which focused on curriculum mapping, backwards lesson design, the development of 
essential questions, and differentiated instruction.    
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•  The district had comprehensive procedures in place that ensured high rates of student and 
staff attendance. 
 

• The district had carefully articulated and implemented procedures for the transitioning of 
students between levels, buildings, and programs.   

 
• In Medfield, the district identified the professional development needs of all staff members, 

which resulted in a variety of professional development offerings.   
 
• In Medfield, for every year under review, the district exceeded the level of professional 

development funding as required by the foundation budget. 
 
Student Academic Support Services: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on seven of the seven performance 

indicators in this domain. 
 
• In Medfield, in addition to a district curriculum accommodation plan (DCAP), each school 

developed its own curriculum accommodation plan to meet the educational needs of all 
students.  

 
• For the period of time under review, the district provided a variety of programs that helped 

all students advance toward meeting state performance expectations.   
 
Leadership and Governance: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on one and ‘Satisfactory’ on fifteen of 

the sixteen performance indicators in this domain. 
 
• In Medfield, between 2000-2003, the school committee and district leadership team ensured 

that leadership for curriculum and instruction was central to the district’s goals and 
operations. 

 
• The district was characterized by ongoing, open communications and collaborations that 

impacted the educational programs from Kindergarten to Grade 12.  
 
• For the period under review, the principals worked collaboratively with teachers and other 

school leaders in determining the overall effectiveness of the schools’ learning environments.  
 
• In Medfield, the school committee and district leadership maintained a vision of a quality 

curriculum as ongoing, which led to the development of benchmarks for evaluating all 
curriculum guides in the academic content areas. 

 
• The district leadership planned and managed their time to accomplish goals through the 

involvement of directors, content specialists, and teachers.  
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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.  
• During the period under examination, in Medfield, the district published a well-prepared 

budget document that was presented in a clear and concise format and mailed to residents.  
 
• In Medfield, the district’s net school spending (NSS) consistently exceeded the state 

requirement minimum. 
 
• In Medfield, during the period under review, Chapter 70 Aid accounted for approximately 

16% of the total NSS, and the Town of Medfield relied on the tax levy to support delivery of 
all services. 

 
• In Medfield, due to public support, the district was able to proceed with a $56 million 

building and construction project for three of its schools. 
 
• During the period under examination, the district had clear policies for its fiscal management.   
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Part I: Overview of the EQA Review Process and the District 
 

On January 27-29, 2004, the EQA conducted an independent examination of the Medfield 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, the 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. 

 

Medfield is a small town located in Norfolk County in southeastern Massachusetts. Professional, 

scientific, and management services are the largest sources of employment in Medfield, followed 

by education, healthcare, and social services. According to the 2000 U.S. Census, it has a 

population of 12,275 people and a median family income of $108,926, while the median family 

income in Massachusetts is $61,664. Medfield has a Town Meeting/Board of Selectmen form of 

government and a five-person school committee. The Medfield Public Schools have five schools 

serving grades K-12. The most recent Massachusetts Department of Education (DOE) figures 

indicate that there were 2,978 students enrolled in the district on October 1, 2003. The 

demographic/subgroup composition in the Medfield Public Schools is: 96.5% White, 4.3% 

Asian-American, 0.7% African-American, 0.7% Hispanic-American, Limited English 

Proficiency (LEP), 0.1%; Free or Reduced Lunch/Yes (FRL/Y), 1.5%; and Special Education 

(SPED), 11.1%. During the ten years of education reform in Massachusetts, Medfield’s state 

Chapter 70 Aid increased by 393% from $638,152 in FY1993 to $3,148,294 in FY2002. For the 

fiscal years under review, 2000-2003, Medfield received $2,262,849; $2,726,074; $3,148,294; 

and $3,339,769 for a total of $11,476,986 in state Chapter 70 Aid.  

 

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

Since 2000, Medfield has also demonstrated significant improvements on its ‘Very High’ MCAS 

test scores, and in the 2003 administration of the MCAS test, 80.7% of its students scored above 

standard. 

 

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

Medfield’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 

district. Descriptive analyses of the test results for the 2003 MCAS tests revealed significant 
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differences between students in the district and the average scores of students in Massachusetts. 

A discussion of the analyses follows: 

 
Medfield vs. Massachusetts:
• The aggregate of students in Medfield scored higher than the aggregate of the state’s 

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

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

students.  
 
Medfield’s totals vs. Medfield’s subgroups: 
• The special education students in Medfield scored lower than the regular students in 

Medfield. 
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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, 80.7% of the students in Medfield scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories. This figure was 28.9 percentage points higher than the state average 

percentages. 

 

• On the 2003 MCAS test, in ELA, 90.8% of the students in Medfield scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 30.3 percentage points higher than the state average.   

 

• In math, 70.6% of the students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 27.8 

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

 

• In 2003, in Medfield, the Proficiency Indices of 96.7 for ELA and 87.8 for math were 14.5 

and 18.5 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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   Advanced 14.2 34.9 
  Proficient 37.6 45.8 

  Needs Improv. 32.2 16.3 
  Warning/Failing 16.0 3.0 

 

 

 

 

Analysis of Figure/Table 1:  

• Medfield had 20.7% and 8.2% more students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories than the state on the 2003 MCAS test. 

 

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

state’s students by more than two times, 34.9% to 14.2%. 

 

• Medfield had 15.9% and 13.0% fewer of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

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

 

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

one-fifth that of the state’s students, 3.0% to 16.0%. 
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Figure/Table 2: 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level by Subject and Grade
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   Advanced 12.1 35.4 15.9 34.3 

  Proficient 48.4 55.4 26.9 36.3 

  Needs Improv. 30.2 8.8 34.1 23.7 
  Warning/Failing 8.9 0.4 23.1 5.7 

 
 
 

Analysis of Figure/Table 2: 

• Medfield had 23.3% and 7.0% more students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories in ELA than the state on the 2003 MCAS test. 

 

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

of the state’s students by almost three times, 35.4% to 12.1%. 

 

• Medfield had 21.4% 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. 

 

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

than one-twenty-second that of the state’s students, 0.4% to 8.9%. 

 

• Medfield had 18.4% and 9.4% more students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories in math than the state on the 2003 MCAS test. 
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• Medfield’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category in math exceeded that 

of the state’s students by more than two times, 34.3% to 15.9%. 

 

• Medfield had 10.4% and 17.4% fewer of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

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

 

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

than one-fourth that of the state’s students, 5.7% to 23.1%. 
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Figure/Table 3: 

Proficiency Index (MCAS 2003) by Grade 
 ELA Math 
MEDFIELD 96.7 87.8 

Grade 04 96.0 86.8 
Grade 07 96.8 NA 
Grade 08 NA 84.7 
Grade 10 97.4 92.3 

 

Analysis of Figure/Table 3: 

• On average, in Medfield, the math PI was 8.9 points below 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 0.1 and 0.7 points higher than the 

district average and in Grade 4 it was 0.7 points lower than the district average. 

 

• In math, the Proficiency Index in Grade 10 was 4.5 points higher than the district average and 

in grades 4 and 8 they were 1.0 and 3.1 points lower than the district average.  

 
 

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

student subgroups? 
 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• On the 2003 MCAS test, 87.0% of the regular education students in Medfield scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 28.0 percentage points higher than the state’s 

average percentages for regular education students. 

 

• On the 2003 MCAS test, 39.4% of the special education students scored in the ‘Advanced’ 

and ‘Proficient’ categories, 18.4 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 Medfield scored 15.4 percentage 

points below the district average Proficiency Index in ELA and in math, by 27.5 percentage 

points. 

 

• The MCAS test performance of regular education and special education students varied 

substantially and in a less than satisfactory manner to each other, although in a more than 

satisfactory manner to their comparable state subgroups. 
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Figure/Table 4: 
 

 

 
MCAS 2003 Data 

Percent of Regular and Disabilites students at each proficiency 
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  Advanced 16.8 39.1 2.3 6.9 
  Proficient 42.2 47.9 18.7 32.5 

  Needs Improv. 30.4 11.7 41.3 45.7 
  Warning/Failing 10.7 1.3 37.7 14.9 

 

Analysis of Figure/Table 4:  

• Medfield had 22.3% and 5.7% more regular education students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

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

 

• Medfield’s percentage of regular education students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category 

exceeded that of the state’s regular education students by more than two times, 39.1% to 

16.8%. 

 

• Medfield had 18.7% 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. 
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• Medfield’s percentage of regular education students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ 

category was less than one-eighth that of the state’s regular education students, 1.3% to 

10.7%. 

 
• Medfield had 4.6% and 13.8% 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. 

 

• Medfield’s percentage of special education students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category 

exceeded that of the state’s special education students by three times, 6.9% to 2.3%. 

 

• Medfield had 4.4% more and 22.8% 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. 

 

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

category was less than one-half that of the state’s special education students, 14.9% to 

37.7%. 
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Figure/Table 5:   
N-values by category 

   ELA Math 
Medfield Advanced 255 249 

 Proficient 399 263 
 Needs Improv. 63 172 
 Warning/Failing 3 41 

Regular Advanced 250 240 
 Proficient 354 247 
 Needs Improv. 18 129 
 Warning/Failing 1 15 

Disability Advanced 5 8 
 Proficient 45 16 
 Needs Improv. 44 42 
 Warning/Failing 2 26 

Free Lunch/Y Advanced 1 4 
 Proficient 7 2 
 Needs Improv. 7 7 
 Warning/Failing 0 7 

Free Lunch/N Advanced 254 245 
 Proficient 392 261 
 Needs Improv. 56 165 
 Warning/Failing 3 34 

African-American Advanced 1 2 
 Proficient 2 0 
 Needs Improv. 1 1 
 Warning/Failing 0 2 

Asian-American Advanced 9 9 
 Proficient 4 4 
 Needs Improv. 1 2 
 Warning/Failing 0 0 

Hispanic-American Advanced 1 0 
 Proficient 2 4 
 Needs Improv. 1 1 
 Warning/Failing 0 0 

White Advanced 244 238 
  Proficient 391 255 
  Needs Improv. 60 168 
  Warning/Failing 3 39 
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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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   ELA Math 

A MEDFIELD 96.7 87.8 

B Regular 99.1 91.8 

C Disability 81.3 60.3 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 6:  
• In Medfield, regular education, students scored 2.4 Proficiency Index points higher on the 

MCAS test in ELA than the district average. 

 

• In Medfield, special education students scored 15.4 Proficiency Index points lower on the 

MCAS test in ELA than the district average.  

 

• In Medfield, regular education students scored 4.0 Proficiency Index points higher on the 

MCAS test in math than the district average.  

 

• In Medfield, special education students scored 27.5 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: 
• Between 2000 and 2003, the trend in student performance on MCAS was upward, with most 

of the improvement in 2001 and due primarily to increasing the percentage of students 

scoring in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories.   This trend was more prevalent in 

ELA than in math. 

 

• In Medfield, 8.9% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 

2003 than in 2000 and 4.2% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

 

• In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 6.8 points 

and, in math, by 3.4 points. 

 

• In ELA, 14.1% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000 and 5.2% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 
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• In math, 3.7% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000 and 3.1% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

 

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

2003. 
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Figure/Table 7: 
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  Proficient 51.3 49.1 48.8 45.8 

  Needs Improv. 21.0 24.6 17.3 16.3 
  Warning/Failing 7.2 2.7 2.7 3.0 

 

Analysis of Figure/Table 7:  

• In Medfield, 34.9% and 45.8% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories in 2003 in contrast to 20.5% and 51.3% of all students achieving these categories 

in 2000.  

 

• In Medfield, 3.0 of all students scored at the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories in 2003 in contrast 

to 7.2 of all students scoring in this category 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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Proficiency Index Trend Data MCAS, 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003  (detail) 
  ELA Math 
  2000 2001 2002 2003 2000 2001 2002 2003 
Advanced 17.0 22.8 30.4 35.4 24.0 24.5 32.1 34.3 
Proficient 59.7 60.1 57.8 55.4 42.9 38.1 38.9 36.3 

Needs Improv. 17.8 15.9 11.1 8.8 24.3 33.4 24.2 23.7 
Warning/Failing 5.6 1.3 0.7 0.4 8.8 4.1 4.9 5.7 

 

Analysis of Figure/Table 8:  

• In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 6.8 points, 

from 89.9 to 96.7. 

 

• In math, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 3.4 points, 

from 84.4 to 87.8. 

 

• In ELA, 90.8% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 in 

contrast to 76.7% of all students achieving in these categories in 2000.  
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• In ELA, 9.2% of all students scored at the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ 

categories in 2003 in contrast to 23.4% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000. 

 

• In math, 70.6% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

in contrast to 66.9% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000.  

 

• In math, 29.4% of all students scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ 

categories in 2003 in contrast to 33.1% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000. 

 

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

subgroups change over time? 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

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

results improved by more than the state averages in both ELA and math.  

 

• Between 2000-2003, Medfield’s student achievement figures for the aggregate of students 

and for special education students’ results improved by less than or equal to the state 

averages in both ELA and in math. 
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Figures 9A-B:   
Proficiency Index Trend Data (by subgroup) MCAS 2001, 2002, and 2003 

GRAPHIC Format: (bars = Medfield; dots = State) 
A. 

B.
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Table 9:  
Proficiency Index Trend Data (by subgroup) MCAS 2001, 2002, and 2003  

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

ALL ‘01 94.1 85.8 
 ‘02 96.0 87.7 
 ‘03 96.7 87.8 

Regular ‘01 95.9 88.6 
 ‘02 97.8 91.5 
 ‘03 99.1 91.8 

Disability ‘01 79.3 62.9 
 ‘02 80.1 50.0 
 ‘03 81.3 60.3  

  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 9:  

• In Medfield, between 2001-2003, all students increased by 2.6 Proficiency Index points in 

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

 

• In Medfield, between 2001-2003, regular education students increased by 3.2 Proficiency 

Index points in ELA and by 3.2 points in math, as compared with increases of 3.1 and 2.6 

points statewide. 

 

• In Medfield, between 2001-2003, special education students increased by 2.0 Proficiency 

Index points in ELA and decreased by 2.6 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): 
• Overall, all eligible students were participating in both ELA and math assessments at 

required levels. 
 
Table 10: 

 ELA Math 
Tested 99.72% 99.72% 
NTM 0.14% 0.14% 
NTO 0.14% 0.14% 

 
 

 
Analysis of Table 10: 
• On the 2003 MCAS test, Medfield’s student test participation rates in both ELA and math 

were 99.72%. These figures were 4.72% more than the state’s standard for test participation, 

which is 95%. 
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Part III: Summary Preliminary Findings by Domain 
  

Domain A: Assessment and Evaluation 
 
 Standards            Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total
Domain A – Assessment & Evaluation                   
S1 - Student Assessment                   
  Excellent 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 3 
  Satisfactory 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 5 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
S2 – Participation          
  Excellent 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 1 
  Satisfactory 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A 6 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
S3 - Evaluation Processes          
  Excellent 0 0 1 0 0 0 N/A N/A 1 
  Satisfactory 1 1 0 1 1 1 N/A N/A 5 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 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): 

• In Medfield, during the period under review, the district used a variety of consultants to 

support teachers in the use of standard-based assessments.  

 

• For the period under review, the district leadership developed curriculum programs that were 

driven by student assessments.  
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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: In Medfield, between 2000-2003, the school committee maintained a policy (file: 

IK), which outlined a philosophy concerning academic achievement, as well as the social 

growth and development of the district’s students. It was based on the premise that children 

have diverse capabilities and individual patterns of growth and learning. Interviews with 

members of the school committee revealed support for the district’s approach to using 

standardized testing data, as well as other measures to assess the children in multiple 

educational areas. 

 
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: During the period under review, each principal mandated that the “Principles of 

Test Administration” were followed to ensure that proper procedures were used, including 

test security and the identification of students who might need accommodations or who 

might need to participate in alternative testing. Although procedures could vary at the 

different schools, the consistency of MCAS test preparation and administration was 

maintained and ensured. Lead personnel were trained through the DOE workshops and 

teachers, counselors, and special education staff received internal training for the supervision 

and administration of MCAS tests. 
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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: In Medfield, the MCAS tests were the basic source of data used by the district to 

assess the progress of all student populations. Other measures enabled the district to hold 

expectations for students and focus on critical thinking skills, research skills, and problem 

solving skills for both concrete and abstract situations. The district had established criterion 

tests based on the standards within the state frameworks. Pacing guides were developed, 

related to the curriculum mapping processes. The pacing guides provided consistency of 

instruction within a discipline. The assessments, which were in the initial stages of 

development and implementation at the time of the on-site review, contained clearly 

identified benchmarks for grade levels as they related to the state curriculum frameworks. At 

the time of the on-site review, in grades PreK-5, teachers used a basic template that reflected 

the use of extended measures beyond the use of MCAS test. 

 

The Gates MacGinitie test was used as a standardized test in ELA. Several principals 

provided examples of how the results from the Gates MacGinitie test were used particularly 

in reading, textbook selection, and expanding the effectiveness of ELA programs. 

 

Further, the district established a process of developing locally designed assessments which 

were directly tied to the essential questions process and standards-based curriculum. 

Interviews indicated that the results of these assessments were used to provide supplemental 

data on performance trends. 

 
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 
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e.  purchasing and provisioning for improved student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

 
Evidence: In Medfield, based on the priorities reflected in the District Improvement Plan 

(DIP), a regular assessment was used to track the implementation of curriculum mapping and 

trend analysis of the gaps that may have occurred as the implementation progressed. 

 

Although the district was focused on math, district leaders indicated that differentiated 

instruction had also become a continuous focus in the implementation of a number of 

disciplines. District leadership indicated that an analysis of the MCAS test results revealed 

the strengths and weaknesses in areas that, in turn, prompted a review of the instructional 

objectives and support services for students. Interviewees indicated that this review had been 

most helpful in the area of math. 

 

Interviewees and a review of documentation clearly indicated that the DIP was the major 

driving force for professional development. The ongoing focus on curriculum mapping, 

differentiated instruction, and the use of assessments to measure student performance 

extended from one year to the next. Interviewees indicated that they had seen significant 

growth of teachers’ understanding of the connection between assessment results and their 

application to inform instruction. Assessing progress was completed through the use of 

performance, exhibition, or demonstration assessments, in which students were asked to 

perform or demonstrate competence. Interdisciplinary units, research papers, and writing 

portfolios were examples. The community service activities that middle and high school 

students participated in were examples of how students demonstrated intellectual 

accomplishments. 

 

Several interviewees indicated that the allocation of materials and supplies, as well as 

professional development funding, had been equitable based on a needs-evaluation at a given 

school. This evaluation and allocation was the responsibility of the district leadership team. 
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5. The district and each of its schools disseminate assessment analyses to appropriate staff at 

regular intervals.  

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In the Medfield Public Schools, there was large amount of information collected 

from teacher observations of student performance, data from standardized testing, and 

criterion referenced testing. In general, principals provided the means of dissemination to the 

faculty. In addition, results of the work of study groups were an additional resource to the 

principal, as well as the co-directors of curriculum and technology. The consulting model 

was an important vehicle to support study groups and teachers. Content specialists were 

integral partners with principals in the dissemination at the secondary level. Interviewees 

indicated that teachers were valued and identified as critical to the implementation of 

curriculum and changes in instruction. 

 
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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: Between 2000-2003, with the assistance of the co-directors of curriculum and 

technology, principals, and content specialists became skilled in the analysis of data. 

Interviewees indicated that as the curricula were modified, changed, and/or revised, teachers 

had also become proficient with data. The middle school was one example in which the train-

the-trainer model had become an effective vehicle in training math teachers in the use of 

TestWiz software for analyzing data. 

 
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: Based on the progress report on students attaining the Competency Determination 

(CD), released by the DOE in 2003, 98% of the Class of 2003 earned a Competency 

Determination, and 98% of the Class of 2004 earned a Competency Determination.  

  34



 
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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Medfield, the district implemented a formal, performance-based evaluation 

process for teachers, one of the components of which was currency in the curriculum (i.e., 

standards-based curriculum). Informally, the district monitored the implementation of 

classroom assessment standards and practices through periodic observations, walkthroughs, 

and the use of a consulting teacher model. Interviewees indicated that, at the elementary and 

middle school levels (grades 6-8), teachers discussed classroom assessment standards and 

practices during their common planning times at grade-level meetings and other regularly 

scheduled meetings. At the secondary level (grades 9-12), discussions relative to classroom 

assessment standards and practices were part of the regular department meetings. 
 

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): 

• In Medfield, during the period under review, principals and teachers established a climate 

within schools, which ensured that students were valued and actively participated in school 

activities.  

 

• During the period under review, schools had internal team structures that were designed to 

prevent students from becoming at-risk. 
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Indicators: 

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

practices that required all students to attend and participate in all mandatory and appropriate 

assessments. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

 
Evidence: For the period under review, the Town of Medfield experienced success with 

setting high expectations for its schools. The schools maintained the high expectations and 

standards in meeting students’ needs. Students demonstrated their achievement through 

performance on the MCAS tests, as well as their achievement in colleges and universities 

attended after their high school careers. The 2003 Mid-Cycle Adequate Yearly Progress 

(AYP) report indicated that students were continuing to meet targets for attendance, 

performance, and improvement in the aggregate and all identified subgroups, except for 

special education students who declined in math proficiency levels. The average participation 

on the 2003 MCAS test administration for ELA was 96.5% and for math, 96.5%. For the 

period under review, the district maintained a high participation rate in all MCAS test 

administrations, which ranged from 96% to 100% of all students. Interviewees attributed 

high participation rates to the cultural values of their students and families that categorized 

school as an important, healthy, and safe place to be. 

 

Principals took an active role in maintaining informative communication as the MCAS test 

schedule approached each year. Parents were informed of the schedule well in advance of the 

test dates. Guidance was offered to parents in preparing students for the testing cycle on ways 

to reduce stress. Teachers served as coaches for students to help them keep the importance of 

the test in a proper perspective. Principals also notified community professionals, such as 

local dentists, to ensure that they were aware of the testing schedule. This communication 

with the community had resulted in a shared responsibility for maintaining high expectations 

and had proven to be effective in helping students and parents avoid conflict during the 

testing cycle. 
 

  36



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

attendance. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Medfield, principals monitored student absenteeism daily. They were aware of 

students who were at-risk of becoming chronically absent. The daily attendance listing 

indicated the number of days a student had been consecutively absent. This document 

provided a reference for principals to target at-risk students, although attendance was not a 

pervasive problem at any grade level. In 2002, students in Grade12 had the lowest attendance 

rate of 92.7%, with 13.7% of students at that level chronically absent. Average daily 

attendance during the period of this review was 96.2%. Between 2000-2002, the average 

number of students’ days absent from school was 6.6. The average number of days absent for 

teachers was 8.6 days including time out of the classroom for long-term illness (0 days), 

short-term illness (3.6 days), professional development (2.2 days) jury duty or military 

service (0.49 days) and days absent for other reasons (2.3 days). 

 
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; 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: For the time under review, during on-site interviews, although not a pervasive 

problem, focus group interviews with principals at the elementary and secondary level 

revealed that procedures were in place to address attendance and suspensions. Available 

resources were identified through pupil personnel services to assist in providing early 

intervention to avoid attendance, suspensions, and other forms of disciplinary actions from 

becoming chronic and interrupting the students’ education. 
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4. The district actively encourages student attendance in conformity with their policies and 

expectations. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: During the time under review, interviewees indicated that, historically, the 

community had high expectations for students participating the district’s academic programs. 

A review of the district’s documentation and statements from interviewees indicated that the 

district was proactive and offered nursing services, guidance services through counselors and 

school psychologists, and other community services to support parents in maintaining the 

high level of value placed on school attendance. 

 

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: During the period under review, the DOE defined “percent chronically absent” as 

students absent more than 10 percent of their days in membership. During the 2001-2002 

school year within Grades of K-12, the grade level with the highest number of students in the 

chronically absent category was Grade 12 at 13.7%. Discussions with central office 

personnel revealed that they had exact knowledge of the students involved and what the 

causes were. Principals and central office personnel were proactive in addressing this issue 

and had the situation under control before it became a larger problem. Each school had their 

method of addressing at-risk students: Friday meetings at the high school, cluster meetings at 

the middle school, and teacher support teams. A positive relation with community resources, 

such as the police department, served as an important support in dealing with specific 

situations. 
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6. The district maintains clear and accurate records on: 

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: For the period under review, the district did not have a population of students who 

required LEP or alternate assessment (ALT) waivers during the time under review. The 

district leadership had built into their professional development offerings a training program 

to have available the resource of staff to administer the MELA-O and other assessment tests 

for determining students’ levels of English proficiency. Having the trained staff enabled the 

district to deal with situations should they occur in the future. 

 
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; 

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

focuses on areas of needed improvement. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The department of pupil personnel services was responsible for the maintenance 

of records for students who were in the category of English language learners. The record 

kept revealed that the common service provided was tutorial assistance. The district had, in 

2002-2003, a student population of .01% who were LEP. The school committee also 

maintained a policy (file: IHBEA) to offer opportunities to those students whose dominant 

language was other than English. 
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Standard 3. EVALUATION PROCESSES: The district uses student assessment data in its 

development, implementation, and analysis 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 review, the district engaged in a meaningful, systemic, and effective 

curriculum development and review process. 

 

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;  

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

staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: For the period under review, the school committee maintained a policy (file: 

GCO) on the evaluation of professional staff. The policy stated, “In order to assure a high 

quality... performance and to advance instructional programs …continuous program for 

teacher and administrator evaluation will be established.”  It further stated that the district 

had a system outlined in its DIP that focused on program evaluation, was aligned with the 

state frameworks, was of “quality caliber,” and accessible to all students. Therefore, the 

principals were held accountable for the alignment of curriculum, the design of the 

curriculum and the delivery through instruction. Principals were also held accountable as the 

educational leaders and mangers of their schools and supervised the operation and 

management of their schools as stated in each principal’s contract.  

 

The school committee also maintained a policy (file: GCO-1-R) for the evaluation of 

teachers and administrators. It tracked Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 71 and Chapter 

38 and 603 CMR 3535. The authority, scope, and purpose were to establish accountability 
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for continuous improvement of performance and to provide a record of facts and assessments 

for personnel decisions. 

 

Interviews with members of the school committee indicated that they held the superintendent 

of schools accountable for the implementation of policy and the current superintendent of 

schools had practices in place to monitor the expectations. Interviewees indicated that there 

was a close working relationship with, and cooperation between, the leadership team and the 

superintendent of schools. The consensus among the leadership team was that it was 

especially important for principals to work closely and collaboratively with other 

administrators rather than acting independently.   

  
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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Medfield, the DIP stated that the core of its initiative was the goal of improving 

student achievement. Focus groups of principals, central office directors and content 

specialists revealed that the basic fundamental element in program evaluation was the level 

of achievement by students in alignment with state framework standards. The programs or 

courses, were measured against the standard through the performance of students who were 

participating in the course. The performance data collected and analyzed had to support the 

evaluation of the program or course. The introduction of an Advanced Placement (AP) 

program at the high school, the expansion of the available reading materials in the middle 

school library to support a research program, and the development of the academies were 

examples that reflected this systematic thinking. 
 

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 
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Evidence: The DIP called for the assurance that curriculum was examined. Further, it 

directed the expectation that best practices would be infused into the curriculum design and 

delivery to enhance student performance. It identified three components: 1) a process of 

examination and revisions based on benchmarks, 2) a design of curriculum which 

continuously addressed essential questions linked to benchmarks that were further linked to 

standards and expectations, and 3) the delivery of curriculum with a focus on differentiated 

instruction. When district curriculum leaders produced the first draft of the scope and 

sequence for a given subject, principals and teachers evaluated it critically to ensure that it 

served as the foundation throughout all curricula.  
 

The math study group served as the vehicle for discussion on relevant data and other 

information obtained from teachers. The group (consisting of teachers, principals, content 

specialists, district directors, and coordinators) examined the implications of the data 

collection and determined the appropriate next steps to be taken. 

 

These components were evident in the developmental process used in the mathematics 

initiative. Seminars and workshops were provided to administrators and teachers on 

curriculum mapping. In addition, the initiative was supplemented by research of best 

practices by the math study group under the direction of the coordinator of math and 

directors of curriculum. Pacing guides, developed with grade appropriate benchmarks 

associated with the mathematics standards, had also been established.  

 

The principal had the responsibility of ensuring that the process moved forward. Interviews 

with district administrators and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that there 

was a collaborative involvement of teachers, principals, directors, coordinators, and content 

specialists in monitoring and reviewing the curriculum. This collaboration brought the 

principal directly into the discussion to make significant decisions relative to curriculum 

modifications.   
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4. The district’s evaluation procedure for administrators is aligned with the requirements 

of the Massachusetts Education Reform Act. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In Medfield, the school committee policy (file: GCO-1-R) adopted the 

performance standards for administrators and, in turn, stated that such standards would be 

consistent with the regulations on the evaluation of teachers and administrators (603 CMR 

35.00) and the “Principles of Administrative Effective Leadership.” 

 

An examination of the annual performance evaluations of principals indicated that the 

superintendent of schools addressed in a narrative format the principals’ instructional 

leadership, organizational leadership, administrative and management effectiveness, 

promotion of equity and appreciation of diversity, their relationships with parents and 

community, and their fulfillment of professional responsibilities. The evaluations revealed a 

thoughtful chronology and description of the progress of the principal in meeting annual 

goals, as well as the commitment to the district goals as stated in the DIP.  

 
During an on-site review of administrative evaluations, all principal evaluations conformed 

to the components of the Massachusetts Education Reform Act and contained the 

components of the “Principles of Effective Leadership.”  All of the evaluations were timely, 

with the exception of one administrator who had been ill and one newly hired administrator 

who had not yet been evaluated for the 2003-2004 academic year, but will be in the spring of 

2004. 
 

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

Education Reform Act. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The school committee maintained a policy (file: GCO-1-R) that adopted the 

performance standards for all teachers, which were consistent with and meet the “Principles 

of Effective Teaching.” The teachers’ labor union contract established the evaluation 
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procedure for non-professional status teachers to occur annually and for professional status 

teachers every two years. The implementation of this policy was a responsibility of the 

principals. Interviews with principals, directors and content specialists revealed that the 

annual cycle for non-professional status teachers was implemented according to the district’s 

policy. Professional status teachers were categorized into cycles. However, regardless of the 

cycle, each teacher with professional status was formally evaluated every two years.  

  

To ensure the commitment to the DIP and SIP, each teacher set professional goals with 

his/her principal that were consistent with the district and school goals. Teachers’ progress 

and growth in achieving goals was monitored and documented through a number of 

observations conducted by the principals, content specialists, or coordinators of math and 

ELA. There was an annual review of the yearly progress and a formal evaluation written 

according to the cycle and status level of the individual teacher. 

 

Content specialists and coordinators played an important role in the evaluation process. They 

had been trained in the techniques of evaluating effective teaching and were assigned to 

teachers as the “chief” evaluator under the jurisdiction of the principal. The principal was the 

primary evaluator and maintained that responsibility in the process.  

 

Peer observations were used as an alternate method, as were model lessons which had been 

helpful in assisting teachers to view the application of various teaching and instructional 

methodologies. 

 

During an on-site review of professional status teacher evaluations by the EQA team, all 

contained the “Principles of Effective Teaching” and complied with the requirements of the 

Massachusetts Education Reform Act. Two of the 24 teacher evaluations reviewed were not 

timely, and one was not signed by the teacher who had been evaluated.   

  44



 
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 staff and resources to improve achievement levels for all student populations. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Medfield, although the district had small student subgroups, interviewees 

expressed the conviction that racial/ethnic diversity was valued as an important part of the 

learning process. These subgroups were fluent English speaking students and mainstreamed 

in the regular classroom. Directors of curriculum disaggregated MCAS data to ensure that the 

there was no achievement gap in performance. The major disaggregation of data was in the 

area of learning styles and learning impediments. The district identified and reviewed cohorts 

of students with common learning styles and/or disabilities. If the analysis revealed specific 

gaps, the district designed corrective or remedial instructional modifications. The analysis 

also was used to identify students with distinct needs for instructional support, which the 

district delivered through available academic programs at all of the levels. 
 

Interviews with principals, content specialists, and directors revealed the process of 

analyzing and disaggregating data had begun to reveal trends of student learning by class and 

course. Discussions among principals and district directors were occurring as to the best 

practice in using data to establish an interactive and recursive process that could effectively 

be incorporated in the performance observation of teachers.  

 

Administrators exercised their authority and responsibility to bring about new programs 

through a systematic method of discussion with teachers and the analysis of the level of 

acquisition of skills and knowledge of students in existing programs. The development of the 

Math Laboratory at the middle school level was one example where a program not 

supporting the standards of high expectations for students was limited to reallocate staff to a 
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program which was determined by teachers, in conjunction with the principal and content 

specialist, to have a greater need to assist students in achieving high expectations (in this 

example, math). A combination of funding from the Medfield Coalition for Education, and 

the reallocation of local funds and teaching staff supported a new program consistent with the 

priorities of the DIP. 
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Domain B: Curriculum and Instruction 
 
 Standards                  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 5aVoc. 6 7 8 9 Total

Domain B –Curriculum & Instruction                   
S4 – Curriculum                       
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
  Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 1 N/A 1 N/A N/A N/A 5 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
S5 - Instruction: Expectations & Policies                 
  Excellent 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 
S6 - Access To Quality Education 
Programs                      

  Excellent 1 1 0 0 0 N/A 0 N/A N/A N/A 2 
  Satisfactory 0 0 1 1 1 N/A 1 N/A N/A N/A 4 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
S7 - Professional Development & 
Training                
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A N/A 1 
  Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 1 N/A 1 1 N/A N/A 7 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
 
Standard 4. CURRICULUM: The district, 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): 

• Since 1999, the district had been engaged in the process of aligning its curriculum to the state 

standards through curriculum mapping. 

  

• During the 2002-2003 academic year, the district established a math study group, which 

served as a model for the evaluation of curriculum and resulted in the revision of the 

elementary math curriculum, grades K-5.   
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Indicators: 
1. A curriculum leader is assigned to and active in every school in the district. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In interviews, principals said that they were the primary curriculum leaders in 

their schools. At the district level, there were co-directors of curriculum and technology (this 

was a full-time position shared by two individuals). One of the co-directors was responsible 

for grades K-5 and the other for grades 6-12. These co-directors met with principals on a 

monthly basis. They also indicated in interviews that there was sometimes an overlap in 

responsibilities. The district leadership team consisted of the superintendent, co-directors of 

curriculum and technology, director of pupil services, and the director of finances and 

operation who met three or four times during the month. At least one of these meetings was 

devoted to curriculum. At the elementary level, curriculum leadership was also provided at 

the building level by grade level leaders who were full time teachers, but who received a 

stipend for providing curriculum leadership at monthly before school or after-school 

meetings.  Also, in September 2003, a math specialist was hired to provide support for ten 

hours per week. At the grades 6-12 level, there were content specialists who provided 

curriculum leadership. These content specialists also taught two classes at the high school. In 

addition to the support of the content specialists, the assistant principal and cluster leaders, 

who met with teams on a weekly basis to discuss curriculum, provided curriculum leadership 

at the middle school. Curriculum leaders at the high school not only included the content 

specialists, but also the academic dean as well as guidance counselors. 
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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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: For the time under review, the district was working on curriculum maps for ELA 

and math that were aligned with the state frameworks. According to the DIP, these 

curriculum maps were developed as a result of a five-year district-wide curriculum initiative 

begun in 1999. This initiative was to not only assure alignment with the state frameworks, 

but also to assure that curriculum being developed adhered to a format that included lesson 

design. In interviews with district administrators and staff, it was learned that most 

curriculum mapping had been completed, although not all maps had been completed at the 

high school. Also, as a result of the mapping process and the work of a grades K-5 math 

study group specifically formed to develop math curriculum, a nearly-complete grades K-5 

math curriculum (with the requisite backwards lesson design model) was available for two of 

the three elementary trimesters. The district continued to work to include assessment pieces 

in all of the maps. Either distribution by principals, mentors, team members or content 

specialists provided access to the curriculum.    

 

New teachers at all levels received training in the use of curriculum maps from mentors 

through the district's formal mentoring program. In interviews, principals said that training 

was provided for all staff through grade level meetings at the elementary level, cluster 

meetings at the middle school and department meetings at the high school level.  

 

New teachers at all levels received training in the use of curriculum maps from mentors 

through the district's formal mentoring program. In interviews, principals said that training 

was provided for all staff through grade level meetings at the elementary level, cluster 

meetings at the middle school and department meetings at the high school level.   
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To ensure that staff used the district's curriculum for instruction, principals at the elementary 

level, as well as the newly hired math specialist, observed implementation of the curriculum 

through walkthroughs and classroom observations. Also, walkthroughs by principals at the 

middle and high school, along with observations by content specialists at the middle and high 

school levels, provided information regarding the degree of curriculum implementation.  

Further, in interviews, district administrators, as well as school staff, indicated that 

conversations regarding how to implement the curriculum took place during planning times, 

grade level meetings, and staff meetings.   
 
3. The district has an established, well-documented process that involves teachers in the annual 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: During the time under review, interviews with administrators indicated that, at 

one time, the district had a well-documented annual process for looking at curriculum 

revision, but that this process gradually was phased out. The district was involved in aligning 

their curriculum with the state frameworks. In interviews with district administrators, the 

superintendent put a process in place in 2002 to review the district's elementary math 

curriculum. The Addison-Wesley Math Program was being used at the elementary level, 

however, the district knew that there were many gaps and that curriculum maps needed to be 

updated. To facilitate the review of this curriculum, the superintendent suggested the 

formation of a math study group to review the math curriculum. The goal of the study group 

was not only to provide a review of the math curriculum, but also to provide a model for 

revision of district curricula on a five-year basis. During interviews with central office 

administrators, as well as building principals, it was indicated that there was district 

representation in order to develop a district model for reviewing curricula. Therefore, there 

were not only representatives from the elementary level, but also representatives from Grade 

6, as well as special education. High school representation was provided by the former 

department head for math, who served as the district’s grades K-5 math specialist. 

Administrators also said that curriculum revision occurred on an informal basis with teams at 

all levels analyzing student assessment data, which resulted in making changes to curriculum 

maps. During “job embedded” days (the district hired substitute teachers in order that 
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departments, clusters and teams could meet for a morning or afternoon), MCAS test data was 

analyzed and changes made to curriculum. 

 
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: During the time under review, improved student achievement, as a result of 

modifications to the curriculum, was discussed at meetings at all grade levels throughout the 

district. Each of the district schools had a “job embedded” program that provided support for 

teachers during the school day to meet and discuss curricula and student achievement. At all 

of these meetings, time was provided for discussion regarding topics, concepts, and units to 

be revised. Revisions included supplemental materials that were related to particular units. In 

order to ensure equitable student achievement at the elementary level, three part-time math 

consultants were hired who had special expertise in identifying student needs so that all 

students would have success. Also, a pacing schedule was developed for the math program at 

the elementary level. At the middle school level, support was provided for the success of all 

students through the Universal Design for Learning, which offered technology in the form of 

books on tape and videos. Revisions to curriculum were disseminated to staff during faculty 

meetings, grade-level team meetings, cluster meetings, and department meetings on a regular 

and timely basis. 
 

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

a. horizontal instructional program articulation throughout the system, and  

b. sequencing and alignment of learning goals and expectations from one Grade to the next 

– K–12. 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: Interviews with district administrators identified articulation of the curriculum as 

one of the system goals. While articulation of the curriculum was carried out in informal 

ways at each level during common planning times and other staff meetings, the articulation 

from level to level remained an issue and, according to a district administrator, the district 

was working on a plan at the time of the on-site visit in January 2004. There was some 

curriculum articulation from middle to high school because of the fact that content specialists 

were assigned grades 6–12, which enabled them to share information in informal ways. 

District administrators indicated that one of the goals of the curriculum mapping was to 

achieve curriculum articulation. At the time of the visit of the EQA team in January 2004, an 

administrator said that no day had been set aside for this kind of articulation. However, there 

had been, as one administrator described, ‘baby steps’ in this direction that included a group 

of elementary teachers meeting together with their curriculum maps to discuss social studies. 

Another example involved the successful meeting of middle and high school ELA teachers 

together to have a conversation regarding the grammar skills taught at a particular level. The 

district was also planning to provide as many opportunities as possible to discuss student 

work. The district had established grade level benchmarks that were written for all levels and 

content areas. Curriculum maps were available in each building and teachers had access to 

maps from all levels. Through curriculum mapping, the district was in the process of 

continuous alignment of curriculum with the state frameworks over the past four years.   

 

5a. VOC:  In vocational schools and districts, the district implements an established, well-

documented process to ensure: 

a. integration of academic skills, particularly in ELA, mathematics and science and 

technology into each occupational area, 

b.  sequencing and alignment of learning goals, skills and expectations from one Grade to 

the next  - 9-12. 

c. alignment with the state curriculum frameworks across all Grades and occupational areas 

9-12. 

EQA Rating: N/A 

 
Evidence: N/A 
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6. Staffing levels are adequate to deliver the district’s curriculum to all students and student 

subgroups. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The school committee established a guideline for class size through policy (File: 

IIB). The policy also established the expectation that principals would use this guideline for 

the proper staffing of programs within their school (within the availability of resources).  

Interviews with district administrators indicated that staffing levels for grades K-12 were low 

and that special education staffing was more than adequate to meet the needs of inclusion.   
 
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):  

• In Medfield, the district had instructional methods, strategies, and practices in place based on 

the results of student performance assessments. 

 

• Between 2000-2003, stakeholders in the community shared a key role in communicating, 

sustaining, and supporting high expectations and achievement for all students.  

 

• In Medfield, the district successfully maintained highly qualified teachers through their 

involvement in a variety of district initiatives, activities, and programs. 

 

• For the entire period under review, the district had been involved in a four-tiered initiative, 

which focused on curriculum mapping, backwards lesson design, the development of 

essential questions, and differentiated instruction.   
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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: During the most recent administration of MCAS tests in the spring 2003, the 

district earned a 96.7% proficiency index in ELA and an 87.8% proficiency index in math.  

The district’s success was attributed to the programs and practices in place at all grade levels, 

which were designed to meet the assessed needs of its students. For three years at the Dale 

Street Elementary School (grades 4-5), an item analysis report was used to determine the test 

items upon which 70% or more of the students responded incorrectly. Further, an after school 

program was also offered for students who had demonstrated weaknesses on the MCAS test 

items in ELA and math. In Grade 6 at the Blake Middle School, MARS (Math and Reading 

Support) was a daytime program for students who were considered at-risk based on school 

benchmarks and assessments derived from the MCAS test data and other sources. At 

Medfield High School, EMS (English/mathematics/support) was a course offered to Grade 

10 students to better prepare them for MCAS tests. Other programs in the district reflected 

those cited in the aforementioned schools.   

 

The district utilized practices that supported student needs in a variety of ways in its schools.  

For example, as a result of the work done by the math study group, all students in grades K-5 

were required to take pre-assessments to identify weaknesses and final assessments to 

determine proficiency levels. Also, grade level teachers in grades K-5 had been trained in 

how to conduct pre-tests and to interpret the data gathered from these pre-assessments.  

 

There was evidence, supported by the goals and offerings to staff in the district’s most recent 

professional development plans, that, once the needs of the students were identified, teachers 

were encouraged to take into account student readiness to learn, as well as student learning 

styles to seek out the most effective instructional techniques. Differentiated instruction and 
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curriculum mapping programs/activities, and teacher training by in-district experts in the area 

of instruction and curriculum, were examples of the initiatives found in the professional 

development offerings for the 2003-2004 school year that focused on teacher preparation and 

student learning.  
 

The district’s effort to provide more effective instructional programs and practices for 

teachers and more effective learning for students were found in the district curriculum 

accommodation plan, district improvement plan, and school improvement plans. These plans 

were translated into resources that were available for teachers and students. One example was 

the district’s endeavor to incorporate technology across the curriculum with Universal 

Design for Learning (UDL). This program provided schools with the opportunity to enhance 

student learning with technology. Wireless laptops at the high school, a Dana cart for 

classroom work at the middle school, and Alpha Smarts at the Dale Street Elementary School 

were examples of the district’s attempt to incorporate technology into the instructional 

learning setting. The district used a variety of sources to acquire materials and equipment for 

its teachers and students. They included grant writing, donations and/or resources from 

community groups, and funding from the school budget. For example, in the school budget, 

there was a research and development line item designed to provide for resources to support 

more effective learning and teaching. 

 

2. Improving and/or sustaining student achievement is the shared responsibility of: 

the district, each of its schools, the students, their parents, and the community. 

 EQA Rating: Excellent 

 
Evidence: In Medfield, the DIP listed a variety of specific strategies that set a blueprint for 

the district, schools, students, parents, and community to share in the area of student 

achievement. At the district level, there was an active curriculum and instructional hierarchy 

within each school that was designed for better articulation among the grade levels in each 

school. Attention to frameworks and the MCAS tests had priority status when it came to 

student achievement. As an example, the staff and administration involved in the K-5 math 

and ELA programs had been interacting in the ongoing planning and implementation of these 
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standards-based programs that reflected frameworks and MCAS tests. During interviews 

with district administrators, it was mentioned that the math study group model, which was 

the main force guiding math instruction in grades K-5, would be adapted throughout the 

district to update the other core curriculum areas in the district. 

 

Although there was articulation within each school setting in the district, during interviews 

with administrators, it was mentioned there was a need to improve curriculum and instruction 

articulation among the elementary, middle, and high school levels. Presently, the need for 

better articulation among the schools was being assessed and discussed informally by school 

staff and administrators in their efforts to continue to improve student achievement. 

 

The belief that all schools shared in the responsibility for student achievement was 

documented in each school’s curriculum accommodation plan, which reflected the strategies 

in the district curriculum accommodation plan. Specific strategies, such as training in 

differentiated instruction, using technology for teachers in the high school, student success 

plans for any student falling below Level II in MCAS tests in the middle school, and the use 

of the Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) to follow reading progress in PreK-1 at 

the elementary level were examples of what some of the schools were doing to enhance 

student achievement. The existence of Teacher Support Teams (TST) in schools provided 

classroom teachers with the support they needed to improve their instructional strategies in 

order to improve student achievement.   

 

The inclusion model in the district’s schools provided resources (e.g. technology) and 

instructional/learning materials from special education to also enhance the learning of regular 

students in the inclusion setting. This was an example of special education serving not only 

students with individual education plans, but also regular education students who needed 

more academic support. 
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Each school published a newsletter and many teachers also maintained individual websites.  

The publications and electronic communication sources made information and data about 

student achievement issues available to students and parents. 

 
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. 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: During the period under review, an examination of time on learning schedules 

indicated that the district met state requirements at the elementary and secondary levels. The 

district used results of MCAS test data analysis and information from standards-based 

research and programs to allocate sufficient instructional time in math and ELA. Examples of 

adjustments in time on learning were found at the elementary, middle, and high school levels.  

At the elementary level, math instruction was adjusted from 20 minutes to 60 minutes per 

day. The MARS program in Grade 6 at the middle school added time, namely, two periods 

per week. The high school had a modified block schedule that allowed one 90-minute block 

per week. Also, evidence of timelines existed in the district for the assessment of skills that 

could impact on the allocation of instructional time.    

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

assignment or responsibility. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: At the time of the on-site visit in January 2004, the district employed 234 

teachers, of which 217 were certified in their primary area of responsibility. Two of the 

district’s 217 certified teachers were teaching out-of-field for one or more periods a day.  

Seventeen of the district’s 234 teachers were not certified, but all of their certifications were 

pending. Two of the seventeen teachers who were awaiting certification were at the early 
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childhood/elementary level, eight were at the middle school level, and seven were at the high 

school level.  The district had applied for, and received, waivers for all seventeen teachers.   
 

An example of the district’s attempt to maintain a highly qualified faculty certified in their 

area(s) of primary assignment was evidenced by the district’s recent attempt to meet 

individually with teachers to update and clarify their status in light of No Child Left Behind 

(NCLB) criteria as set by federal regulations. The district’s expectation was that, by February 

12, 2004, all teachers in the district would have met with a school official to update 

individual professional development plans and that the status of all teachers would have been 

documented by the district.   

 

Also the district employed highly qualified tutors, specialists and paraprofessional staff who 

had the opportunity to participate in the district’s professional development programs and 

activities.  In addition, the substitute program was monitored and selective in terms of who 

would teach in the district. 

 
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: For part of the time under review, the school committee maintained a policy (file: 

GCF), which established guidelines for district administrators in selecting personnel. These 

guidelines were formulated into a detailed and thorough hiring process that was designed to 

select the most qualified candidates and seek candidates who were capable and willing to 

provide the most effective instruction for the district’s students. 
 

The district used a variety of practices to attract recruits. Administrators and school staff who 

taught at local colleges and came in contact with potential candidates, advertising of job 

opportunities through media outlets, and serving local colleges by allowing student teachers 

to work in its schools were examples of how the district sought out potential candidates. 

 

  58



During interviews with administrators, it was stated the reasons teachers remained in the 

district’s employ related to the instructional/learning atmosphere within the schools, the 

positive attitude of students toward school, and the support that teachers received from the 

district and parents/community. The “job embedded” professional development days, teacher 

involvement in curriculum initiatives, such as the math study group and the teachers-

teaching-teachers program, the positive learning climate in schools, and the proactive support 

of groups like the Medfield Coalition for Public Schools and the Community School 

Association, were a few examples of efforts that helped the district to retain its teachers. 

 

In addition, the superintendent provided welcome back ceremonies, luncheons, and longevity 

awards to recognize teachers for their work in the district. Teachers were considered by 

administrators as partners in their roles to provide the best possible education for the 

district’s students. This was supported by the fact that teachers were integral parts of the 

curriculum and instructional leadership in each school. They participated in the planning, 

design, and implementation of curriculum and instructional change. An example was the 

After Hours program, in which teachers shared their expertise with other staff.   

 

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): 

• The district had comprehensive procedures in place that ensured high rates of student and 

staff attendance. 

 

• The district had carefully articulated and implemented procedures for the transitioning of 

students between levels, buildings, and programs.   
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Indicators: 

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

EQA Rating: Excellent 

 
Evidence: During the time under review, the district maintained an average student 

attendance rate in excess of 96%. These attendance rates were reflected by the district’s 

established policies and practices. 

 

The average number of days absent for teachers was 8.6 days including time out of the 

classroom for long-term illness (zero days), short-term illness (3.6 days), professional 

development (2.2 days), jury duty or military service (0.49 days), and days absent for other 

reasons (2.3 days).  

 

The district maintained a multitude of school committee policies, which addressed student 

attendance. Some of these policies included, but were not limited to: student attendance (File: 

JE), excused and unexcused absences (File JH), tardiness (File: JHB), attendance 

monitoring/accounting (Policy JHBB), and make-up opportunities (Policy JHE).  In addition, 

the district also maintained a series of polices that governed student attendance relative to 

health issues.  Further, student attendance policies and expectations were well documented in 

student handbooks at all grade levels. 

 

At the high school level, there was an attendance policy that prohibited students from 

accruing more than six unexcused absences per class during a term. Seven unexcused 

absences led to an automatic failure of a course. Tardiness to class in excess of ten minutes 

was also counted as an unexcused absence. In addition, once students had been tardy five 

times they were required to attend detention. If students were tardy seven times they had to 

attend Saturday school from 8:30-11:30 a.m. A teacher supervised Saturday school and, if 

students were late or absent for a Saturday school session, they received a one-day out-of-

school suspension.   
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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, 

b. dropout prevention. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

 
Evidence: During the period under review, the district maintained one building each for 

grades PreK-1, 2-3, 4-5, 6-8, and 9-12. Because of the unique number of transitions that 

Medfield students were involved with, the district had established comprehensive procedures 

regarding the transitioning of students from building to building, as well as from Grade 1 to 

Grade 2. During interviews with the EQA team, district administrators indicated that more 

time was spent on the placement and transitioning of students than any other procedural 

activity in the district. 

 

At all levels, teachers and specialists completed profile cards for all students containing 

information relative to a student’s academic, social, emotional, and behavioral growth.  

Parents were also able to submit written information about their children regarding placement 

needs. Administrators, teachers and specialists met several times in the spring to compile 

class lists. At the elementary level, student placement information for the following academic 

year was sent home before the end of school and a transition day was held. The transition day 

was scheduled to allow students the opportunity to spend some time in their new class and/or 

building so they could meet their new teachers and students in their classes.   

 

Guidance counselors and the middle school principal visited students entering the middle 

school in the spring of their fifth grade year. In addition, students had the opportunity to visit 

the middle school during a scheduled transition day and parent information nights were also 

held prior to students beginning at the middle school. 

 

Similarly, guidance counselors conducted presentations about the high school for all eighth 

grade classes in the spring. Grade 8 students then visited the high school for a Program of 

Studies day in which they were introduced to key staff members, participated in a fifty-
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minute presentation about the high school, and received course selection sheets.  Following 

this transition day, parents were invited to an orientation night, which primarily reviewed 

high school academics. These two programs provided a foundation for both parents and 

students for making course selection decisions in conjunction with teacher recommendations.  

Later in the spring, high school guidance counselors and administrators visited all eighth 

grade classrooms to provide a more in-depth presentation about the high school that included 

information about extra-curricular activities and athletics. The final step in the transition 

process between middle school and high school consisted of all freshmen reporting to the 

high school a couple of hours before returning students to meet with the principal for an 

overview about the high school, report to their homerooms, and receive a tour of the facility 

with time allotted for mapping out their own specific schedules and room locations.   
 

The district also had practices in place regarding the transitioning of special education 

students. At times, transition plans were written for students with greater needs and 

individual tours were scheduled to better acclimate students to new buildings and/or 

classrooms. Teachers also made themselves available in the summer to meet special 

education students prior to the rest of the class returning in the fall. Special education staff 

members also held parent coffees in May and June to review expectations of new buildings 

and levels and answer questions.   

 

During the time under review, the DOE reported the district’s dropout rate for grades 9-12 at 

zero or less than 1%. Because of the minimal number of dropouts, the district did not have 

the need to establish a dropout prevention program. High-risk students were monitored by 

guidance on an individual basis. If needed, outreach workers were assigned and the 

Department of Social Services (DSS) was contacted. At times, accommodations were made 

to abbreviate students’ schedules. For example, some students participated in the work-

release program, which enabled them to take five periods of classes in the morning and be 

released for the afternoon. 
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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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In the Medfield Public Schools, the district published student handbooks and 

programs of study in which high expectations for students were documented. These 

expectations were further verbalized during parent meetings. Each building in the district 

also established core values relative to their schools. Further, the district implemented several 

programs in which student academic and behavioral expectations were addressed, such as the 

Open Circle School Competency Program. More specifically, the high school handbook 

promoted high expectations through documenting the following expectations: to 

communicate effectively, to solve problems, to demonstrate civic and social responsibility, 

and to assume personal responsibility. All of these expectations fell within the context of 

scholarship and citizenship. 
 

The school committee maintained a series of policies that guided student admissions into 

various programs at different levels in the district. All of these policies had a common focal 

point, which placed the student as top priority. Students were recommended for courses 

based on teacher input, test grades, writing samples, and the MCAS test results. Parents and 

students had the ability to appeal the recommendation for courses and/or levels through an 

established appeals process, which included meeting with teachers, guidance counselors, 

administrators, and the building principal. Ultimately, a parent or students’ appeal request 

could override the school’s recommendation. 

 

Students received support to remain in quality programs through a variety of services offered 

in the district. Before and after school help was available for all students. In addition, peer 
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tutoring and in-school tutoring was available to high school students.  Specifically, the high 

school maintained a writing center, in which trained students who had completed an 

advanced writing seminar served as tutors along with the writing lab teacher. This writing lab 

program was available to individual students on a drop-in basis. Scheduled visitations could 

also be arranged for entire classes. Some high school students also provided tutoring 

assistance to middle school students during the school day.   

 

The district had established an academic standards group at the high school.  This group was 

comprised of content specialists from each discipline, the dean of academics, the dean of 

discipline, and the high school principal. The group met twice monthly and one meeting was 

dedicated to reviewing curriculum. The group analyzed trends related to AP courses and 

discovered a higher percentage of girls were enrolled in AP math and science classes. They 

also determined that students on IEP and 504 plans were represented in AP classes. District 

administrators believed that the existence of this academic standards group helped to insure 

equitable enrollment of student subgroups in AP classes. 

 

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 discipline, retention, suspension, and exclusion. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: During the time under review, the school committee maintained a policy (file: 

IKE) on promotion and retention.  This policy was dedicated to “the best total and continuous 

development of each student enrolled.” Further, it indicated that professional staff was 

expected to place students at the grade level best suited to them academically, socially, and 

emotionally. Final placement decisions for all students were determined with the building 

principal and parental input. 

 

During interviews with the EQA team, district administrators indicated that retention rates 

were low at all levels in the district. This was supported by information received from the 
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DOE, which reported the highest three-year retention rate in the district as 1.1%. This 

occurred at the PreK-1 school and was mainly associated with readiness issues.   

 

The school committee also maintained a policy (File: JIC), which stated that students could 

be subjected to suspension or disciplinary actions. In-school suspensions were employed 

more than out-of-school suspensions at the middle and high school. Although the provision 

of space and personnel was often problematic, principals felt that keeping the students 

engaged with school and course work not only addressed a discipline issue, but also kept 

students responsible and on track with meeting expectation. At the time of review in January 

2004, there had been 30 suspensions at the high school level for the 2002-2003 school year 

and 10 suspensions at the middle school level.   

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

students. These policies, and programs promote transient student involvement in high quality 

and challenging programs. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The school committee maintained a policy (File: JABD) entitled, “Children and 

Youth in Transition Policy,” which focused on homeless students. The policy defined and 

accepted the statutory definition of homeless and outlined students’ rights to school selection, 

transportation, nutrition services, and dispute resolution services.    

 

In addition, the district had a designated homeless coordinator who was responsible for 

coordinating all aspects of homeless students’ transitions into the district. During the time 

under review, the district did not have any homeless students enrolled. However, in a case 

dating prior to the year 2000, the district enrolled a homeless student. At this time, 

transportation was provided and the student was transitioned into the district as any other 

new student to the district. This process may have included an evaluation, the identification 

of his/her learning needs, and guidance services. 
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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: As indicated in the agreement between the Medfield School Committee and the 

Teachers’ Association, article XVII section b was an assurance that students were taught by 

teachers working within their areas of competence. Further, teachers were not to be assigned 

outside the scope of their teaching certification, unless for good cause.   

 

At the high school level, content specialists and department heads worked closely with the 

dean of academics to distribute courses by teacher and to schedule classes. This process 

began with content specialists asking teachers which classes they desired to teach. During 

interviews with the EQA team, district administrators indicated that good matches were 

sought to promote high levels of student achievement, but often the same teachers instructed 

the same classes year to year. During the 2003-2004 academic year, the academic standards 

committee determined that two new AP classes would be offered for the 2004-2005 school 

year. At the time of the on-site review in January 2004, the committee was working on 

identifying new teachers for these courses who would attend week-long training sessions.     
 
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): 

• In Medfield, the district identified the professional development needs of all staff members, 

which resulted in a variety of professional development offerings.   

 

• In Medfield, for every year under review, the district exceeded the level of professional 

development funding as required by the foundation budget. 
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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: The district maintained a professional development handbook that served as a 

guideline for re-certification. In lieu of a formal professional development plan, the district’s 

co-directors of curriculum and technology disseminated a letter to all staff stating the district 

goals along with a grid consisting of professional development offering which were aligned 

with the district goals and individual school goals.   

 

District principals set personal professional goals as well as goals for each of their buildings 

which tied into the district goals. Principals were offered the same professional development 

opportunities as any other staff member in the district. Principals established their goals 

through the development of their individual professional development plans with the 

superintendent and had access to an equitable amount of professional development funds 

within each of their contracts.   

 

There was a variety of ways in which teachers’ professional development needs were 

identified and met. Teachers identified personal professional development needs through 

their individual professional development plans in meetings with their building principals 

and/or content specialists. Teacher professional development needs were also informally 

discussed at leadership team meetings and during meetings between the district’s co-directors 

of curriculum and technology and building principals. Further, the district generated a survey 

amongst all staff members to identify professional development needs. Information gathered 

from one of these surveys led to a full-day professional development workshop with thirty 

offerings for which teachers had expressed need and/or interest. During the time under 
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review, the district had identified curriculum mapping as a main professional development 

goal in the district to help align their curriculum with the state curriculum frameworks. This 

was a four-year initiative that also led to professional development in essential questions, 

backwards lesson design, and differentiated instruction.   
 

Special education aides in the district were offered in-house training through the director of 

pupil services. Further, technology training was also offered to paraprofessionals by one of 

the co-directors of curriculum and technology. All paraprofessionals were invited to any 

professional development activities offered in the district and received compensation for their 

participation as stated in their contracts.   

 

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: The professional development handbook and offerings were updated annually 

during summer meetings with the co-directors of curriculum and technology, principals, 

assistant principals and the superintendent. For every year under review, the district exceeded 

the level of professional development funding as required by the foundation budget.  The 

professional development budget was set through central office personnel and supplemented 

through grants and funding from the Medfield Coalition for Public Education.  In addition, 

each building had its own professional development budget, which was established through a 

consensus meeting of building principals, the director of finance and operations, and the 

superintendent. During this meeting, professional development budgets were decided for 

each building based upon the annual needs of each school. During interviews, district 

administrators indicated that this meeting was a mutually agreed upon budget, which may not 

have always been the same figure for each school, but always met the needs of the district as 

a whole. 
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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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The district analyzed student assessment data and disaggregated the data by 

special education students, which led to the establishment of the differentiated instruction 

component of professional development and the hiring of differentiated instruction 

consultants. In addition, the concept of the after-hours institutes was predicated on the 

analysis of data in its use in decision-making in program development, instructional 

practices, and classroom management techniques.   

 

As a result of analyzing math assessment scores, weaknesses were determined in the areas of 

fractions and decimals. Teachers also indicated the need for professional development in 

standards-based math instruction.  As a result, the math study group was formed to evaluate 

the math program and perform a needs assessment.   

 

In a review of staff evaluations, the EQA team found that evaluations of principals were 

directly linked with the progress and completion toward their individual professional 

development goals. Further, recommendations were made in teacher evaluations for 

participation in professional development activities and workshops. 

 

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 
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Evidence: During the period under review, the district focused on curriculum mapping, the 

development of essential questions, and the concepts of backwards lesson design and 

differentiated instruction to aid in the alignment of its curriculum with the state frameworks 

and standards. These initiatives resulted in the formation of a math study group, which fully 

aligned the elementary math curriculum with the state standards over a two-year period in 

grades K-5. This process served as the model for continued in-depth alignment with other 

content areas in the district.   

 

The superintendent met with site councils from each of the buildings during the fall of each 

year to review their roles and responsibilities as School Advisory Council (SAC) members.  

Principals provided follow-up to this orientation meeting during their regularly scheduled site 

council meetings throughout the academic year. 

 

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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: During Leadership Team meetings, the superintendent and the co-directors of 

curriculum and technology presented MCAS analyses to the principals and reviewed the 

MCAS test reports provided by the DOE.   

 

At the elementary level, principals shared MCAS analyses with teachers at all levels, 

including those grade levels in which MCAS may not have been administered. Further, the 

co-directors of curriculum and technology attended faculty and grade level meetings to 

provide item analyses to teachers at specific grade levels.   

 

At the middle school level, a district administrator indicated that one teacher had attended the 

TestWiz training offered through the DOE. That teacher then trained the two content 

specialists in ELA and math in the use of the TestWiz program. Further, ELA and math 

middle school teachers were trained in the use of TestWiz.  At the time of the on-site review 

  70



in January 2004, one third of all the ELA and math middle school teachers were trained in 

the use of TestWiz. Since the content specialists at the middle school also served as the high 

school content specialists, their knowledge base of the TestWiz program provided an 

understanding of how to analyze data at the high school level.   

 

The district had been committed to providing professional development in the understanding 

of diverse learning styles through its focus on differentiated instruction. These professional 

development activities were offered throughout the year, as well as through the summer. In 

addition, there was a graduate course on differentiated instruction taught on site through 

Simmons College, which more than 80 teachers, content specialists, and building principals 

completed. The district’s curriculum accommodation plan (DCAP) had components, which 

included accommodations for diverse learning styles. 

 

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: Teachers completed forms requesting to attend workshops and conferences.  

Principals were responsible for determining if these requests were aligned with the teacher’s 

professional goals, outlined in their individual professional development plans, and also 

aligned with the district goals. In addition, the district had a course approval committee 

composed of the superintendent, three teachers (one from each level), and two 

administrators. This committee also determined if requests to attend workshops, conferences, 

and the granting of increment credits were aligned with individual teacher and district goals.   

 

Administrators participated in professional development opportunities, which were aligned 

with their individual goals, as well as specific building goals and general district goals.  Their 

participation in professional development offerings was funded through a line item in their 

budgets based upon negotiated professional development funds outlined in their contracts.  

During interviews, building principals indicated that the superintendent fully supported their 

  71



involvement in professional development activities, provided that their buildings were 

adequately covered. 

 

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: Building principals indicated that individual building goals were embedded in the 

district’s professional development offering and included in each of the buildings’ school 

improvement plans. The variety of professional development choices and activities were 

directly linked to the district’s goals of documenting, aligning, and mapping curriculum and 

the exploration, experimentation, and implementation of differentiated instruction.    
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Domain C: Student Academic Support Services 
 

 Standards             Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total
Domain C - Academic Support Services                   
S8 - Academic Support Services                   
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
  Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A 7 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 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): 

• In Medfield, in addition to a district curriculum accommodation plan (DCAP), each school 

developed its own curriculum accommodation plan to meet the educational needs of all 

students.  

 

• For the period of time under review, the district provided a variety of programs that helped 

all students advance toward meeting state performance 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 

 

Evidence: There was a formal DCAP developed in the system that reflected the goals of the 

District Improvement Plan. Further, each building had developed its own individual school 

curriculum accommodation plan (SCAP) that was aligned with the district goals as well as 

specific goals that pertained to the needs of the individual schools. Schools had Teacher 
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Support Teams, which were implemented eight years ago.  These teams were designed to 

meet the needs of regular education students. The district's goal in providing Teacher Support 

Teams had always been to provide assistance for the success of regular education students in 

the classroom and not that it be used exclusively as a pre-referral process for special 

education students. Each school had its extension of the DCAP. It was referenced as the 

school curriculum accommodation plan. As with the district plan, it provided the guidance 

for the principal and teachers in implementing district goals, but aligned to the grade level 

and age appropriate relationship to students. 

 

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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: Each school in the district had an individual School Curriculum Accommodation 

Plan tailored to meet the needs of its student populations.  In addition, each school had a 

teacher support team, which provided support to classroom teachers in how to address the 

needs of students. There had been a system-wide goal to train teachers in differentiated 

instruction for the past three years. Embedded throughout the district curriculum 

accommodation plan were goals and activities for addressing differentiated instruction. At 

the high school level, a writing center was available during the day and after school as a 

means of support for students who needed extra help with their writing skills. At grades four 

and above, student success plans were developed for any student scoring below level two 

(230) on the MCAS tests. Also, at the middle school, a homework club and peer tutors 

provided additional support for students. At the elementary levels, Project Read was used in 

the regular classroom to provide support to all students. After-school programs were offered 

in MCAS test review for students in grades 4 and 5.   
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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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Medfield, the district provided a reading content specialist for grades 1-5.  

Elementary students had 60 minutes a day of reading instruction. Instruction in the Wilson 

Reading Program, as well as training in Project Read, was also provided to both special and 

regular education teachers across the district.  

 

At the middle school level, students who scored two or more grade levels below on the Gates 

McGinitie test were required to take five periods a week of a developmental reading course 

instead of a foreign language. High School students participated in a twenty-minute reading 

period. 

 

There was a full-time psychologist at each building in the district who provided support for 

students with social and behavioral needs. The Teacher Support Teams at each school were 

the primary method of a support mechanism offered to teachers for discussing behavioral 

needs of students. In addition, the Open Circle School Competency program had been 

implemented across the elementary grades. During the time under review, professional 

development was offered to all high school staff members on the topic of bullying and 

harassment. At the high school level, a team met every Friday morning to discuss students’ 

needs. All new staff in the district participated in the mentoring program, beginning with a 

three-day orientation program before the beginning of the academic year. At the time of 

review in January 2004, the district established a formal mentoring program for five years, 
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which was under the guidance of the middle school principal and one of the assistant 

principals at the high school. All new staff, regardless of their experience in teaching, were 

required to participate in a one-year mentoring program about the policies, practices, and 

expectations of their positions in the district. Once a mentor was assigned, a mentor-mentee 

schedule was established for the year to acclimate the new staff member to specific topics 

and responsibilities pertaining to his/her position in the district.  In addition, the entire group 

of new staff members met with the coordinators of the program monthly.  These meetings 

had specific topics that were addressed and discussed, such as special education and 504 

plans, differentiated instruction and progress reports.    

 

The district offered the analysis of assessment data through the training of middle school 

teachers in the TestWiz Program. In addition, staff received training during grade level cluster 

meetings in the administration and analysis of assessments. Teachers also used the Gates 

McGinitie test in grades 2-7 to identify students’ reading levels and make accommodations to 

instructional programs. Further, many teachers in the district had participated in 

differentiated instruction training since 2001. 

 

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: In Medfield, in addition to including an analysis of the results of the MCAS test, 

the district analyzed multiple measures of student performance to determine the content and 

scope of academic support services.  Under the direction and guidance of a member of the 

district leadership team at the school level, teachers were involved in the analysis of data, 

which was derived from other sources reflecting student performance. Some of these 

assessments included, but were not limited to: the Gates McGinite test, the ESI-K (Early 

Screening Inventory), the Phonogical Awareness Assessment, running records, and the DRA 

(Developmental Reading Assessment).   
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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 screening process at the Kindergarten level used running records, the ESI-K 

(Early Screening Inventory) and a Phonological Awareness Assessment.  A key source of 

information was the use of the Phonological Awareness Assessment for all Kindergarten 

students. If more information was needed to identify students who were not meeting grade-

level performance, other forms of assessment were used such as the DIBELS (Dynamic 

Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills) and homegrown or teacher-created assessments.  

The Gates McGinitie test was also administered to students in grades 2-7 to identify students 

who were not meeting grade level expectations and to qualify them for remedial reading 

services. The Grade 1 Literacy assessment contained writing samples, a Dolch sight word list 

and the Developmental Spelling Assessment to identify students who may not have been 

meeting grade-level performance expectations. At the Kindergarten level, remedial reading 

was the primary service used to supplement the regular reading program.    

 
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: In Medfield, an average rate of 85% of all of the district’s students achieved 

proficiency in reading between 2001-2003 on the Grade 3 MCAS Reading Test. The district 

used a core anthology-based reading program in grades one through six in addition to a 

phonemic awareness program, which provided a foundation in Kindergarten and Grade 1. 

The district also used leveled reading books for flexible guided reading groups. District 

administrators strongly expressed that students began Kindergarten with a readiness level in 

reading that helped to ensure that students would achieve a proficiency level in reading by 

Grade 3, which reduced the number of years that students may have required intervention.   
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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. 

*These indicators are not applicable to secondary and vocational schools and   districts. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The district developed student success plans for all students who qualified for 

them, and the plans contained the components required by statute. Because of the high 

achievement of the district’s students, there were very few students that required individual 

student success plans. However, the district created individual student success plans for all 

students scoring at 229 or below on MCAS tests. 
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Domain D: Leadership and Governance 
 

 Standards                  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total
Domain D - Leadership, Governance, & Organization                   
S9 - Organizational Leadership:  Direction,                  
  Goal Setting, Policies & Planning                   
  Excellent 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
  Satisfactory 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 7 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
S10 - Organizational & Human Resource           
  Management          
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 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): 

• In Medfield, between 2000-2003, the school committee and district leadership team ensured 

that leadership for curriculum and instruction was central to the district’s goals and 

operations. 

 

• The district was characterized by ongoing, open communications and collaborations that 

impacted the educational programs from Kindergarten to Grade 12.   
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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 

 
Evidence: In Medfield, the school committee maintained a policy (file: BA) that governed 

operational goals within the district. The primary purpose was to establish those programs 

and services which best produced the educational achievement needed by its students. The 

school committee maintained five guiding principles as stated in the policy: 1) periodically 

setting performance objectives for themselves; 2) setting objectives for performance of each 

position and function in the system; 3) allowing the people responsible for carrying out 

objectives to have a role in setting them; 4) establishing practical and simple goals; and 5) 

conducting a concrete and periodic review of performance goals.  

 

The superintendent of schools was expected to develop and maintain high quality programs 

in the district. To this end, the superintendent of schools, with the approval of the school 

committee, established on-going multi-year goals, instead of single year goals. Interviewees 

indicated that this resulted in a sustained approach to goals with a long-term end product of 

change. Although there was pressure for a wider scope of change in curriculum 

improvement, the superintendent of schools indicated the structure of the DIP was predicated 

on the focused use of an incremental process in effecting change. Further, the plan’s design 

reflected developing and implementing curricular change over time (two-to-three years) to 

ensure high quality and effective implementation would be achieved. 

 

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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: Between 2000-2003, the process used to initiate and monitor this type of goal 

setting engaged teachers, administrators, and directors in a higher level dialogue to identify 
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areas in curriculum and issues that affected student performance through a gap analysis. 

Teachers and administrators identified issues affecting student performance in math using 

data. Further, interviewees indicated that a discussion among teachers, administrators and 

directors and an analysis of a variety of data beyond standardized tests were used to plan, 

develop, and/or modify educational programs and services. The source of information 

focused on multiple authentic assessments of student performance in the classroom. 

Strengths and weaknesses were determined, and trend analysis of the relationships between 

practices and performances were used to identify the gaps and define the issues within the 

area of concern. The process was well documented, with a purpose of replication in other 

core subject areas in the future. 

 

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, and modification of educational programs, services, and practices.  

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: For the period of time under review, in Medfield, each school had developed a 

SIP that was consistent with the DIP. A review of each plan indicated connectivity with a 

specific goal of the DIP. However, the SIPs extended further to include needs that were 

unique to the grade level or age group of students covered by the plan. There were common 

strands, such as math, throughout all SIPs. There were also common themes, such as respect, 

diverse learning abilities, wellness, and social competency skills. Discussion with principals 

determined that the needs of students were addressed at each specific level in an age- 

appropriate manner.  The SIPs were designed to have the school build a knowledge base that 

included: research on integration and effective teaching and the availability of exemplary 

curriculum materials. It also focused school staff and administration on analyzing the 

district’s goals to determine to what extent integration seemed feasible. Interviewees 

indicated that the SIPs’ planning process provided a forum for teachers to share experiences 

and expertise, examine students’ learning needs and assess the available resources, especially 

those relating to time, learning materials, and expertise. 
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There was a corresponding method of developing these common issues among schools as 

seen in the implementation of the on-going focus goals of the DIP. 

 

Principals shared concerns and issues occurring within their schools to school councils, as 

well as at meetings among themselves. A similar thought process was employed to determine 

if the issues were pervasive throughout the student body or more localized. That discussion 

informed decision-making and planning. 
 

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: In the Medfield Public Schools, principals periodically monitored student 

achievement throughout the year. To support them, building level grade team leaders had 

been empowered to refocus attention to include a high priority on becoming engaged with 

staff on the issues in curriculum, especially math. The added dialogue provided additional 

monitoring and data on student performance and behavior. It also resulted in the addition of 

another staff person to monitor the reaction students had to changes in curriculum and 

instructional practices. Although informal in nature, the data collected by grade leaders in 

conjunction with principals and directors supported further decision-making. 
 

5. All of the district’s administrators are appropriately certified. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: For the time under review, in Medfield, all 13 administrators were certified and 

experienced in their area of assigned responsibility. The data provided by the district was 

supported by data obtained through the bureau of certification at the DOE. 
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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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: Between 2000-2003, the school committee worked closely with the 

superintendent of schools in establishing the on-going focus goals of the district 

improvement plan. On a regular basis, the superintendent of schools informed the committee 

of progress and/or changes which may have occurred. There was open communication 

between the school committee and the superintendent of schools, as well as between the 

superintendent of schools and the district leadership term. The job description for the 

superintendent of schools clearly articulated that he/she was expected to provide leadership 

in developing and maintaining the best possible educational programs and services (policy 

file: CBA). 

 

7. The superintendent is evaluated annually on the district’s 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: For the period under review, the school committee maintained a policy to evaluate 

the superintendent of schools. The policy (file: CBI) had four primary functions: 1) to clarify 

the superintendent’s role in the district, as defined by the school committee; 2) to clarify for 

the school committee the role of the superintendent of schools in light of the job description 

and agreed upon priorities; 3) to develop harmonious working relationships between the 

school committee and the superintendent of schools; and 4) to provide administrative 

leadership of excellence for the school system. Although the superintendent of schools had 

an annual review of performance, the design of the DIP provided an on-going dialogue of the 

goals the superintendent of schools was expected to achieve. The annual review became a 

narrative summary of performance and achievement. Interviewees indicated that this had 

resulted in open communication that was devoid of unexpected issues. 
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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: For the time under review, the superintendent of schools evaluated the principals 

annually. Although the principals’ contracts did not specifically connect the annual review 

with the school improvement plan, the interactive nature of the school plan with the district 

improvement plan established the basis of the mutually agreed goals between the 

superintendent of schools and principals.  

  
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 review, the principals worked collaboratively with teachers and other 

school leaders in determining the overall effectiveness of the schools’ learning environments.  

 

• In Medfield, the school committee and district leadership maintained a vision of a quality 

curriculum as ongoing, which led to the development of benchmarks for evaluating all 

curriculum guides in the academic content areas. 

 

• The district leadership planned and managed their time to accomplish goals through the 

involvement of directors, content specialists, and teachers. 
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Indicators: 
1. The superintendent, in regular meetings with administrators and members of the school 

committee, develops a coherent vision or mission statement and DIP designed to achieve it.  

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In the Medfield Public Schools, a coherent vision and mission statement was 

directly related to the DIP. The open communication that existed between the superintendent 

and the leadership team was observed through the agenda items for the biweekly scheduled 

meetings. The superintendent of schools was visible in the schools and made a point to check 

in with the principal on visits. When necessary, elementary and secondary level principals 

met to discuss issues. 

  

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

schools to the building principals and program directors. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Medfield, the leadership team was comprised of experienced educators. The 

superintendent of schools viewed each principal as integral to the leadership team and as the 

educational leader of their respective assignments. The superintendent of schools had 

confidence in their decision-making ability and capability, which were in the best interest of 

their assigned schools. There was an open door relationship that existed. District leadership 

meetings were held without the presence of the superintendent. At such meetings, decisions 

on matters determined by principals requiring further discussion had been made with the 

confidence that the superintendent would concur. 
 

3. The district leaders ensure that:  

a. all principals are aware of and understand 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: Satisfactory 

  85



 
Evidence: In Medfield, the superintendent of schools had confidence in the principals and 

directors. The effective relationship between the superintendent of schools and the leadership 

was confirmed through the EQA interview with school committee members. Along with the 

superintendent of schools, the director of finance and operations attended school committee 

meetings. Other members of the leadership would attend these meetings if the agenda items 

warranted their involvement to provide information that the committee might need in order to 

make informed decisions. Principals and directors had the opportunity to influence the 

agenda for the biweekly district leadership team meetings. The district goal, especially the 

goal that focused on math, was an ongoing agenda item and principals were expected to 

provide an update, as well as share information concerning the goal. The principals 

newsletters to parents served as an affective medium to bring understanding of the progress 

being made in the district on 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 current, 

published and available to all faculty and staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The district maintained an administrative organization chart, which reflected clear 

lines of responsibility between the superintendent, central office staff, and principals. Given 

the size of the district and the necessity for clear lines of communication, the actual duties 

and responsibilities of each position were also clearly indicated on the chart. With the 

existence of the cooporative relationship established with district leadership, each school had 

an organizational structure, which supported the principal in the implementation of district 

goals and school objectives. Instructional teams, which were organized by grade levels in the 

elementary and middle schools and by department at the high school, established the school-

based management in the district. 
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5.  The district has a process for the recruitment and hiring of staff that 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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: For the period under review, in Medfield, the school committee maintained a 

policy (file: GDF) that stated, “all candidates will be considered on the basis of their merits, 

qualifications, and needs of the school system.” The district did not have a staff person who 

dealt solely with personnel. Payroll and related items were dealt with through the business 

office or the appropriate municipal department. The superintendent of schools worked 

closely with the principals in the hiring of personnel. The principals were given a degree of 

latitude to use a process consistent with the merit of the position to be filed. A screening 

committee may have been employed in some situations, but not in others. The circumstance 

dictated the process. The superintendent of schools interviewed the final candidate 

recommended by the principal. Salary status was normally determined at the level of the 

superintendent of schools. 
 

6.  The district ensures that all personnel records are carefully compiled, maintained, and 

available to all appropriate faculty and staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
 

Evidence: The administrative assistant to the superintendent of schools maintained personnel 

records. All records were maintained in the office of the superintendent. 

 

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: In the Medfield Public Schools, the district had a teacher-mentor program that had 

been in existence since 1998. All teachers new to the system participated in a year-long 

program designed to ensure that the new staff understood the expectations of a position 

and/or the school in which he/she was assigned. There were also opportunities for elementary 
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teachers to participate on grade-level teams with assigned grade-level leaders. At the high 

school level, each teacher had a content area buddy/mentor, which promoted teacher 

collaboration on a variety of topics. Mentors were given three increment credits as a means to 

recognize the value of their work. 

  

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: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the time under review, the superintendent of schools had a practice of 

recognizing the work accomplished by teachers in a number of ways. This was normally, but 

not exclusively, accomplished at the beginning of each school year; teachers were welcomed 

back by providing them with an event that set a positive tone and heightened their value to 

the district. Periodically, the superintendent of schools would provide a luncheon in 

conjunction with an in-service meeting.  

 

The superintendent of schools conducted exit interviews. A questionnaire was provided to 

solicit information from the individual, which served as a means of improvement to the 

district. In recent years, the annual turnover rate of staff was approximately 20-30 teachers. 

Most terminations were related to retirement, many were granted a leave of absence, and a 

smaller number left the system to join another. School committee members interviewed 

spoke of the high value placed on maintaining highly qualified teachers.   
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Domain E: Business and Financial Management 

 

 Standards                  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total
Domain E - Business & Financial Management                       
S11 - Budget Planning & Development                       
  Excellent 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 3 
  Satisfactory 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 7 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
S12 - Financial & Capital Asset Management            
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 10 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 
Medfield’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, Medfield met the 

state mandated Net School Spending Requirement. For the period between FY1993 and FY2003, 

Chapter 70 Aid to Medfield increased 423.4% (from $638,152 to $3,339,769). During this same 

period Medfield’s Required Local Contribution increased 81.5% (from $8,386,971 to 

$15,225,288). For the period since the Education Reform Act, Medfield received a total of 

$18,832,910 in Chapter 70 Aid and was required to raise locally $125,806,513. From 2000 to 

2003, Chapter 70 Aid was $11,476,986 and the Required Local Contribution was $56,416,972.  

For the period between FY1993 and FY2003, Medfield’s foundation enrollment increased 64.9% 

and its student headcount increased 49.8%. Between FY2000 and FY2003, its foundation 

enrollment increased 12% and its student headcount increased 7.3%. 
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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): 

• During the period under examination, in Medfield, the district published a well-prepared 

budget document that was presented in a clear and concise format and mailed to residents.  

 

• In Medfield, the district’s net school spending (NSS) consistently exceeded the state 

requirement minimum. 

 

• In Medfield, during the period under review, Chapter 70 Aid accounted for approximately 

16% of the total NSS, and the Town of Medfield relied on the tax levy to support delivery of 

all services. 

 

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: In Medfield, there were school committee policies and established procedures for 

the development and adoption of the school district budget. The district began the budget 

development in September for the following fiscal year. The EQA Team was provided copies 

of the budget documents, which the director of finance and operations sent to the principals 

and directors asking them to list school and department requests. 

 

Principals worked with individual staff and site councils to determine needs. Shortly after 

distributing budget documents, the central office administrators met with principals and 
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directors to discuss budget requests. Preliminary budgets prepared by the principals and 

directors, as well as the capital outlay budget, were ready for review by mid-October and 

submitted to the director of finance and operations by early November. Meetings were 

scheduled with building level principals, directors, and department heads during the months 

of November and December to finalize requests. By late January the tentative school 

committee budget, as well as the capital outlay budget, had been reviewed by the school 

committee, the superintendent and the director of finance and operations, as well as school 

councils, and was presented at a televised Saturday morning open forum with the school 

committee, district level administrators and school councils. Each principal and director 

presented individual budgets and rationale for proposed requests for new personnel and/or 

additional instructional materials or texts. A budget voted by the school committee was 

submitted to the selectmen and warrant committee following the open forum. 

 

Copies of the proposed budget voted by the Medfield School Committee, together with 

supporting informational materials, were mailed to all voters in the town prior to the April 

annual town meeting. Included in the concise informational materials were historical budget 

trends, a three year analysis of personnel, current enrollment by grade and projected pupil 
enrollment, new staff requests, class size ratios, Medfield per pupil expenditure vs. state 

average, revenue received from state and federal grants, state reimbursements, and local 

receipts. Also included in the information was an impact statement if an override was needed 

and the impact on the school district if it failed to pass. According to a municipal officer 

interviewed, the parent groups and members of the Medfield Coalition for Public Education, 

through electronic mail, phone calls, and personal conversations, solicited the general public 

to attend the annual town meeting and supported and voted approval of the school budget and 

override. 

 

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 
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Evidence:   In Medfield, there was documented evidence of an analysis of student 

performance data in the budget decisions. School committee minutes and interviews with 

school committee members indicated that maintaining a high quality of education and class 

size, which was a ratio of 21:1 (students to teachers) in the elementary grades, was a priority.   

 

Data on student achievement was collected by staff and analyzed, not only by teachers, but 

also by the administrative team and superintendent. Multi-year MCAS test score trends were 

examined for areas of weakness and strength. During the budget process, the superintendent 

met with the principals, not only on an individual basis, but also as the administrative team to 

discuss class and section size and to identify areas where, in order for student achievement to 

be improved, funds needed to be made available for remedial programs. Not only were local 

funds appropriated, but funds from the state academic support grants, which in FY2003 

totaled approximately $20,000, were also available for after school and summer remedial 

programs. 

 

In an interview, the superintendent indicated systemic analysis of student achievement had 

resulted in the district refocusing on how math was taught. The topic was regularly discussed 

at leadership team meetings. Funds had been appropriated to provide professional 

development opportunities, increased math time, and additional instructional materials. 

 

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: In Medfield, the district’s budget process was clear, well-documented, and 

supported school district priorities to improve student achievement and provide quality 

education programs. According to district personnel and school committee members 

interviewed, student achievement, class size, and classroom instruction were priorities. The 

superintendent encouraged school councils’ input and provided them flexibility. School 

improvement plans did not have to be limiting; goals of each school were included in each 

plan.  
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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 allocated its resources to accomplish targeted initiatives and 

objectives at the district and school levels to improve student achievement for all student 

populations. Accommodations were made for those students with disabilities in order to 

improve their achievement. The entire FY2004 budget was presented to enable the school 

system to continue to integrate technology with curriculum and instruction and support the 

continued implementation of curriculum analysis through curriculum mapping, differentiated 

instruction, and the math study group. 

 

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: The district reviewed the cost effectiveness of its programs, initiatives, and 

activities.  According to central office personnel interviewed, the superintendent, director of 

finance and operations, principals, and directors reviewed the programs that were beneficial 

to students and the level of funding necessary to maintain the quality of curriculum.   

 

The district faced budget reductions in preparing the FY2004 budget. Upon analysis, it was 

determined the high school writing lab and the Dale Street Elementary School reading 

residency program were beneficial and funded; however, the health director position was 

eliminated and stipends were appropriated and paid to individuals to continue certain aspects 

of the program. 

 

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 
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Evidence:   The budget document provided by the district was clear, complete, and 

understandable. Prior fiscal year expenditures, current fiscal year appropriations, and 

following fiscal year requests were listed. Changes in the proposed budget were summarized 

and also categorized by major area. 

 

A concise brochure was mailed to residents, which listed: personnel in full-time equivalent 

positions (FTEs) for the three fiscal years; proposed new staff positions etc.; a summary chart 

with components and percentages of the budget; pupil enrollment for the three fiscal year; as 

was revenue from state and federal grants, state aid, and local receipts. 

 

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: For FY2000, FY2001, and FY2002, Medfield was over the DOE’s required 

professional development amount by $86,621, $91,055, and $59,771, respectively.  School 

committee minutes and presentations by the director of finance and operations indicated that 

FY2004 funds to support materials, supplies, and equipment were adequate but tight. 

 

Principals and central office personnel interviewed indicated that budget and district 

expenditures were adequate to provide for appropriate levels of staffing, professional 

development, materials, supplies, and equipment. 
 

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: For the years under review, documents compiled by the DOE indicated that 

Chapter 70 Aid to the Town of Medfield increased slightly each fiscal year, as had the 

Required Local Contribution. State aid ranged from a $702,750 increased in FY2000, a 

$463,225 increase in FY2001, a $422,220 increase in FY2002, and an increase of $191,475 
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in FY2003, while the Required Local Contribution increased $637,089, $801,702, $692,521 

and $765,812, respectively for the same fiscal years. The Town of Medfield consistently 

exceeded the state required NSS amount by the following: in FY2000 by  $117,313 or 0.8%; 

in FY2001 by $216,155 or 1.3%; in FY2002 by $704,214 or 4.0%; and FY2003 by 

$1,007,300 or 5.4%. Chapter 70 Aid as a percent of the actual NSS amount for the fiscal 

years examined averaged approximately 16%. The DOE’s documents indicated that in 

FY2002 the district received $736,147 in state and federal grants, which included $273,283 

federal special education entitlement and $254,530 in the state funded community 

partnerships. The state and federal grant amount received by the district in FY2003 was 

$676,782, of which $344,775 was the special education entitlement, and $205,649 

represented the community partnerships. Both the superintendent and school committee 

members interviewed voiced concern about the decreasing state aid and the fact that there 

was shrinking a pool of available that revenue the Town can draw from to provide 

educational services.  

 

9. Financial and audit reports are prepared and submitted in a timely manner to appropriate 

agencies.   

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Medfield, there was no evidence to indicate that financial reports were not 

prepared and submitted to the DOE in a timely fashion. Findings in the independent auditor’s 

reports dated December 27, 2000, and March 8, 2002, had been addressed and corrected with 

the exception of the finding to fully implement student activity fund legislation, and the 

finding to utilize DOE approved methods of allocating municipal expenditures to the school 

department. 

 

The district implemented the student activity fund legislation; however, the school committee 

had not set maximum balances for each elementary school. Reimbursements were not 

processed through the warrant process. Central office personnel indicated a policy, developed 

by the Massachusetts Association of School Business (MASB) officials, would be developed 

and presented to the school committee to fully implement the legislation. 
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The method of allocation of municipal expenditures to the school department in Medfield 

was not a new one. The Town allocated administrative costs based on a time spent issue and 

was not based on school committee appropriation or statewide average cost per student, that 

were the methods approved in CMR Regulations for School Finance, Section 10.20. The 

regulation stated that if a method other than the two was agreed upon, a written agreement 

needed to be executed.   

 

The school personnel viewed the allocation as fair and equitable. The FY2003 statewide 

average cost per student was $73.08. With an enrollment of 2,978, the administrative cost 

allocated to the school department would have been $217,632. The municipal expenditure 

actually allocated was reported on Schedule 1 of the FY2003 End-of-Year Pupil and 

Financial Report as $216,461. 

 

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: Driven by the item analysis of the MCAS test scores and other standardized tests, 

the principals and central office administrators indicated areas needing improvement were 

addressed. In order to maximize the opportunities for the achievement of all students, the 

school committee, to maintain low class sizes, appropriated funds. 
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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): 

• In Medfield, due to public support, the district was able to proceed with a $56 million 

building and construction project for three of its schools. 
 

• During the period under examination, the district had clear policies for its fiscal management.   

 
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: There were clear school committee policies in Section D of the policy manual 

regarding fiscal management. The policies were written in boilerplate language. Policy DBJ 

noted that the Medfield School Committee would consider requests for transfers as the 

superintendent recommended them,  “The committee wishes to be kept abreast of the need 

for these adjustments so that it may act promptly to expedite financial record keeping for the 

school system.”  Any unexpended funds at fiscal year end were returned to the Town. 

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

and the public. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Medfield, Policy (File: DI) Fiscal Accounting and Reporting stated that the 

school committee would receive periodic financial statements from the superintendent. The 
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director of finance and operations attended all school committee meetings. At these televised 

meetings, he provided a monthly one-page summary and a detailed summary of the financial 

statements. 

 

Any deficit balances, as in the case of special education tuitions, was explained. 

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

accurate manner. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Medfield, there was no evidence to indicate that required local, state, and 

federal financial reports and statements were not filed in a timely manner.  The End-of-Year 

Pupil and Financial Report, as well as final financial forms for state and federal grants, were 

filed within the time period designated. 

 

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:  In Medfield, the district maintained an automated accounting system to record its 

financial activities. The payroll functions were processed by the ADP system. The Town and 

the school department did not maintain financial records utilizing the same financial 

accounting software. The Town utilized the MUNIS system, and the school department 

utilized MicroBudget; however, with a “bridge” to the Town’s financial accounting system, 

the transmission of data had not proven to be a problem. The district had implemented the 

revised Department of Education function codes and maintained its accounts by location or 

school. Principals did not have direct access to the financial accounting system since the 

buildings were not networked. A financial report was generated and forwarded to the 

principals and directors on a monthly basis that reflected the status of the individual budgets. 
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5. The district reviews student achievement data and the reviews are reflected in its financial 

decisions. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Medfield, item analysis of the MCAS test data and other scores were done 

system-wide and shared by the superintendent with principals and directors. The 

superintendent discussed item analysis with principals, and meetings were scheduled to 

examine item analysis to not only determine why student performance was good but also to 

identify what areas needed improvement. 

 

Once an area of needed improvement was identified, emphasis was placed on improving that 

item, and funds were appropriated accordingly. When the need for the improvement of math 

scores system-wide was identified, the district refocused on the math curriculum and funds 

were appropriated. 

 

6. The district regularly employs: 

a. certified business officials,  

b. purchasing agents with MCPPO credentials,  

c. appropriate independent financial auditing services and implements their 

recommendations to ensure efficient and quality financial systems. 

d. Objective and independent treasurers and auditor.* 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Medfield, for the past six years, the district employed the current director of 

finance and operations, who was certified as a Massachusetts School Business Administrator 

(MSBA). Purchasing was within the domain of the central business office, and all purchase 

orders were reviewed and approved by the director of finance and operations, who had 

completed all courses to obtain MCPPO credentials. An independent auditor audited the 

Town of Medfield’s financial records yearly. Included in the Town's audit was the audit of 

state and federal grants received by the school department. 
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7. The district uses reliable forecast mechanisms and control procedures to ensure that spending 

is within fiscal budget limits. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The district encumbered all salaries, which represented 82% of the school budget, 

and contractual obligations, and purchase orders. At a minimum of monthly reviews, areas 

such as transportation, utilities, special education out-of-district tuitions, were monitored to 

ensure that spending was within budget appropriation. The director of finance and operations 

approved all invoices and purchase orders to be paid. 

 

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 director of finance and operations approved all purchases. The requirements 

of Chapter 30B were followed. The director of finance and operations monitored special 

revenue funds, grants, and revolving accounts. The responsibility of the food service 

program, transportation system, and the custodial and maintenance of buildings fell under the 

responsibilities of the director of finance and operations. The director of finance and 

operations to ensure appropriateness approved expenditures. 
   
In Medfield, no system was identified that monitored and tracked instructional assets, such as 

texts, materials or supplies. Principals, directors, central office administrators, and school 

committee members indicated that students were adequately provisioned. Equipment was 

tracked in accordance with GASBE34. The Town contracted an outside firm to complete the 
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GASBE34 audit. The school department had a comprehensive list and was able to track its 

assets in accordance with GASBE34. 
 

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 had implemented a work order procedure. The work orders served not 

only as a record of what needed to be done but also what had been done. Any staff member 

may initiate a work order.  Emergency situations may have been called into central office for 

immediate attention but required a “work order” to follow. The director of finance and 

operations maintained a list of work by date requested and date completed.    
  

Maintenance was reactive.  Inspections by custodial and maintenance staffs of mechanical 

equipment as well as roofs, foundations, and windows were conducted at least yearly.  

Inspections and maintenance of items such as oil burners, boilers, compressors were either 

contracted to outside vendors or performed by in-house maintenance staff.   

 

The district contracted an architect to assist in developing a building needs assessment plan, 

which was used for the capital planning requests by project and by school. The building 

needs assessment plan was a planning tool to request capital outlay.  Each year the capital 

outlay request projections for five years was prepared, prioritized by the school committee, 

and presented to the capital outlay committee for approval.  In FY2002, $256,333 was 

requested, in FY2003 $196,333 was requested; and in FY2004, $225,000 was requested by 

the school department and the capital outlay committee approved funding $131,333, 

$106,333 and $80,000 respectively. The plan concentrated on the Dale and Wheelock 

Elementary Schools, which were not included in the current building project.   
  

 School committee members, in an interview, indicated that maintenance on all Town 

facilities (including the schools) had been lacking in past years; however, attention was 

recently being paid. The library and Town Hall had been renovated. There were 
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renovation/addition projects totaling $56 million in progress at the high school, middle 

school, and Memorial Elementary School. The school committee had made the completion of 

the school building projects a goal.  The work had been completed in phases, since the 

buildings were occupied by students and teachers, while construction was in progress.  By 

September, 2005, the work was to be completed; at which time, the present high school 

building would become the middle school, and the present middle school building would 

become the High School. 
  

Since 1997, it had been the school committee’s plan and goal to appropriate approximately 

$60,0000 in the school budget to rehabilitate three classrooms yearly at Dale and Wheelock 

Elementary Schools. What cannot be funded through the local budget was referred to the 

capital outlay committee. As of January 2004, there were three remaining classrooms at 

Wheelock to be addressed this fiscal year. It was anticipated that it would require two more 

years before Dale Elementary is completed.   

 

10. Educational and program facilities are of adequate size, clean, safe, well-lit, well-maintained, 

and conducive to promoting the learning process. 

  * This portion of indicator 12-6 is applied to regional academic and vocational school districts. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Medfield, during the period under review, the EQA Team noted during 

building tours that, although there was construction on-site at the Memorial Elementary 

School, the middle school, and minor projects at the high school, the facilities were clean, 

well-lit, and well-maintained. While buildings in the district had security systems, entrance to 

the buildings was easily accessible through unlocked doors and entrances, which may have 

been related to construction projects.  
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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: Medfield’s Chapter 70 Funding and Net School Spending FY1993-2003 

Foundation Pct Foundation Pct Required Chapter 70 Pct Required Pct Actual Pct Dollars Pct 

Enrollment Chg Budget Chg Local Aid Chg Net School Chg Net School Chg Over/Under Over/ 
FY 

         Contribution     Spending(NSS)   Spending   Requirement Under 

FY93 1,734  9,001,705  8,386,971 638,152  9,025,123  9,025,123    

FY94 1,843 6.3 9,528,971 5.9 8,795,885 731,642 14.7 9,527,527 5.6 9,673,655 7.2 146,128 1.5

FY95 2,008 9 10,633,906 11.6 9,153,986 1,009,722 38 10,163,708 6.7 10,513,401 8.7 349,693 3.4

FY96 2,104 4.8 11,401,176 7.2 9,021,687 953,371 -5.6 9,975,058 -1.9 11,601,735 10.4 1,626,677 16.3

FY97 2,202 4.7 12,191,585 6.9 10,390,841 1,144,439 20 11,535,280 15.6 12,214,146 5.3 678,866 5.9

FY98 2,308 4.8 13,107,770 7.5 11,312,007 1,318,499 15.2 12,630,506 9.5 12,999,867 6.4 369,361 2.9

FY99 2,416 4.7 14,224,447 8.5 12,328,164 1,560,099 18.3 13,888,263 10 14,416,573 10.9 528,310 3.8

FY00 2,553 5.7 15,023,911 5.6 12,965,253 2,262,849 45 15,228,102 9.6 15,345,415 6.4 117,313 0.8

FY01 2,647 3.7 16,139,601 7.4 13,766,955 2,726,074 20.5 16,493,029 8.3 16,709,184 8.9 216,155 1.3

FY02 2,746 3.7 17,607,770 9.1 14,459,476 3,148,294 15.5 17,607,770 6.8 18,311,984 9.6 704,214 4

FY03 2,859 4.1 18,565,057 5.4 15,225,288 3,339,769 6.1 18,565,057 5.4 19,658,308 7.4 1,093,251 5.9

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 5,191 368 5,205   7.1 100.3 100.3 7.1           
FY94 5,170 397 5,249   7.7 100 101.5 7.6           
FY95 5,296 503 5,236   9.5 95.6 98.9 9.6           
FY96 5,419 453 5,514   8.4 87.5 101.8 8.2           
FY97 5,537 520 5,547   9.4 94.6 100.2 9.4           
FY98 5,679 571 5,633   10.1 96.4 99.2 10.1           
FY99 5,888 646 5,967   11 97.6 101.4 10.8           
FY00 5,885 886 6,011   15.1 101.4 102.1 14.7           
FY01 6,097 1,030 6,312   16.9 102.2 103.5 16.3           
FY02 6,412 1,147 6,669   17.9 100 104 17.2           
FY03 6,494 1,168 6,876   18 100 105.9 17           
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