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Executive Summary 

The Chelsea Public School system was examined by the Office of Educational Quality and 

Accountability (EQA) in mid-March of 2003. From 1999-2002, it was one of the ten lowest 

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

findings of the 2002 Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS) test results.  

Proficiency/Achievement: 

• 	 Chelsea’s Combined Proficiency Index (CPI) of 58.9 was based on the 2002 MCAS results. 
This placed the district as the ninth lowest performing academic school district in the 
Commonwealth. The state’s average for the CPI was 74.3 in 2002. On the ELA Proficiency 
Index (EPI) and math Proficiency Index (MPI), the district scored 65.7 and 52.1, 
respectively. The state average for EPI was 81.6 and MPI was 67.0. 

• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, 75% of the students in Chelsea scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 
and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. This figure was 24.8 percentage points above the state’s 
average percentages.  

• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, in ELA, 69.9% of the students and, in math, 80.2% of the students 
in Chelsea scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. These 
figures were 29.7 percentage points in ELA and 19.8 percentage points in math above the 
state’s average percentages. 

• 	 On the MCAS retest administered in December of 2002, 64% of the Chelsea Class of 2003 
had earned a Competency Determination (CD), as compared to 90% of the statewide Class of 
2004. 

• 	 On the MCAS retest administered in December of 2002, 54% of the Chelsea Class of 2004 
had earned a Competency Determination, as compared to 84% of the statewide Class of 
2004. 

Equity of Achievement/Proficiency: 

• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, 69.6% of the regular education and 93.8% of the special education 
students in Chelsea scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. 
These figures were 25.2 and 10.9 percentage points above the state’s average percentages for 
these subgroups. 

• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, special education, LEP, and African-American students in Chelsea 
scored between 5.3 and 21.6 PI points below the district’s PI average. 

4




• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, LEP and Hispanic American students did slightly better than their 
statewide counterparts.  

Improvement: 

• 	 Between 1999-2002, on the MCAS test, Chelsea experienced an 8.8% point reduction in the 
percentage of students scoring in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. 

Equity of Improvement: 

• 	 Between 2000-2002, Chelsea’s aggregate student achievement figures, regular education, 
FRY/N, and White students’ results all improved by between 2.5 and 19.2 PI points, but 
White students improved by only 6.3 and 3.6 PI points for ELA and math, respectively. 

• 	 Between 2000-2002, Chelsea’s aggregate student achievement figures for Hispanic-
Americans students improved 13.1 PI points in ELA and 7.5 PI points in math. 

Participation and Access: 

• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, Chelsea’s student test participation rates in ELA and math were 
83.5% and 89.3% respectively. These figures were 11.5% and 5.7% below the state standards 
for test participation of 95%. However, due to the district’s receiving DOE waivers for 
students on both the ELA and math MCAS tests in 2002, the Chelsea Public Schools met the 
state test participation standards. 

Summary of Preliminary Findings by Domain: 

Assessment and Evaluation: 

• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on two and ‘Satisfactory’ on nine of the 
eleven performance indicators this domain. 

• 	 For the period under examination, evidence indicated that the district implemented 
assessment practices that integrate teacher assessments, MCAS test results, and other 
standardized test data. Stakeholders were well informed relative to the content, purposes, and 
benefits of the assessment program in providing information to revise programs and 
practices. 

• 	 For the period under examination, evidence indicates that all schools consistently used 
MCAS test data, other standardized test results (i.e., ITBS) and teacher assessments to 
improve curriculum and instruction. Administrators and teachers demonstrate the skills to 
analyze aggregate and individual test results in order to improve curriculum and instruction 
and to develop remedial programs. 
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• 	 The evidence indicated that improvement of student achievement was the priority of the 
district leadership. Student outcome and program evaluation data were routinely used to 
drive decision-making concerning curriculum, instruction, and student performance. 
However, there was limited evidence of actual broad-based improvement on the MCAS test. 

• 	 The district did not meet the required MCAS participation rates, particularly for LEP 
students, that will be in effect for 2003 

• 	 The evidence indicated that all staff were notified of the improvement of student 
achievement. The district systematically evaluated the performance of all administrative and 
instructional personnel to promote high standards of professional practice, to identify areas of 
need for professional development, and to respond to instances of below-standard 
performance. 

• 	 The evidence indicated that the principals proficient in the use of achievement data. They 
continually analyzed student achievement data and used the results to direct or redirect 
instructional activities. The district and schools used achievement results to discontinue or 
modify program initiatives and activities that were ineffective. 

• 	 The evidence indicated that the district leadership advocated for accountability for results, 
dependency on data for decision-making, and a clear focus on improving student 
achievement via the continuous evaluation of programs, personnel, and student performance. 
This commitment to accountability for results appeared to be institutionalized.   

Curriculum and Instruction: 

• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on two, ‘Satisfactory’ on eleven, and 
‘Poor’ on one of the fourteen performance indicators this domain. 

• 	 For the period under examination, the district provided excellent leadership in curriculum by 
their practice of assigning lead teachers who had no classroom teaching assignment and 
functioned as coaches and principals who had curriculum oversight in core disciplines across 
all five elementary schools. 

• 	 The evidence indicated that while the district has a District Curriculum Accommodation Plan 
to address the needs of all students, and there had been a decrease in the percentage of 
students in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category, a significant number of the district’s students 
continued to fail to meet state proficiency standards. 

• 	 The district had a professional development plan that was informed by the analysis of student 
assessment data and school and district improvement plans. 
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Student Academic and Support Services: 

• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on two, ‘Satisfactory’ on eleven, and 
‘Poor’ on one of the fourteen performance indicators this domain. 

• 	 For the period under examination, the district offered a range of intervention programs at the 
primary level for students not attaining proficiency; however, according to the 2002 ELA 
MCAS test, 64% of the district’s Grade 3 students did not attain proficiency. 

• 	 The Tudor Hill program demonstrated the district’s commitment to providing a variety of 
programs and services to students. Interviewees reported that “without Tudor Hill, many 
students would be sent out of district” or might have ceased to participate in school 
programs. 

Leadership and Governance: 

• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on six and ‘Satisfactory’ on nine of the 
fifteen performance indicators this domain. 

• 	 For the period under examination, despite substantial planning and organizational 
management, student achievement in the Chelsea Public Schools remained critically low. In 
addition, student improvement over time was marginal.   

• 	 There was a structured statement of 17 goals that remained unchanged for 14 years because 
they were a part of the enabling legislation that allows Boston University to manage the 
school district. 

• 	 The consolidated grant process resulted in a more cohesive K-12 planning model than had 
previously existed. 

• 	 For the period under examination, the addition of staff to analyze data and the DOE’s 
involvement in the Williams Middle School resulted in individual school improvement plans 
that were more closely aligned with the needs of the school, made better use of data, and 
more focused on improving student achievement. 

• 	 The district’s organizational structure had a clear line of authority as outlined in their 2002
2003 chart, but did not reflect that policy makers (management team members) work directly 
with second and third tier administrators.  

• 	 There was no evidence of a transition plan as the district’s policy-making and management 
shifts from the Boston University Management Team to the school committee in the near 
future. 
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Business and Finance: 

• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on one, ‘Satisfactory’ on eleven, and 
‘Unsatisfactory’ on one of the thirteen performance indicators this domain. 

• 	 A review of the documentation revealed a comprehensive budget preparation process. There 
was a lack of parental participation in the development of the budget.  

• 	 In FY2000-FY2002, the district failed to meet Net School Spending. 

• 	 There was no established policy to provide oversight of transfers approved by the 
superintendent. The charges by the City had not been updated recently.  

• 	 There was no formal process to allow for the financial statements to be provided to the 
Chelsea School Committee. 
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Part I: Overview of the EQA Review Process and the District 

On March 13-14, 2003, the EQA conducted an independent examination of the Chelsea Public 

Schools for the period between 1999-2002. 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 involves two tiers of investigation and utilizes ten standards. The basis of this 

report was the result of the source documents, correspondence sent prior to the on-site visit, 

interviews with the district leadership team, and additional documents submitted while in the 

district. The report did not include documents, revised data, or comments that may have surfaced 

after the on-site visit. 

Chelsea is a small city located in northern Suffolk County. In Chelsea, education, healthcare, and 

social services are the largest sources of employment followed closely by manufacturing. 

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, Chelsea has a combined population of 35,080 people and an 

average median family income of $32,130, while the median family income in Massachusetts is 

$61,664. Chelsea has a seven-person school committee. The Boston University/Chelsea 

Partnership was established in 1989, when, with the approval of the governor and state 

legislature, the Chelsea School Committee gave Boston University a contract to manage the 

Chelsea Public Schools. Boston University has an eight-person management team, which has 

direct responsibility for the policy-making for the Chelsea schools. According to Massachusetts 

Department of Education (DOE) figures, Chelsea has nine schools that serve Pre-Kindergarten 

(aged 3) to Grade 12. The most recent DOE figures indicate that there were 5,749 total students 

enrolled in the district in FY2002. Also, according to recent Massachusetts DOE data, the 

demographic/subgroup composition in Chelsea is: Hispanic-American, 72%; White, 15.8%; 

African-American, 6.9%; Asian-American, 5.2%; Limited English Proficiency (LEP), 15.4%; 

Free or Reduced Lunch (FRL/Y), 80%; and Special Education (SPED), 13%. During the ten 

years of education reform in Massachusetts, Chelsea’s state Chapter 70 aid increased by 206% 

from $13,737,995 in FY1993 to $41,980,397 in FY2002. For the fiscal years under review, 

9




1999-2002, Chelsea received $32,436,765; $35,547,324; $37,834,256; and $41,980,397 for a 

total of $147,798,742 in state Chapter 70 aid. 

This report finds the Chelsea Public Schools, for the period under examination (1999-2002), to 

be a critically low performing school district marked by significantly below average student 

achievement on standardized tests. In 2002, Chelsea was the ninth lowest performing school 

district in Massachusetts, according to its scores on the MCAS test. Since 1999, Chelsea has 

demonstrated small improvements in its MCAS test scores, but in the 2002 administration of the 

MCAS test, 75% of its students scored below standard. 

Part II: Tier I Analysis of Student Achievement and MCAS Data 

At Tier I, while particular attention was paid to the 2002 MCAS test, the EQA review of 

Chelsea’s MCAS test results (1999-2002) 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? 
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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 2002 MCAS test revealed significant 

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

A discussion of the analyses follows. 

Chelsea vs. Massachusetts: 

• 	 The aggregate of students in Chelsea scored lower than did the aggregate of the state’s 
students. 

• 	 On average, White students in Chelsea scored lower than did the state’s White students. 

• 	 The African-American students in Chelsea scored lower than did the state’s African-
American students.  

• 	 The aggregate of Asian-American students in Chelsea scored lower than did the state’s 
Asian-American students. 

• 	 The aggregate of Hispanic-American students in Chelsea scored higher than did the state’s 
Hispanic-American students. 

• 	 The regular education students in Chelsea scored lower than did the state’s regular education 
students. 

• 	 On average, special education students in Chelsea scored lower than did the state’s special 
education students. 

Chelsea’s totals vs. Chelsea’s subgroups: 

• 	 The special education students in Chelsea scored lower than did all other subgroups in 
Chelsea. 

• 	 Limited English Proficient (LEP) and African-American students in Chelsea scored lower 
than did all other subgroups in Chelsea except special education students. 
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Assessment of MCAS Results 1999-2002 

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 2002 MCAS test, 75% of the students in Chelsea scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 

and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. This figure was 24.8 percentage points above the state’s 

average percentages. 

• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, in ELA, 69.9% of the students and, in math, 80.2% of the students 

in Chelsea scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. These 

figures were 29.7 percentage points in ELA and 19.8 percentage points in math above the 

state’s average percentages. 
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Figure/Table 1: 

MCAS 2002 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level 
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State	 Chelsea 

Advanced 13.1 3.2 

Proficient 36.7 21.9 

Needs Improv. 33.3 44.9 

Warning/Failing 16.9 30.1 

Analysis of Figure/Table 1: 

• 	 Chelsea had 9.9% and 14.8% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories than the state’s students on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Chelsea had 11.6% and 13.2% more of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s students on the 2002 MCAS test. 
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Figure/Table 2: 

MCAS 2002 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level by Subject 
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Advanced 11.8 1.7 14.4 4.7 

Proficient 48.1 28.7 25.3 15.2 

Needs Improv. 30.7 50.1 36.0 39.7 

Warning/Failing 9.5 19.5 24.4 40.5 

Analysis of Figure/Table 2: 

• 	 Chelsea had 10.1% and 19.4% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories in ELA than did the state’s students on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Chelsea had 19.4% and 10% more of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ categories in ELA than did the state’s students on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Chelsea also exceeded the state’s percentage of students in ELA scoring in the 

‘Warning/Failing’ category by almost twice, 9.5% to 19.5% respectively. 
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• 	 Chelsea had 9.7% and 10.1% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories in math than the state on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Chelsea had 3.7% and 16.1% more of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ categories in math than the state on the 2002 MCAS test. 

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

student subgroups? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, 69.6% of the regular education and 93.8% of the special education 

students in Chelsea scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. 

These figures were 25.2 and 10.9 percentage points above the state’s average percentages for 

these subgroups. 

• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, special education, LEP, and African-American students in Chelsea 

scored between 5.3 and 21.6 PI points below the district’s PI average. 
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Figure/Table 3: 

MCAS 2002 Data 
Percent of Regular, Disabilites and LEP students at each 

proficiency level 
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Disability 

Advanced 15.1 4.0 1.8 0.7 2.3 1.4 

Proficient 40.5 26.4 15.3 5.5 11.1 13.7 

Needs Improv. 32.1 47.3 40.8 32.5 34.6 43.9 

Warning/Failing 12.3 22.3 42.1 61.3 52.0 41.0 

Analysis of Figure/Table 3: 

• 	 Chelsea had 11.1% and 14.1% fewer regular education students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories than did the state’s regular education students on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Chelsea had 15.2% and 10% more of its regular education students score in the ‘Needs 

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

students on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Chelsea had 1.7% and 9.8% fewer of its special education students score in the ‘Advanced’ 

and ‘Proficient’ categories than did the state’s special education students on the 2002 MCAS 

test. 
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• 	 Chelsea had 8.3% fewer and 19.2% more of its special education students score in the ‘Needs 

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

students on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Chelsea had 0.9% fewer and 2.6% more of its LEP students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories than did the state’s LEP students on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Chelsea had 9.3% more and 11% fewer of its LEP students score in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than did the state’s LEP students on the 

2002 MCAS test. 
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Figure/Table 4: 

MCAS 2002 Data 
Percent of students by FRL (Y or N) at each proficiency level 
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State FRL Yes Chelsea FRL Yes State FRL No Chelsea FRL No 

Advanced 2.8 2.5 15.9 5.2 

Proficient 21.1 21.5 40.9 23.1 

Needs Improv. 41.9 46.1 31.0 41.3 

Warning/Failing 34.2 29.9 12.2 30.4 

Analysis of Figure/Table 4: 

• 	 Chelsea had 0.3% fewer and 0.4% fewer FRL/Y students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories than did the state’s FRL/Y students on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Chelsea had 4.2% more and 4.3% fewer of its FRL/Y students score in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than did the state’s FRL/Y students on the 

2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Chelsea had 10.7% and 17.8% fewer of its FRL/N students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories than did the state’s FRL/N students on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Chelsea had 10.3% and 18.2% more of its FRL/N students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 

and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than did the state’s FRL/N students on the 2002 MCAS 

test. 
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Figure/Table 5: 

MCAS 2002 Data 
Percent of students by race at each proficiency level 
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 Afr.-Amer. Asian-Amer. Hispanic-Amer. White Mixed 

State Chelsea State Chelsea State Chelsea State Chelsea State Chelsea 

Advanced 2.5 2.6 20.5 9.8 2.0 2.6 15.4 4.2 11.2 2.8 

Proficient 19.7 16.2 35.7 24.1 16.7 21.0 41.4 27.0 35.4 31.5 

Needs Improv. 40.7 46.2 29.4 49.6 39.6 45.2 31.8 46.0 35.3 40.7 

Warning/Failing 37.2 35.0 14.4 16.5 41.7 31.2 11.4 22.8 18.2 25.0 

Analysis of Table 5: 

• 	 Chelsea had 0.1% more and 3.2% fewer African-American students score in the ‘Advanced’ 

and ‘Proficient’ categories than did the state’s African-American students on the 2002 

MCAS test. 

• 	 Chelsea had 5.5% more and 2.2% fewer of its African-American students score in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than did the state’s African-American 

students on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Chelsea had 10.7% and 11.6% fewer Asian-American students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories than did the state’s Asian-American students on the 2002 MCAS test. 
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• 	 Chelsea had 20.2% and 2.1% more of its Asian-American students score in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than did the state’s Asian-American students 

on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Chelsea had 0.6% and 4.3% more Hispanic-American students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories than did the state’s Hispanic-American students on the 2002 MCAS 

test. 

• 	 Chelsea had 5.6% more and 10.5% fewer of its Hispanic-American students score in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than did the state’s Hispanic-

American students on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Chelsea had 11.2% and 14.4% fewer White students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories than did the state’s White students on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Chelsea had 14.2% and 11.4% more of its White students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 

and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than did the state’s White students on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Chelsea had 8.4% and 3.9% fewer Mixed students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories than did the state’s Mixed students on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Chelsea had 5.4% and 6.8% more of its Mixed students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 

and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than did the state’s Mixed students on the 2002 MCAS test. 
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Figure/Table 6: 

ELA vs Math PI (by subgroup) 
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B Regular 71.7 56.9 

C Disability 41.9 33.0 

D LEP 55.2 46.7 
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F Free Lunch (N) 68.4 51.3 

G African-American 62.3 45.1 

H Asian-American 72.1 65.2 

I Hispanic-American 65.1 51.0 

J White 70.8 59.5 

K Mixed 75.5 53.8 

L Other 52.5 43.0 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 6: 

• 	 On average, in Chelsea, the math PI was 13.6 points below that of the ELA PI. The statewide 

average for this gap was 12.6 PI points. 

• 	 In Chelsea, regular education, Mixed, Asian-American, and White students scored higher on 

the MCAS test in both ELA and math than did Hispanic-American, LEP, special education, 

and African-American students in the district.   
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Table 7: 

Appendix (n-values by category) 

ELA Math 
CHELSEA Advanced 18 50 

Proficient 304 162 
Needs Improv 531 426 

Warning/Failing 207 450 
Regular Advanced 17 45 

Proficient 280 132 
Needs Improv 409 330 

Warning/Failing 97 252 
Disability Advanced 0 2 

Proficient 9 7 
Needs Improv 64 30 

Warning/Failing 78 99 
LEP Advanced 1 3 

Proficient 15 23 
Needs Improv 58 66 

Warning/Failed 32 99 
Free Lunch (Y) Advanced 9 31 

 Proficient 223 118 
 Needs Improv 408 325 
 Warning/Failing 165 325 

Free Lunch (N) Advanced 9 19 
Proficient 81 44 

Needs Improv 123 101 
Warning/Failing 42 125 

African-American Advanced 1 2 
Proficient 13 6 

Needs Improv 34 20 
Warning/Failing 13 29 

Asian-American Advanced 3 10 
 Proficient 21 11 
 Needs Improv 39 27 
 Warning/Failing 6 16 

Hispanic-American Advanced 10 25 
Proficient 187 101 

Needs Improv 336 285 
Warning/Failing 139 299 
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Analysis of Table 7: The table above illustrates how Chelsea’s various student subgroups 

scored on each category of the 2002 MCAS test. 

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

• 	 Between 1999-2002, on the MCAS test, Chelsea experienced an 8.8% point reduction in the 

percentage of students scoring in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. 

Figure/Table 8: 

MCAS 1999 - 2002 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level 
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Proficient 14.7 15.1 20.0 21.9 

Needs Improv. 41.2 38.9 46.7 44.9 

Warning/Failing 42.6 44.7 31.1 30.1 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 8: 

• 	 Between 1999-2002, the number of students in Chelsea that scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories on the MCAS test increased by 1.7% and 7.2%. 

• 	 Between 1999-2002, the number of students in Chelsea that scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ category increased by 3.7% and in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category decreased 

by 12.5% on the MCAS test. 

Table/Figure 9: 

Proficiency Index Trend Data MCAS 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002 

Prof. Index Trend Data 
100.0 

90.0 
80.0 
70.0 
60.0 
50.0 
40.0 
30.0 
20.0 
10.0 

0.0


1999 2000 2001 2002


65.8 

55.3 55.0 
62.0 

45.6 46.2 
54.0 52.2 

ELA Math 

ELA Math 
1999 2000 2001 2002 1999 2000 2001 2002 

Advanced 0.3% 0.9% 0.9% 1.7% 2.7% 3.2% 3.5% 4.7% 
Proficient 18.1% 19.3% 24.9% 28.7% 11.3% 11.3% 15.6% 15.2% 
Needs Improve. 47.0% 43.6% 49.8% 50.1% 35.6% 33.0% 43.9% 39.7% 
Warning/Failing 34.6% 36.2% 24.5% 19.5% 50.4% 52.5% 37.1% 40.5% 
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Analysis of Table/Figure 9: 

• 	 In Chelsea, between 1999-2002, the ELA PI increased by 10.5 PI points and in the math PI 

increased by 6.6. PI points. 

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

subgroups change over time? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 Between 2000-2002, Chelsea’s aggregate student achievement figures, regular education, 

FRY/N, and White students’ results all improved by between 2.5 and 19.2 PI points, but 

White students improved by only 6.3 and 3.6 PI points for ELA and math respectively. 

• 	 Between 2000-2002, Chelsea’s aggregate student achievement figures for Hispanic-

Americans students improved 13.1 PI points in ELA and 7.5 PI points in math. 
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Table 10: 

Proficiency Index Trend Data (by subgroup) MCAS 2000, 2001, and 2002 

TABLE Format: (Chelsea) TABLE Format: (State) 
ELA Math 

ALL 2000 55.0 46.2 
2001 62.0 54.0 
2002 65.8 52.2 

Regular 2000 62.7 52.2 
2001 69.7 60.6 
2002 71.7 56.9 

Disability 2000 24.3 26.8 
2001 39.6 34.5 
2002 41.9 33.0 

LEP 2000 36.0 35.0 
2001 48.2 46.2 
2002 55.2 46.7 

FRL (Y) 2000 53.5 45.0 
2001 59.9 52.4 
2002 65.0 52.5 

Afr.-Am. 2000 45.7 41.0 
2001 59.6 48.1 
2002 62.3 45.1 

Asian-Am. 2000 62.3 62.7 
2001 64.0 70.8 
2002 72.1 65.2 

Hispanic-
Am. 2000 52.0 43.5 

2001 60.0 50.9 
2002 65.1 51.0 

White 2000 64.5 55.9 
2001 70.5 64.1 
2002 70.8 59.5 

ELA Math 
ALL 2000 74.2 63.0 

 2001 79.5 67.3 
 2002 81.6 67.0 

Regular 2000 79.2 67.4 
 2001 84.1 71.9 
 2002 85.8 71.4 

Disability 2000 47.1 39.4
 2001 55.3 43.5 
 2002 58.1 42.6 

LEP 2000 45.7 38.9 
 2001 48.7 41.6 
 2002 49.7 39.6 

FRL (Y) 2000 57.3 45.2 
 2001 62.4 48.1 
 2002 65.5 47.6 

Afr-Am. 2000 55.3 40.4 
 2001 61.8 45.6 
 2002 64.2 44.4 

Asian-Am. 2000 73.2 69.3
 2001 78.1 73.5 
 2002 81.9 73.7 

Hispanic-
Am. 2000 50.0 37.6 

 2001 57.1 42.6 
 2002 60.3 42.1 

White 2000 79.1 68.4 
 2001 84.3 72.8 

2002 86.4 72.7 

Analysis of Table 10: The table above illustrates how the district’s various student subgroups 

scored according to the Proficiency Index on the 2000, 2001, and 2002 MCAS tests.  

• 	 The ELA and math PI ratings improved for all subgroups in Chelsea between 2000-2002. 

• 	 Between 2000-2002, Chelsea’s aggregate student achievement figures, regular education, 

FRY/N, and White students’ results all improved by between 2.5 and 19.2 PI points. 

27




Figure 10A-D: State and District Comparisons by Subgroup 2000-2002 in ELA and math 
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6. 	Participation and Access: Are all eligible students attending and participating in all 

required programs and assessments? 

Preliminary Finding(s)/ Analysis of Table 11: 

• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, Chelsea’s student test participation rates in ELA and math were 

83.5% and 89.3% respectively. These figures were 11.5% and 5.7% below the state standards 

for test participation of 95%. However, due to the district’s receiving DOE waivers for 

students on both the ELA and math MCAS tests in 2002, the Chelsea Public Schools met the 

state test participation standards. 

Table 11: 

English Mathematics

 Tested 83.52% 89.30% 

NTA 0.88% 0.76% 

NTM 0.08% 0.08% 

NTO 15.53% 9.86% 
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Part III: Summary and Preliminary Findings by Domain 

Domain A. Assessment and Evaluation 

Standards    Indicators 
Domain A – Assessment & Evaluation 
S1 - Student Assessment 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S2 - Evaluation 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

1 

1 
0 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

2 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

3 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

4 

1 
0 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

5 

0 
1 
0 
0 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

6 

0 
1 
0 
0 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

7 

0 
1 
0 
0 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

8 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

Total 

2 
5 
0 
0 

0 
4 
0 
0 

Standard 1. Student Assessment: District administrators 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 review and improve curricula, 

instructional practices, and supplementary remedial programs. The district regularly employs 

criteria-referenced tests, norm-referenced tests, and other standardized tests in addition to MCAS 

to assess student progress. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 For the period under examination, evidence indicated that the district implemented 

assessment practices that integrate teacher assessments, MCAS test results, and other 

standardized test data. Stakeholders were well informed relative to the content, purposes, and 

benefits of the assessment program in providing information to revise programs and 

practices. 

• 	 For the period under examination, evidence indicated that all schools consistently used 

MCAS test data, other standardized test results (i.e., Iowa Test of Basic Skills ITBS), and 

teacher assessments to improve curriculum and instruction. Administrators and teachers 
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demonstrated the skills to analyze aggregate and individual test results in order to improve 

curriculum and instruction and to develop remedial programs. 

• 	 The evidence indicated that improvement of student achievement was the priority of the 

district leadership. Student outcome and program evaluation data were routinely used to 

drive decision-making concerning curriculum, instruction, and student performance. 

Indicator 1.  The district has clear assessment policies and procedures. Administrators and 

teachers are well informed about the content and purposes of the assessment programs. 

EQA rating: Excellent 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that the district used 

clear student performance assessment policies and procedures that integrated teacher 

assessments, MCAS test results, and other standardized test data. All schools consistently used 

MCAS test data, other standardized test results (i.e., Iowa Test of Basic Skills), and teacher 

assessments to improve curriculum and instruction. All stakeholders were informed relative to 

the content, purposes, and benefits of the assessment program, particularly its use in revising 

programs and practices to improve achievement. 

Indicator 2.  Administrators and teachers use test results to improve curricula, instructional 

practices, and develop targeted support and remedial programs. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that administrators 

and teachers demonstrated the skills to analyze aggregate and individual test results in order to 

improve curriculum and instructional practices and to develop supplementary and remedial 

programs. All staff received adequate training in developing the skills to analyze and effectively 

use aggregate and individual test results to improve instruction. The principals continuously 
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analyzed student achievement data and used the results to direct or redirect instructional 

activities.   

Indicator 3.  Administrators, teachers, students, and parents are well informed of the content, 

purposes, and benefits of the assessment program. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that administrators 

and teachers demonstrated the skills to analyze aggregate and individual test results in order to 

improve curriculum and instructional practices and to develop supplementary and remedial 

programs. All staff received adequate training in developing the skills to analyze and effectively 

use aggregate and individual test results to improve instruction. 

Indicator 4. The district’s schools consistently use the results of the MCAS test, other 

standardized test results, and classroom teacher assessments to improve the curricula and quality 

of instruction. EQA rating: Excellent 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that the district and 

schools annually evaluate progress made in accomplishing district and school goals. Given 

student achievement results, the district discontinued or changed initiatives and action plans that 

were ineffective. Classroom assessment standards and practices were linked with the learning 

standards per the state curriculum frameworks. A systematic evaluation process was 

implemented at the district and school levels that coordinated analyses of student assessment 

data, program effectiveness surveys, and personnel performance evaluation. The district and 

schools used this information from the evaluation process to improve curriculum, instruction, 

and student performance. 
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Indicator 5. As a matter of policy and consistent practice, the district focuses on the 

participation and the assessment results of all student population sub-groups: minority students, 

special needs, limited English proficient, and participants in free lunch programs. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district focused on the participation and the assessment results of all student 

population sub-groups and applied and received the necessary waivers for MCAS test 

participation. 

Indicator 6.  The district pays particular attention to the participation and assessment results of 

all subgroups: regular education students, minority students, students with disabilities, and 

students with limited English proficiency. EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district focused on the participation and the assessment results of all student 

population subgroups. 

Indicator 7.  Classroom assessment standards and practices are linked with the State Curriculum 

Frameworks standards. The district regularly disseminates assessment analysis to appropriate 

staff. EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that the district and 

schools annually evaluated progress made in accomplishing district and school goals. Given 

student achievement results, the district discontinued or changed initiatives and action plans that 

were ineffective. Classroom assessment standards and practices were linked with the learning 

standards per the state curriculum frameworks. A systematic evaluation process was 

implemented at the district and school levels to coordinate analyses of student assessment data, 

program effectiveness surveys, and personnel performance evaluation. The district and schools 

used this information from the evaluation process to improve curriculum, instruction, and student 

performance. 
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Standard 2. Evaluation: The district employs a system of school, program, and personnel 

evaluation that focuses on accountability and the improvement of student achievement.  There is 

an ongoing process to monitor the quality and effectiveness of the curriculum and instruction and 

to implement strategies and action plans to improve leadership, instruction, and student 

performance. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 The evidence indicated that all staff were held accountable for the improvement of student 

achievement. The district systematically evaluated the performance of all administrative and 

instructional personnel to promote high standards of professional practice, to identify areas of 

need for professional development, and to respond to instances of below-standard 

performance. 

• 	 The evidence indicated that the principals were data driven. They continually analyzed 

student achievement data and used the results to direct or redirect instructional activities. The 

district and schools used achievement results to discontinue or modify program initiatives 

and activities that were ineffective. 

• 	 The evidence indicated that the district leadership advocated for accountability for results, 

dependency on data for decision-making, and a clear focus on improving student 

achievement via the continuous evaluation of programs, personnel, and student performance. 

This commitment to accountability for results appears to be institutionalized.   
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Indicator 1.  The district regularly engages in an evaluation process at all levels that coordinates 

student assessment data, program, and personnel performance evaluation results. The district 

incorporates pertinent findings and recommendations from all external evaluations. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that the district 

leadership advocated for accountability results and improved student achievement via the 

continuous evaluation of programs, personnel, and student performance. Administrators were 

held accountable for student performance and program improvement. There was considerable 

evidence to support this commitment to program and personnel accountability as an 

institutionalized operating value. 

Indicator 2.  The district formulates strategies to improve leadership, instruction, and student 

performance as needs arise from evaluations. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that the district 

leadership created a climate of professional and positive expectations in their actions and 

communications. Their expectations reinforced accountability, dependency on data for decision-

making and a clear focus on improving student achievement and the needs of learners in the 

school district. These expectations were reflected in district policy and the administrative 

procedures implemented to enforce them. 

Indicator 3.  Through its evaluation system, the district consistently monitors the quality and 

effectiveness of existing programs and holds administrators and schools accountable for student 

performance and improvement. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that the district 

systematically evaluated the performance of all administrative and instructional personnel. These 

performance evaluation systems were used consistently by trained administrators to ensure that 

the staff had the opportunity to identify their strengths and eliminate or reduce their weaknesses 

in order to improve their teaching and administrative performance. In addition, student 

achievement results were used as one criterion in the performance evaluation of principals. 

Administrators were held accountable for student performance and program improvement. There 

was considerable evidence to support this commitment to program and personnel accountability 

as an institutionalized operating value. 

Indicator 4.  The district and each school annually evaluate the accomplishments of established 

goals and discontinue or change ineffective initiatives. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that the district and 

schools annually evaluated progress made in accomplishing district and school goals. Given 

student achievement results, the district discontinued or changed initiatives and action plans that 

were ineffective. Classroom assessment standards and practices were linked with the learning 

standards per the state curriculum frameworks. A systematic evaluation process was 

implemented at the district and school levels that coordinated analyses of student assessment 

data, program effectiveness surveys, and personnel performance evaluation. 
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Domain B. Curriculum and Instruction 

Standards   Indicators 
Domain B – Curriculum & 

  Instruction 
S3 - Curriculum 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S4 - Professional Development 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

1 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

2 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

3 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

4 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

5 

1 
0 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

6 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

7 

1 
0 
0 
0 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

8 

0 
1 
0 
0 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

Total 

2 
5 
1 
0 

0 
6 
0 
0 

Standard 3. Curriculum: The district and each of its schools have an academically sound, 

documented curriculum that prepares students to meet state learning standards. All teachers have 

complete curriculum guides that are aligned with the state curriculum frameworks and the local 

curriculum and are trained in their use. A regular analysis of student assessment data provides a 

sound basis for review and revision of the curriculum and the development of the district budget 

and the district, school, and individual improvement plans 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 For the period under examination, the district provided excellent leadership in curriculum by 

their practice of assigning lead teachers who had no classroom teaching assignment and 

functioned as coaches and principals who had curriculum oversight in core disciplines across 

all five elementary schools. 

• 	 For the period under examination, evidence indicated that while the district had a District 

Curriculum Accommodation Plan to address the needs of all students, and there had been a 

decrease in the percentage of students in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category, a significant 

number of the district’s students continued to fail to meet state proficiency standards. 
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Indicator 1.  The district has developed functional, high quality curriculum guides in all content 

areas that include the requisite information. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that the district had 

curriculum guides in ELA and math that included course descriptions, rationales, and learner 

objectives that were aligned to the state curriculum frameworks.  The curriculum contained 

methods of assessment, scope and sequence, measurable learner objectives, textbooks, and 

accompanying materials. 

Indicator 2.  Every teacher has full access to the curriculum guides, is trained in their use, and 

employs them in the classroom. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Teachers accessed curriculum online, and there were hard copies in each building. 

Teachers in each building were trained in the use of curriculum guides by building staff.   

Indicator 3.  There is a comprehensive District Curriculum Accommodation Plan that addresses 

the diverse student learning needs. The curriculum is modified to increase the success rate of all 

populations, including ELL, vocational education students, and students with disabilities. 

EQA rating: Poor 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that the district had a 

comprehensive district curriculum accommodation plan to address the learning needs of all 

students. Hispanic-American students in the district scored above the state average for this 

subgroup. However, achievement in the 2002 MCAS test, revealed that in Grade 4, 71% of the 

district’s students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ or ‘Needs Improvement’ categories in ELA. In 

math, 73% of the district’s students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ or ‘Needs Improvement’ 

categories. In Grades 7/8, 71% of the district’s students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ or 
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‘Needs Improvement’ categories in ELA. In math, 87% of the district’s students scored in the 

‘Warning/Failing’ or ‘Needs Improvement’ categories. In Grade 10 in ELA, 64% of the district’s 

students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ and ‘Needs Improvement’ categories. In math, 72% of 

students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ or ‘Needs Improvement’ categories. Interviewees, when 

discussing the lack of district-wide success, attributed the reasons to mobility, the “urban 

problem,” and lack of English language proficiency. 

Indicator 4.  The district has a process involving teachers in the annual review and revision of 

curriculum. EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that the district used a 

district-wide curriculum committee of approximately 20 people to ensure alignment of the 

district’s curriculum with state curriculum frameworks. Membership on the curriculum 

committee included two teachers from every school and the school principal. The committee was 

paid for 40-120 hours of curriculum work each year. According to interviews with district 

leadership, curriculum review and revision was “ongoing.”  Data on student achievement were 

regularly collected, analyzed, and disseminated to principals and lead teachers, who then shared 

them with faculty. The curriculum committee met monthly with the basic task of providing 

alignment and adherence with the state curriculum frameworks.  

Indicator 5.  A curriculum leader guides every school in the district. 

EQA rating: Excellent 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that four of the 

district’s five elementary schools, each with its own administrators, were housed in one complex. 

Each school had a lead teacher in ELA and a lead teacher in math.  Grade-level teachers shared 

common planning time and met with lead teachers weekly to plan for instruction.  Lead teachers 

met with principals biweekly to review student achievement data and plan for instruction.  Lead 
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teachers prepared and delivered model standards-based lessons and facilitated the development 

of curriculum materials. 

Indicator 6.  Instructional time in each content area meets the state requirements and the 

educational needs of students as determined through an analysis of student performance. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that the district met, 

and, in some cases, exceeded the state requirement for instructional time. At the middle school 

level, the district had increased instructional time in math from one hour to an hour and twenty 

minutes.   

Indicator 7. Funding levels are realistic for adequate staffing, professional development, 

textbooks, instructional materials, and equipment. 

EQA rating: Excellent 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that budgetary 

provisioning in the district was “more than adequate.”  

Indicator 8.  Instructional program articulation exists across Grades PreK-12 and is aligned with 

the state curriculum frameworks. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that the district, in the 

effort to ensure instructional program articulation, provided each school with a lead teacher in 

ELA and a lead teacher in math. Grade-level teachers shared common planning time and met 

with lead teachers weekly to plan for instruction.  Lead teachers met with principals biweekly to 

review student achievement data and plan for instruction.  All of the elementary teachers were 
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trained in Running Records and used the Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA). All 

interviewees reported that the teachers received one-to-one and grade analyses from standardized 

tests and information regarding materials review. Also, teachers received results from curriculum 

reviews that included when and how concepts were taught and information on any curriculum 

revisions. 

Standard 4. Professional Development: Administrators and teacher in the district 

collaboratively develop professional development programs and activities that will increase their 

knowledge and skills and the quality of the learning environment of students. The school 

committee and the community demonstrate support of sound professional development programs 

as vital to school reform and improvement of student learning. 

Preliminary Findings: 

• 	 The district had a professional development plan that was informed by the analysis of student 

assessment data and school and district improvement plans. 

Indicator 1. The district has implemented a professional development plan based on the analysis 

of student assessment, MCAS data, district and school improvement plans, observations, and 

program evaluations. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that the district had a 

professional development plan based on the analysis of student assessment and school 

improvement plans. Teachers were allowed two hours a month for professional development 

workshops; stipends were provided for teachers attending workshops in the summer. During the 

year, there were three full days of professional development for all teachers and six days for 

teachers new to the district (three days prior to the opening of school).   
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Indicator 2.  Teachers are involved in planning the professional development program. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that a district-wide 

professional development committee met throughout the year.  Teachers were surveyed at least 

once during the school year; results were used to inform administration of teachers’ needs and 

the effectiveness of professional development they had received.   

Indicator 3.  The district and schools assist teachers to identify professional development needs 

and facilitate access to in-service programs, university courses, and professional conferences. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that building 

administrators provided guidance to teachers in developing individual professional development 

needs. Teachers were provided access to in-service programs, university courses, and 

professional conferences. The district’s partnership with Boston University also provided 

teachers and administrators with the option of tuition-free classes in areas related to their 

assignments.   

Indicator 4. Administrators and teachers enroll in courses that are directly related to their 

assignments. EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that principals in each 

building ensured that the courses that were selected were related to assignments. The district’s 

partnership with Boston University also provided teachers and administrators with the option of 

tuition-free classes in areas related to their assignments.   
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Indicator 5.  Administrators and teachers take an active part in professional organizations and 

committees that relate to improving education in the district. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that the district paid 

professional dues for administrators to join one organization per year.   

Indicator 6.  The district offers incentives to staff for continued professional development and 

training. The professional development plan is assessed annually to ensure that the most useful 

and beneficial programs are included. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that the district 

provided tuition reimbursement for courses in re-certification. Professional development was 

assessed in several ways: building level needs assessments were administered yearly to 

determine future needs, workshops and seminars were assessed at the end of delivery, and end-

of-year surveys were administered to determine the effectiveness and appropriateness of 

professional development opportunities. 
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Domain C: Student Academic and Support Services 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
D

0 0 0 1 1 0 2 
1 0 1 0 0 1 3 
0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Standards Indicators Total 
omain C – Student Academic

  Support Services 
S5 - Academic Support Services 

Excellent N/A N/A 
Satisfactory N/A N/A 
Poor N/A N/A 
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 

S6 - Participation, Safety, & 
 Discipline 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

Standard 5. Academic Support Services: The district provides academic support services in 

all core content areas for students who are not meeting grade level performance expectations.  A 

comprehensive analysis of results from student performance assessments determines the content 

and scope of support services that are offered. 

Preliminary finding(s): 

• 	 For the period under examination, the district offered a range of intervention programs at the 

primary level for students not attaining proficiency; however, according to the 2002 ELA 

MCAS test, 64% of the district’s Grade 3 students did not attain proficiency. 

Indicator 1. The district uses data from classroom teachers and standardized tests for Grades K

12 to identify students who are not meeting grade level performance expectations and provides 

them with supplementary and remedial services. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that the district used 

data to identify all students who were not meeting grade level performance expectations and 
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provided them with supplementary and/or remedial services. However, despite the increase of 5 

percentage points, in 2002 only 36% of the district’s Grade 3 students had attained proficiency in 

ELA. 

Indicator 2.  Early intervention reading programs are provided at the primary level to ensure that 

all students are at the proficiency level on the MCAS test at the end of Grade 3. 

EQA rating: Poor 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that early intervention 

reading programs were provided at the primary level. The district had shown some steady 

improvement in ELA at Grade 4 and some slight improvement at Grade 4 in math. However, on 

the 2002 MCAS Reading test, 36% (an increase of 5 percentage points from 2001) of the 

district’s Grade 3 students scored in the ‘Proficient’ range, as compared to 67% of the state’s 

Grade 3 students scoring in that same range; 50% (a decrease of 7 percentage points from 2001) 

of the district’s Grade 3 students scored in the ‘Needs Improvement range, as compared to 27% 

of the state’s Grade 3 students in that same range.  

Indicator 3.  The district has developed a well-staffed, comprehensive support services program 

at all levels to address the needs of under-performing students. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that the district had 

developed a well-staffed, comprehensive support services program consisting of, among other 

things, an extended day option, a five-week summer program providing both remediation and 

enrichment, and summer school for credit for Grades 8-12. Additionally, the district operated 

Tudor Hill, an alternative school for students with behavioral or emotional difficulties who are 

experiencing difficulties in the larger school setting for students in Grades 5-12. The program 

focused on MCAS test preparation, and offered small group instruction and a homework club. 

Students are selected to participate through a screening committee, which consisted of the 
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superintendent, a representative from Shore Collaborative, the principal of Tudor Hill, and the 

referring principal. An interview with potential students and their parents was also required. 

Students would exit the program and re-enter their original schools during the school year. In 

addition, the district had a pre-9 academy located at the Chelsea High School for students who 

had not demonstrated readiness for high school but are chronologically too old for Grade 8. 

Indicator 4.  The district has allocated funds for each of its schools to initiate and implement 

these programs. 

EQA rating: Excellent 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that the district 

allocated funds at each school to initiate and implement student support services.  Particularly 

beneficial to students was the A Different September Foundation that raises money to sustain a 

variety of programs.  Since 1991, the foundation had raised more than $11.8 million to sustain 

district programs, such as inter-generational literacy project, Caminos (a two-way bilingual 

program), and other programs. 

Indicator 5.  The district successfully applies for all eligible federal and state grants. 

EQA rating: Excellent 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that the district was 

involved with the DOE in the consolidated grant process, which had involved, according to 

district leadership, a “marked changed” in the way the district collects and uses data.   

Indicator 6. District policies and practices conform to the requirements of the Education 

Reform Act and provide services for under-performing students. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that the district’s 

policies and practices for under-performing students conformed to the requirements for the 

Massachusetts Education Reform Act. The district offered a five-week summer program for both 

enrichment and remediation, summer school for Grades 8-12, a homework club, and MCAS test 

remediation.  

Standard 6. Participation, Safety, and Discipline: The district has documented attendance, 

absenteeism, mobility, retentions, dropouts, codes of conduct, and school safety practices and 

ensures consistent and effective implementation in all district schools.  Codes of conduct and 

school safety rules are reviewed with all students and made available to parents and other 

interested parties. The staff stresses that in order to succeed, students must be present, 

participate, and have a safe learning environment, and all must share responsibility to achieve 

that goal. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 The Tudor Hill program demonstrated the district’s commitment to providing a variety of 

programs and services to students. Interviewees reported that “without Tudor Hill, many 

students would be sent out of district” or might have ceased to participate in school 

programs. 

Indicator 1.  The district ensures that all its schools have a clear, written code of conduct and 

expectations for attendance, participation in programs, retention, and promotion, including a 

process for resolving student conflicts that is communicated to all staff and students. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that all of the 

district’s schools had clear, written codes of conduct addressing attendance, participation in 

programs, retention and promotion, and a process for resolving student conflict that was 

communicated to all staff and students. 

48




Indicator 2.  The district ensures that behavioral problems in each of its schools do not interfere 

with instructional and learning time. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that the district’s 

Tudor Hill program for Grades 5-12 helped ensure that behavioral problems did not interfere 

with instruction. 

Indicator 3.  Schools have well-documented and well-planned programs to encourage 

attendance and participation. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that principals and 

staff conducted home visits to students with unacceptable attendance. The schools had well-

documented and well-planned programs to encourage attendance and participation that fit the 

developmental stage of each learner. Monthly attendance reports were sent to central office. 

According to district leadership, attendance percentages were addressed at monthly 

administrators meetings. The district’s enrollment reports were generated by the Parent 

Information Center, and monthly reports were sent to the central office and presented to the 

Chelsea School Committee and the Boston University Management Team. 

Indicator 4.  The district tracks students who have ceased to participate in school programs and 

provides them and their families with information and assistance to return to school. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that all students who 

were removed from school were provided homebound tutoring for the duration of the 
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suspension. Most suspensions, according to the district leadership, were not permanent and one 

of the conditions attached was usually a component that included counseling. 

Indicator 5.  The district maintains accurate records on attendance, suspension, discipline, and 

dropouts and analyzes these records to improve participation and involvement of all students 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that all schools had 

well-documented and well-planned programs to encourage attendance and participation that fit 

the developmental stage of each learner.   

Indicator 6.  Safety procedures within schools are well understood and practiced regularly. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that the district 

communicated with parents via letters outlining safety procedures covering emergencies. In 

addition, the district used the program Shelter in Place, which addresses hazardous situations 

outside or inside the building and communicated this information to parents.   

Indicator 7. The district makes a concerted effort to involve parents in the discipline of their 

children. EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that parents were 

involved in the discipline of their children through parent/teacher conferences, open houses and 

workshops, coffee hours with the superintendent, collaboration with Centro Latino, Reaching 

Out to Chelsea Adolescents (ROCA), and La Commission to train parents regarding school 

operations and governance. Also, parents were involved through school councils, and parent 
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rooms at the Berkowitz and Hooks Elementary Schools. The district also employs a full-time 

parent liaison that worked with parents. 

Indicator 8.  The district works cooperatively with other municipal groups and agencies to 

insure the safety and participation of all students in schools and in the community at large. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that, among other 

things, collaboration with Centro Latino, ROCA, and La Commission to train parents regarding 

school operations and governance provided opportunities for community participation with the 

district. 

Domain D: Leadership and Governance 

Standards   Indicators 
Domain D – Leadership & Governance 
S7 - Vision and Planning 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S8 - Organizational Structures, 
Policies & Practices 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

1 

0 
1 
0 
0 

1 
0 
0 
0 

2 

1 
0 
0 
0 

1 
0 
0 
0 

3 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

4 

1 
0 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

5 

0 
1 
0 
0 

1 
0 
0 
0 

6 

0 
1 
0 
0 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

7 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

8 

1 
0 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

Total 

3 
5 
0 
0 

3 
4 
0 
0 

Standard 7.  Vision and Planning:  The district and each of its schools have clear, credible, and 

academically sound improvement plans that are based on a detailed analysis of student 

performance data and reflect the District Vision Statement. The results achieved through 

implementation of these plans are shared annually with the staff, school committee, and 

community. 
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Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 There were district 17 goals that had remained unchanged for 14 years. These goals were part 

of the original enabling legislation that allowed Boston University to manage the Chelsea 

schools. 

• 	 The consolidated grant process had resulted in a more cohesive K-12 planning model than 

previously existed. 

• 	 For the period under examination, despite substantial planning and organizational 

management, student achievement in the Chelsea Public Schools remained critically low. In 

addition, in the district, students’ academic improvement had been marginal over time.   

Indicator 1. The leaders in the district have articulated a vision that reflects the values of the 

community and the educational needs of students. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that the Chelsea 

Public Schools established the current mission-vision-goals statement in 1989 under a unique 

contract agreement between Boston University and the Chelsea School Committee. Those 

district 17 goals remained unchanged to the present day and had been affirmed by the periodic 

extension of the partnership agreement between the City and the university. 

Indicator 2.  The vision is effectively communicated to all stakeholders and implemented in all 

district and school planning. 

EQA rating: Excellent 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that the 17 goals were 
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the subject of an annual report, and the report was formally submitted to the Massachusetts 

Legislature as a requirement of the enabling legislation. The annual report was also the basis for 

public presentation to school and municipal boards, parent groups, and community organizations. 

The superintendent reported on the goals to the faculty at an opening convocation and at mid

year during a “state of the schools” address to the public. 

Indicator 3.  The district and its schools have an inclusive, comprehensive planning process. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that as a result of the 

consolidated grant requirements, the district’s planning process had become more inclusive and 

comprehensive. A number of interviewees commented that the past reliance on “bottom-up” 

planning has been evolving into a more “top-down” model. 

Indicator 4.  The District Improvement Plan (DIP) and the School Improvement Plans (SIP) 

reflect the District Vision and are linked to the analysis of student data that drives development, 

implementation, and change of educational strategy. 

EQA rating: Excellent 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that data analysis was 

increasingly more evident in the development of the District Improvement Plan (DIP) and the 

School Improvement Plans (SIP). The employment of new staff at the building level charged 

with the task of data compilation and analysis resulted in a more complete review of pupil 

achievement. The SIP format included clear statements about student achievement expectations. 

Indicator 5.  Based on an analysis of student performance assessments, administrators, and staff 

evaluate progress on the DIP and SIP goals of each school.  Necessary changes are made. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that adjustments to 

goal priorities often evolved in a less than formal manner. Notwithstanding biweekly meetings of 

the district leadership team (including principals), substantial ongoing changes and adjustments 

were attributed to regular conversations between and among administrators and the members of 

the Boston University Management Team. 

Indicator 6. Job accountabilities are established for the administrators and teachers in 

implementing the goals in district and school action plans. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that job 

accountabilities were more apparent for administrators than teachers. Principals’ compensation 

was linked to the implementation of goals and objectives. Some administrative transfers and 

assignments were related to student achievement in schools. There was no evidence that the 

same level of accountability was applied to teachers. 

Indicator 7. The district provides annual accountability and progress reports on district and 

school plans to the school committee and community. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that there was, and 

continues to be, a unique interaction between the Boston University Management Team, Chelsea 

School Committee, and district/school administration regarding the budget. The management 

team on an operational basis, de facto replaced the school committee, but the superintendent 

regularly informed the school committee of the steps, priorities, and final allocations in the 

budget process. 

54




Indicator 8.  The school committee is highly involved in the planning process and gives high 

priority to the goals of the district and school improvement plans in the annual budget. 

EQA rating: Excellent 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that the management 

team determines how the budget will be marshaled to address the district’s educational needs. 

The principals described the budget as fully funding their priorities, particularly those targeting 

student performances. A member of the management team serves as liaison to the business office 

and indicated he was frequently (two to three times/week) in touch with school administrators 

though the district did not present budget updates to the management team or school committee 

on a regular basis. 

Standard 8. Organizational Structures, Policies, and Practices: The district has an 

organizational structure that has clear lines of authority and responsibility, promotes efficient 

operations, and facilitates accomplishment of the goals of the district and schools to improve 

student achievement.  An on going analysis of student performance data and the improvement of 

the curriculum and instruction are the focal points of the district leadership. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 For the period under examination, the addition of staff to analyze data and the DOE’s 

involvement in the Williams Middle School resulted in individual school improvement plans 

that were more closely aligned with the needs of the school, made better use of data, and 

more focused on improving student achievement. 

• 	 The district’s organizational structure had a clear line of authority as outlined in their 2002

2003 chart, but did not reflect that policy makers (management team members) work directly 

with second and third tier administrators.  
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• 	 There was no evidence of a transition plan as the district’s policy-making and management 

shifts from the Boston University Management Team to the school committee in the near 

future. 

Indicator 1.  The superintendent, in meetings with senior administrators and members of the 

school committee, develops a coherent vision statement and District Improvement Plan (DIP) 

designed to achieve it. 

EQA rating: Excellent 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that the Chelsea 

Public Schools established the current mission-vision-goals statement in 1989 under a unique 

contract agreement between Boston University and the Chelsea School Committee. Those 17 

goals remained unchanged to the present day and had been affirmed by the periodic extension of 

the partnership agreement between the City and the university. 

Indicator 2.  The superintendent delegates the educational and operational management of the 

schools to the building principals. 

EQA rating: Excellent 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that regarding 

organization and structure, there were unique considerations due to the delegation of substantial 

authority to the Boston Management Team. There were many examples which illustrated how 

the superintendent and central administration had historically delegated significant management 

authority to the building administrators. 

Indicator 3.  The district leadership ensures that all principals have an opportunity to discuss 

published policies and district improvement plans. The district uses system-wide and inter-site 

communication systems to keep all staff well informed and to provide avenues for response. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that regularly 

scheduled meetings of district and school administrators allowed for full discussion of policies, 

plans, and practices within the school district. Additionally, examples of parent and community 

meetings were offered for review. In some instances, the school councils had few members (six 

or less), and the effect may be a reduction in opportunities for more extensive communication. 

Indicator 4.  The district publishes and makes available to all staff a current organizational chart 

that indicates lines of responsibility and job descriptions.  

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that the organizational 

chart did not provide an understanding of actual roles and responsibilities without explanation. 

This issue was especially true as it related to the Boston University Management Team, whose 

members were in frequent, sometimes daily, contact with central office staff. There was a 

collegial, academic approach to decision making. 

Indicator 5.  The district ensures that all district records are carefully compiled and maintained 

and are available to all. 

EQA rating: Excellent 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that the school district 

properly maintained records in a comprehensive manner. The requested documents were 

available and were promptly presented when requested. 
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Indicator 6.  The superintendent is evaluated annually using the District Improvement Plan 

(DIP) as one set of criteria and receives a written report that identifies strengths and weaknesses. 

This report serves as a basis for subsequent improvement goals and professional development 

plans. EQA rating: N/A 

Evidence: N/A 

Indicator 7.  School leaders organize the structure and schedules of their schools such that 

instructional practices are improved. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that the district met, 

and, in some cases, exceeded the state requirement for instructional time. At the middle school 

level, the district increased daily instructional time in math from one hour to one hour and 20 

minutes. Four of the district’s five elementary schools, each with its own administrators, were 

housed in one complex. Each school had a lead teacher in ELA and a lead teacher in math. 

Grade-level teachers shared common planning time and met with lead teachers weekly to plan 

for instruction. Lead teachers met with principals bi-weekly to review student achievement data 

and plan for instruction. The district had developed well-staffed, comprehensive support services 

program consisting of, among other things, an extended day option, a five-week summer 

program providing both remediation and enrichment, and for credit summer school for Grades 8

12. Additionally, the district operates Tudor Hill, a separate school for students in Grades 5-12 

with behavioral or emotional difficulties. The program focused on MCAS test preparation, and 

offered small group instruction, and a homework club.   

Indicator 8. District employment policies and practices encourage skilled personnel to remain in 

the district’s employment. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that the retention of 

skilled personnel was, at times, difficult.  Several administrators commented on the difficulty of 

keeping talented teachers within the district. There were positive aspects to the work 

environment including new facilities, reasonable class sizes, and ample teaching materials. 

Without the benefit of exit interviews, it was suggested that the difficulty of teaching in Chelsea 

was likely founded on the challenge of teaching in a complex, urban environment. 

Domain E: Business and Financial Management 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
D

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 1 1 0 1 1 5 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
1 1 1 0 1 1 1 6 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Standards  Indicators Total 
omain E – Business & Financial 

  Management 
S9 - Budget Planning & Development 

Excellent N/A N/A 
Satisfactory N/A N/A 
Poor N/A N/A 
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 

S10 - Financial Accounting & Reporting 
Excellent N/A 
Satisfactory N/A 
Poor N/A 
Unsatisfactory N/A 

Chelsea’s Chapter 70 Funding and Net School Spending FY1993-2003: For the 11-year 

period since the Massachusetts Education Reform Act, FY1993 to FY2003, Chelsea did not meet 

the state mandated Net School Spending requirement in fiscal years 2000 and 2003. For the 

period between FY1993 and FY2003, Chapter 70 Aid to Chelsea increased 206% (from 

$13,737,995 to $41,980,397.) Chelsea’s Required Local Contribution increased 72% (from 

$4,846,891 to $8,335,726.) However, Chelsea’s Actual Local Contribution to meet the Net 

School Spending Requirement for the same time period increased 69% (from $4,846,891 to 

$8,187,842.) For the period since the Education Reform Act, Chelsea received a total of 

$294,449,267 in Chapter 70 Aid and was required to raise locally $67,630,332. From 1999 to 

2002, Chapter 70 Aid was $147,798,742 and the required local contribution was $27,727,451. 

For the period between FY1993 and FY2003, Chelsea’s foundation enrollment increased 60% 
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and its student headcount increased 47%. Between FY1999 and FY2002, its foundation 

enrollment increased 6% and its student headcount increased 1%. (See Appendix B) 

Standard 9. Budget Planning and Development: The district has a budget planning and 

development process that ensures effective use of available resources for district and school 

improvement initiatives. The school committee, the superintendent, teachers, parents, and 

members of the community all have varying degrees of responsibility to ensure that the school 

budget meets the educational needs of all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• A review of the documentation revealed a comprehensive budget preparation process.  

• 	 In FY2000-FY2002, the district failed to meet Net School Spending. Currently, discussions 

were being held with the City to address the issue of meeting Net School Spending.  

Indicator 1. There are procedures for the development of the district budget to ensure input from 

all staff. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory  

Evidence: A review of the documentation indicated that a comprehensive budget preparation 

 process that commenced with the principals who were provided a per-pupil cost for supplies and 

 materials. A profile of each school was prepared providing student enrollment data and 

projections of fixed increases. The final budget documentation included school profiles, the 

17 long-term goals for the partnership, spending plans, and program summaries by funds 

 (general, federal, state, and private).  The 17 goals of the City and the Boston University 

 Management Team were used to develop strategies to prepare the district budget.  In addition to 

public participation requirements, staff and school site councils participated in surveys used to 

determine budget priorities, and provided translators in four different languages at the annual 

budget hearings. 
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Indicator 2. Relevant budget decisions are premised on a systemic analysis of student 

performance data as well as other pertinent information. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University

 Management Team and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that the principals  

 used student performance data to inform decisions on class size, use of paraprofessionals, and 

 assignment of reading teachers, math lead teachers, ESL teachers, and other specialists. Student 

 performance data were used to determine scope and funding for the after-school programs. 

 Student performance data were used to determine the need for in-school and after-school 

 academic support service programs. 
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Indicator 3.  The district has long-term goals, action plans, and improvement plans, which are

 used to integrate school and district-wide needs and goals in the budget development process. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University

 Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that the principals  

were the critical link between school improvement plans and the budget development process. 

Indicator 4.  The district allocated its resources to accomplish targeted initiatives and objectives

 at the district and school levels to improve student achievement. 

EQA rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The district failed to meet state Net School Spending requirements for the last three 

 years (FY2000-FY2002). In particular, MGL, Chapter 70 requires each municipality to  

appropriate the full amount of the Net School Spending requirement. The so-called "95%" Rule, 

 which allows the DOE to waive penalties if actual net school spending is at least 95% of the  

requirement, was intended to help districts deal with unexpected spending shortfalls during the 

 year. It does not allow districts to appropriate less than the full amount of the spending 

 requirement.  

Indicator 5.  The district employs a cost-effectiveness process in evaluating all of its programs, 

initiatives, and activities as part of the budget process. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University

 Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that programs were 

reviewed annually as part of the budget process. Per pupil analysis was done to ensure schools 

 share equitably in limited resources. Programs demonstrating success were prioritized in 

funding decisions. 
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Indicator 6.  The budget document itself is clear, complete, and understandable and provides 

complete information on all fund sources as well as previous history and trends. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that the annual 

budget included summary level and line-item budget information, as well as school profiles, 

budgets by school, grant funding estimates, enrollment projections by grade and by school, and 

other statistical information.  

Standard 10. Financial Accounting and Reporting: The district maintains adequate 

accounting and financial reporting procedures to inform district-level and school-level decision-

making, ensure effective managerial control over the use of funds, and facilitate public 

accountability. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 There was no established policy to provide public oversight of transfers approved by the 

superintendent. The charges by the City had not been updated recently. 

• 	 There was no formal process to allow for the financial statements to be provided to the 
Chelsea School Committee. 

Indicator 1.  School committee policies and administrative procedures establish clear processes 

and expectations regarding the expenditure, transfer, and investment of funds within the district 

budget. EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that the established 

policy on school spending stipulated compliance with appropriation requirements, encumbrance 

requirements, use of written contract requirements, and compliance with MGL Chapters 30B and 

71. Procedures were in place to ensure compliance with grants rules and approved funding. The 

investment of funds was under the jurisdiction of the City Treasurer.    
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Indicator 2. Regular, timely, and complete financial reports are made to the school committee 

and the community. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that meetings were 

held on a weekly basis with the Vice-Chairman of the Boston University Management Team 

regarding finance, administration, and personnel matters.  

Indicator 3.  Required local, state, and federal financial reports and statements are filed in a 

timely and accurate manner. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that the annual budget 

was filed by the City Charter deadline of April 1. State and federal reports were filed in 

accordance with their established schedules. Requests for state and federally approved grant 

funds were not made in a timely manner by the district. 

Indicator 4. The district has 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: Excellent 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that the district was 

part of the City’s MUNIS integrated financial management package. All school administrative 

and support staff had access to this system. The encumbrance system was not fully utilized for 

all line items, such as salaries. 
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Indicator 5.  The district reviews student achievement data and such reviews are reflected in its 

financial decisions. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that the principals 

used student performance data to inform decisions on class size, use of paraprofessionals, and 

assignment of reading teachers, math lead teachers, ESL teachers, and other specialists. Student 

performance data were used to determine scope and funding for the after-school programs. 

Student performance data were used to determine the need for in-school and after-school 

academic support service programs. 

Indicator 6.  The district regularly employs appropriate independent financial audits and 

implements their recommendations to assure quality financial systems. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that the school district 

was included in the City’s annual audit. The school district conducted an End of Year Report 

audit. All audits were conducted by independent, certified public accountants. 

Indicator 7.  The district uses reliable forecast mechanism and control procedures to ensure 

spending is within fiscal budget limits. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators, the Boston University 

Management Team, and a review of the district’s documentation indicated that the school 

department regularly produced budgeted projections throughout the year. Year-to-date spending 

information used on the budget projections was reconciled to the general ledger. Payroll 

information used in the budget projection was updated throughout the year and was reconciled to 

the school department’s payroll system. 

65




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 Combined 

Proficiency Index (CPI), 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). 
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Appendix B: Chelsea Chapter 70 Funding and Net School Spending FY1993-2003 
 

Foundation Pct Foundation Pct Required Pct Chapter 70 Pct Required Pct Actual Dollars Pct 

Enrollment Chg Budget Chg Local Chg Aid Chg Net School Chg Net School Over/Under Over/ 
FY 

         Contribution      Spending(NSS)   Spending Requirement Under 

FY93 3,527  22,904,403  4,846,891  13,737,995  18,584,886  18,584,886 0 0

FY94 3,819 8.3 25,318,632 10.5 5,216,720 7.6 15,028,280 9.4 20,245,000 8.9 21,786,961 1,541,961 7.6

FY95 3,828 0.2 26,032,202 2.8 5,562,698 6.6 16,975,847 13 22,538,545 11.3 23,429,551 891,006 4

FY96 4,250 11 30,023,829 15.3 5,201,378 -6.5 20,021,798 17.9 25,223,176 11.9 25,239,948 16,772 0.1

FY97 4,582 7.8 32,959,779 9.8 5,063,392 -2.7 23,882,441 19.3 28,945,833 14.8 29,643,950 698,117 2.4

FY98 5,067 10.6 37,136,829 12.7 5,676,076 12.1 28,761,762 20.4 34,437,838 19 34,582,577 144,739 0.4

FY99 5,268 4 39,341,014 5.9 6,166,461 8.6 32,436,765 12.8 38,603,226 12.1 38,822,602 219,376 0.6

FY00 5,508 4.6 41,711,132 6 6,730,708 9.2 35,547,324 9.6 42,278,032 9.5 42,051,374 -226,658 -0.5

FY01 5,543 0.6 44,750,695 7.3 7,143,097 6.1 37,834,256 6.4 44,977,353 6.4 44,066,326 -911,027 -2

FY02 5,581 0.7 46,644,885 4.2 7,687,185 7.6 41,980,397 11 49,667,582 10.4 48,615,473 -1,052,109 -2.1

FY03 5,650 1.2 47,690,353 2.2 8,335,726 8.4 41,980,397 0 50,316,123 1.3 50,464,007* 147,884 0.3
  

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 6,494 3,895 5,269   60 81.1 81.1 73.9           
FY94 6,630 3,935 5,705   59.4 80 86.1 74.2           
FY95 6,800 4,435 6,121   65.2 86.6 90 75.3           
FY96 7,064 4,711 5,939   66.7 84 84.1 79.4           
FY97 7,193 5,212 6,470   72.5 87.8 89.9 82.5           
FY98 7,329 5,676 6,825   77.4 92.7 93.1 83.5           
FY99 7,468 6,157 7,370   82.5 98.1 98.7 84           
FY00 7,573 6,454 7,635   85.2 101.4 100.8 84.1           
FY01 8,073 6,826 7,950   84.5 100.5 98.5 84.1           
FY02 8,358 7,522 8,711   90 106.5 104.2 84.5           
FY03 8,441 7,430 8,932   88 105.5 105.8 83.4            

 


