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Executive Summary 

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

Schools in late November of 2003. During 2000-2003, it was among the ‘Very High’ performing 

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

examination and the district’s performance on the 2003 Massachusetts Comprehensive 

Assessment System (MCAS) test. 

Proficiency/Achievement: 
• 	 Longmeadow’s Average Proficiency Index (API) was 91, which was based on the 2003 

MCAS results. The state average for the API was 75.7 in 2003. This placed Longmeadow 
among the higher performing academic school districts in the Commonwealth. In ELA, the 
district’s ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) was 94.7, and the state average for EPI was 82.2. In 
math, the district’s math Proficiency Index (MPI) was 88, and the state average for MPI was 
69.3. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 77.5% of the students in Longmeadow scored in the ‘Advanced’ 
and ‘Proficient’ categories. This figure was 25.7 percentage points higher than the state’s 
average percentages. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, in ELA, 84.4% of the students in Longmeadow scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 23.9 percentage points higher than the state average. 
In math, 70.4% of the students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 27.6 
percentage points in math higher than the state’s average percentages. 

• 	 In 2003, in Longmeadow the Proficiency Indices of 94.7 for ELA and 88.0 for math were 
12.5 and 18.7 points higher than the statewide averages. 

• 	 On the MCAS retest administered in the spring of 2003, 97% of the Longmeadow Class of 
2003 earned a Competency Determination (CD), as compared to 95% of the statewide Class 
of 2003. 

• 	 On the MCAS retest administered in the spring of 2003, 92% of the Longmeadow Class of 
2004 earned a Competency Determination, as compared to 89% of the statewide Class of 
2004. 

Equity of Achievement/Proficiency: 
• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 82.8% of the regular education students at Longmeadow scored in 

the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 23.8 percentage points higher than the state’s 
average percentages for regular education students. 
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• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 66.3% of the special education students scored in the ‘Needs 
Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 12.7 percentage points lower than the 
state’s average percentages for special education students.  

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, special education students in Longmeadow scored 16.0 percentage 
points lower than the district average Proficiency Index in ELA and in math by 30.0 
percentage points. 

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

of the improvement occurring in the 2001 test in the areas of ‘Warning/Failing.’ This trend 
was consistent in both ELA and math. 

• 	 In Longmeadow, 10.2% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories 
in 2003 than in 2000 and 5.3% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

• 	 In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 6.1 points 
and, in math, by 5.8 points. 

• 	 In ELA, 11.5% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 
than in 2000 and 3.8% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

• 	 In math, 8.6% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 
than in 2000 and 6.6% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

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

Equity of Improvement: 
• 	 Between 2000-2003, Longmeadow’s student achievement figures for all students in the 

aggregate, regular education, and special education students’ results improved by less than 
the state’s averages in both ELA and math. 

Participation and Access: 
• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, Longmeadow’s student test participation rates in ELA and math 

were 99.48% and 99.58%, respectively. These figures were 4.48% and 4.58% above the 
state’s standard for test participation, which is 95%. 

Summary of Preliminary Findings by Domain: 

Assessment and Evaluation: 
• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on two, ‘Satisfactory’ on sixteen, ‘Poor’ 

on two, and ‘Unsatisfactory’ on one of the twenty-one performance indicators in this domain. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, in the Longmeadow Public Schools the EQA found that the analysis 
and use of student assessment data was a high priority. 
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• 	 During the period under examination, the district was successful in meeting the state 
Competency Determination standard. 

• 	 In Longmeadow, the district did not administer nationally recognized standardized tests in 
addition to the MCAS test. 

• 	 During the period under review, the district consistently exceeded federal and state test 
participation and attendance standards in its administration of the MCAS test. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district did not disaggregate data by subgroups; rather the district 
monitored, analyzed, and assessed student achievement results on a case-by-case basis. 

• 	 During the period under examination, the district had an ongoing curriculum mapping 
process in which all teachers were active participants in guiding curriculum evaluation and 
instructional modifications. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district's process of teacher evaluation was not consistent with the 
mandates of the Educational Reform Act and the evaluation process the district negotiated in 
the teachers’ bargaining agreement. 

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

the twenty-five performance indicators in this domain. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district relied on curriculum maps, which were developed and 
continuously revised with teacher participation, to align its curriculum with the state 
curriculum frameworks. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district established high expectations for it students through the 
shared responsibility of district employees, parents, community members, and students. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district’s well-established procedures for student and staff 
attendance assisted in maintaining low absenteeism rates in the Longmeadow Public Schools. 

• 	 During the period under review, the district had well-established practices in place for the 
transitioning of students between levels, programs, and buildings. 

• 	 For the period under examination, the Longmeadow Public Schools exceeded its foundation 
budget for professional development.  

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district’s professional development plan was primarily developed 
based on student performance and achievement results. 

• 	 The district’s professional development plan addressed the needs of all staff members, 
including: administrators, teachers, para-professionals, clerical, and custodial staff. 
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• 	 The district’s professional development plan identified district needs in data analysis skills, 
curriculum frameworks, and diverse learning styles. 

Student Academic Support Services: 
• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on one and ‘Satisfactory’ on six of the 

seven performance indicators in this domain. 

• 	 In the Longmeadow Public Schools, during the latter part of the period under review, the 
district had developed a draft version of the district’s curriculum accommodation plan, which 
was in its initial stages of implementation at the time of the EQA’s on-site visit in November 
2003. 

• 	 For the period under examination, the district provided a variety of academic support services 
based on the analysis of student performance assessments, which ensured that students met 
grade-level performance expectations. 

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

indicators in this domain. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district provided clear leadership and direction using the Balridge 
Performance Approach. 

• 	 In Longmeadow, the district’s school improvement plans and goals were aligned with the 
district’s improvement plan and goals. 

• 	 For the period under examination, the district leadership demonstrated a solid commitment to 
involving teachers, parents, and community in its organizational planning process. 

Business and Finance: 
• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on eighteen and ‘Poor’ on two of the 

twenty performance indicators in this domain. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district’s budget was developed with the use of student 
achievement data to inform district and school goals. 

• 	 For the period under review, there was an on-going effort between the school committee, 
community, superintendent, and staff to provide the financial resources to maintain high 
student achievement. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district’s accounting procedures led to adequately informed 
decision-makers. 
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• 	 In Longmeadow, a manually maintained and disjointed financial management system 
hindered the effective communication of funding issues. 

• 	 The district’s school facilities were efficiently and effectively maintained and were adequate 
to promote student learning. 
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Part I: Overview of the EQA Review Process and the District 

On November 18-20, 2003, the EQA conducted an independent examination of the Longmeadow 

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

to the EQA’s five major domains of inquiry, which include: A, Assessment and Evaluation; B, 

Curriculum and Instruction; C, Student Academic Support Services; D, Leadership and 

Governance; and E, Business and Financial Management. The EQA’s examination process for 

school districts involved two tiers of investigation and utilized twelve standards. The basis of this 

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

interviews with the representative from the school committee, district leadership team, school 

administrators, and additional documents submitted while in the district. The report does not 

include documents, revised data, or comments that may have surfaced after the on-site visit. 

Longmeadow is a suburban town located in south central Hampden County in western 

Massachusetts. Education, healthcare, and social services are the largest sources of employment 

in Longmeadow, followed by professional, scientific, and management services. According to 

the 2000 U.S. Census, it has a population of 15,633 people and a median family income of $87, 

742 while the median family income in Massachusetts is $61,664. Longmeadow has a Board of 

Selectmen/Town Manager form of government and a seven-person school committee. The 

Longmeadow Public Schools have six schools serving Grades PreK-12. The most recent 

Massachusetts Department of Education (DOE) figures indicate that there were 3,234 students 

enrolled in the district in FY2002. The demographic/subgroup composition in the Longmeadow 

Public Schools is: 92.1% White, 4.9% Asian-American, 2.2% African-American, 0.7% 

Hispanic-American, Limited English Proficiency (LEP), 0.4%; Free or Reduced Lunch/Yes 

(FRL/Y), 3.1%; and Special Education (SPED), 8.7%. During the ten years of education reform 

in Massachusetts, Longmeadow’s state Chapter 70 Aid increased by 144% from $1,732,583 in 

FY1993 to $4,231,500 in FY2002. For the fiscal years under review, 2000-2003, Longmeadow 

received $3,272,988; $3,799,738; $4,231,500; and $4,231,500 for a total of $15,535,726 in state 

Chapter 70 Aid. 
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This report finds the Longmeadow Public Schools to be a ‘Very High’ performing school 

district, which is marked by student achievement that is ‘Very High’ in English Language Arts 

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

test. Since 2000, Longmeadow has also demonstrated improvement on its ‘Very High’ MCAS 

test scores, and in the 2003 administration of the MCAS test 77.5% of its students scored above 

standard. 

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

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

questions: 

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

district’s students meeting or exceeding state proficiency standards? 

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

student subgroups? 

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

over time? 

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

subgroups changed over time? 

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

required programs and assessments? 

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

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

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

analysis, and a series of analyses to determine whether the mean responses for students in the 
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district differed significantly from those of the state and between student subgroups within the 

district. Descriptive analyses of the test results for 2003 MCAS test revealed significant 

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

A discussion of the analyses follows. 

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

students. 

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

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

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

Longmeadow. 
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Assessment of MCAS Results 2000-2003 
1. Proficiency/Achievement: To what extent is the MCAS performance of all the district’s 

students meeting or exceeding state proficiency standards? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 77.5% of the students in Longmeadow scored in the ‘Advanced’ 

and ‘Proficient’ categories. This figure was 25.7 percentage points higher than the state’s 

average percentages. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, in ELA, 84.4% of the students in Longmeadow scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 23.9 percentage points higher than the state average. 

In math, 70.4% of the students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 27.6 

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

• 	 In 2003, in Longmeadow the Proficiency Indices of 94.7 for ELA and 88.0 for math were 

12.5 and 18.7 points higher than the statewide averages. 
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Figure/Table 1: 
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MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level 
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State	 Longmeadow 

Advanced 14.2 28.3 
Proficient 37.6 49.2 

Needs Improv. 32.2 19.9 
Warning/Failing 16.0 2.6 

Analysis of Figure/Table 1: 

• 	 Longmeadow had 14.1% and 11.6% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

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

• 	 Longmeadow had 12.3% and 13.4% fewer of its students scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 

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

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

than one-sixth that of the state’s students, 2.6% to 16.0%. 
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Figure/Table 2: 
MCAS 2003 Data 

Percent of all students at each proficiency level by Subject and Grade 
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Advanced 
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12.1 
48.4 

30.2 
8.9 

23.3 
61.1 

14.9 
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15.9 
26.9 

34.1 
23.1 

33.8 
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25.2 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 2: 

• 	 Longmeadow had 11.2% and 12.7% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

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

• 	 Longmeadow had 15.3% and 8.1% fewer of its students scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 

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

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

less than one-eleventh that of the state’s students, 0.8% to 8.9%. 

• 	 Longmeadow had 17.9% and 9.7% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

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

• 	 Longmeadow had 8.9% and 18.6% fewer of its students scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 

and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories in math than the state’s students on the 2003 MCAS test. 
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• 	 Longmeadow’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category in ELA was 

less than one-fifth that of the state’s students, 4.5% to 23.1%. 

Figure/Table 3: 

Proficiency Index (MCAS 2003) by Grade 
ELA Math 

Longmeadow 94.7 88 
Grade 04 93.3 84.1 
Grade 07 96.1 NA 
Grade 08 NA 91.2 
Grade 10 94.5 88.9 

Analysis of Figure/Table 3: 

• 	 On average, in Longmeadow, the math PI was 6.7 points lower than that of ELA system-

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

• 	 In ELA, the Proficiency Index in Grade 7 was 1.4 points higher than the district average and 

in Grades 4 and 10 they were 1.4 and 0.2 points lower than the district average. 

• 	 In math, the Proficiency Indices in Grades 8 and 10 were 3.2 and 0.9 points higher than the 

district average and in Grade 4 it was 3.9 points lower than the district average.  

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

student subgroups? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 82.8% of the regular education students at Longmeadow scored in 

the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 23.8 percentage points higher than the state’s 

average percentages for regular education students. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 66.3% of the special education students scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 12.7 percentage points lower than the 

state’s average percentages for special education students.  
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• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, special education students in Longmeadow scored 16.0 percentage 

points lower than the district average Proficiency Index in ELA and in math by 30.0 

percentage points. 
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Figure/Table 4: 

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

level 
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State Reg Longmeadow Reg State Disability Longmeadow 
Disability 

Advanced 16.8 31.5 2.3 2.6 
Proficient 42.2 51.3 18.7 31.2 

Needs Improv. 30.4 16.2 41.3 50.7 
Warning/Failing 10.7 1.1 37.7 15.6 

Analysis of Figure/Table 4: 

• 	 Longmeadow had 14.7% and 9.1% more regular education students scored in the ‘Advanced’ 

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

test. 

• 	 Longmeadow had 14.2% and 9.6% fewer of its regular education students scored in the 

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

students on the 2003 MCAS test. 
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• 	 Longmeadow’s percentage of regular education students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ 

category was almost one-tenth that of the state’s regular education students, 1.1% to 10.7%. 

• 	 Longmeadow had 0.3% and 12.5% more of its special education students scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s special education students on the 2003 

MCAS test. 

• 	 Longmeadow had 9.4% more and 22.1% fewer of its special education students scored in the 

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

students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

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

category was less than one-half that of the state’s special education students, 15.6% to 

37.7%. 
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Figure/Table 5: 

N-values by category 
ELA Math 

Longmeadow Advanced 177 241 
Proficient 465 261 

Needs Improv. 113 180 
Warning/Failing 6 32 

Regular Advanced 175 239 
Proficient 431 244 

Needs Improv. 69 144 
Warning/Failing 2 12 

Disability Advanced 2 2 
Proficient 33 15 

Needs Improv. 43 35 
Warning/Failing 4 20 

Free Lunch (Y) Advanced 3 3 
Proficient 15 9 

Needs Improv. 8 10 
Warning/Failing 1 4 

Free Lunch (N) Advanced 174 238 
Proficient 450 252 

Needs Improv. 105 170 
Warning/Failing 5 28 

African-American Advanced 0 1 
Proficient 5 4 

Needs Improv. 6 6 
Warning/Failing 1 2 

Asian-American Advanced 14 18 
Proficient 22 15 

Needs Improv. 7 6 
Warning/Failing 0 0 

Hispanic-American Advanced 0 1 
Proficient 2 2 

Needs Improv. 2 1 
Warning/Failing 1 3 

White Advanced 162 221 
 Proficient 434 239 
 Needs Improv. 98 165 
 Warning/Failing 4 27 
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Table 6: 

Proficiency Index (MCAS 2003) Regular and Special Education 

ELA vs Math PI (by subgroup) 
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ELA PI 

ELA Math 

A LONGMEADOW 94.7 88.0 

B Regular 96.7 91.4 

C Disability 78.7 58.0 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 6: 

• 	 In Longmeadow, regular education students scored 2.0 Proficiency Index points higher on 

the MCAS test in ELA than the district average. 

• 	 In Longmeadow, special education students scored 16.0 Proficiency Index points lower on 

the MCAS test in ELA than the district average. 

• 	 In Longmeadow, regular education students scored 3.4 Proficiency Index points higher on 

the MCAS test in math than the district average.  

• 	 In Longmeadow, special education students scored 30.0 Proficiency Index points lower on 

the MCAS test in math than the district average.   

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

over time? 

Preliminary Findings: 

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

of the improvement occurring in the 2001 test in the areas of ‘Warning/Failing.’ This trend 

was consistent in both ELA and math. 

• 	 In Longmeadow, 10.2% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories 

in 2003 than in 2000 and 5.3% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

• 	 In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 6.1 points 

and, in math, by 5.8 points. 

• 	 In ELA, 11.5% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000 and 3.8% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

• 	 In math, 8.6% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000 and 6.6% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 
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• The MCAS performance level in the district improved in the aggregate from 2001-2003. 

Figure/Table 7: 
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MCAS 2000 - 2003 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level 
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2000 2001 2002 2003 

Advanced 21.8 23.5 28.7 28.3 
Proficient 45.5 50.9 44.9 49.2 

Needs Improv. 24.8 22.1 21.9 19.9 
Warning/Failing 7.9 3.5 4.5 2.6 

Analysis of Figure/Table 7: 

• 	 In Longmeadow, 28.3% and 49.2% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories in 2003 in contrast to 21.8% and 45.5% of all students scoring in these in 2000. 

• 	 In Longmeadow, 19.9% and 2.6% of all students scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ categories in 2003 in contrast to 24.8% and 7.9% of all students scoring in 

these categories in 2000. 
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Figure/Table 8: 
Proficiency Index Trend Data MCAS 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003 

Prof. Index Trend Data 
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2000	 2001 2002 2003 

ELA Math 

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

2000 2001 2002 2003 2000 2001 2002 2003 
Advanced 14.5 22.8 28.2 23.3 29.1 24.2 29.1 33.8 
Proficient 58.4 57.9 54.2 61.1 32.7 44.0 35.8 36.6 

Needs Improv. 22.6 17.8 15.6 14.9 27.0 26.3 28.1 25.2 
Warning/Failing 4.6 1.5 2.0 0.8 11.1 5.6 7.0 4.5 

Analysis of Figure/Table 8: 

• 	 In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 6.1 points, 

from 88.6 to 94.7. 

• 	 In math, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 5.8 points, 

from 82.2 to 88.0. 

• 	 In ELA, 84.4% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 in 

contrast to 72.9% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000.  
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• 	 In ELA, 15.7% of all students scored at the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ 

categories in 2003 in contrast to 27.2% of all students scoring at these categories in 2000. 

• 	 In math, 70.4% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

in contrast to 61.8% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000.  

• 	 In math, 29.7% of all students scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ 

categories in 2003 in contrast to 38.1% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000. 

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

subgroups change over time? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, Longmeadow’s student achievement figures for all students in the 

aggregate, regular education, and special education students’ results improved by less than 

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

2003 
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Table 10: Proficiency Index Trend Data (by subgroup) MCAS 2001, 2002, and 2003 
TABLE Format: 
Trend Data by Subgroup (Longmeadow.) Trend Data by Subgroup 

(State) 
ELA Math 

ALL ‘01 93.0 87.1 
‘02 93.4 84.4 
‘03 94.7 88.0 

Regular ‘01 94.8 89.5 
‘02 95.4 88.0 
‘03 96.7 91.4 

Disability ‘01 75.0 63.2 
‘02 71.6 51.6 

 ‘03 78.7 58.0 

ELA Math 
ALL ‘01 79.5 67.3 

‘02 81.6 67.0 
‘03 82.2 69.3 

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

Disability ‘01 55.3 43.5 
‘02 58.1 42.6 

 ‘03 62.0 46.4 

Analysis of Figures/Table 10: 

• 	 In Longmeadow, between 2001-2003, all students increased by 1.7 Proficiency Index points 

in ELA and 0.9 points in math, as compared with increases of 2.7 and 2.0 points statewide. 

• 	 In Longmeadow, between 2001-2003, regular education students increased by 1.9 

Proficiency Index points in ELA and by 1.9 points in math, as compared with increases of 

3.1 and 2.6 points statewide. 

• 	 In Longmeadow, between 2001-2003, special education students increased by 3.7 

Proficiency Index points in ELA and decreased by 5.2 points in math, as compared with 

increases of 6.7 and 2.9 points statewide. 
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5. 	Participation and Access: Are all eligible students attending and participating in all        
required programs and assessments? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
• 	 Overall, all eligible students were participating in both ELA and math assessments at 

required levels. 

Table 11: 

ELA Math 
Tested 99.48% 99.58% 
NTM 0.52% 0.28% 
NTO 0.00% 0.14% 

Analysis of Table 11: 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, Longmeadow’s student test participation rates in ELA and math 

were 99.48% and 99.58%, respectively. These figures were 4.48% and 4.58% above the 

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

Domain A. Assessment and Evaluation 

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

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S2 - Participation 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S3 - Evaluation Processes 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

1 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

2 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

3 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

4 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

5 

1 
0 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
1 

6 7 8 9 10 Total 

1 0 0 N/A N/A 2 
0 1 1 N/A N/A 4 
0 0 0 N/A N/A 2 
0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 

0 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
1 1 N/A N/A N/A 7 
0 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
0 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 

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

Standard 1. STUDENT ASSESSMENT: District and building administrators carefully 

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

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

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

programs.  

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, in the Longmeadow Public Schools the EQA found that the analysis 

and use of student assessment data was a high priority. 

• 	 During the period under examination, the district was successful in meeting the state 

Competency Determination standard. 

• 	 In Longmeadow, the district did not administer nationally recognized standardized tests in 

addition to the MCAS test. 
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Indicators: 

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

classroom, school, district, and state assessment results. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, the district did not have a written testing policy guiding its 

assessments. However, there were testing practices in place, which directed the regular 

evaluation of classroom, school, district, and state assessment results. Across the district, 

MCAS tests were administered at all levels as designated by the state. The district established 

curriculum maps that guided assessment practices for each discipline at all grade levels.  The 

curriculum maps identified when and how teacher-created assessments, assessments 

embedded in adopted curricular programs, and departmentalized assessments were given 

throughout the academic year.   

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

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

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

the MCAS test and system-wide tests. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Administrators attended DOE workshops on the administration of the MCAS test. 

Each administrator closely followed the guidelines and principles for administering the 

MCAS test. At the elementary level, the principals and reading consultants were responsible 

for the administration and preparation of the MCAS test. The principals held a meeting with 

all teachers responsible for administering the MCAS test, designated testing areas, and 

identified the students receiving accommodations based upon their 504 and individual 

education plans (IEPs). The special education teachers were responsible for managing the 

Alternative Assessment Portfolios (AAPs) and procedures for students who would not be 

taking the standard MCAS test. The elementary school principals stated that all the MCAS 

test materials were secured in the principal’s office during the testing period and that teachers 

were required to sign-in and sign-out testing materials using a tracking form. During the 
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2002 MCAS test administration, the district enrolled eight English language learners (ELL) 

students at the grade levels in which the MCAS tests were administered. Of the eight ELL 

students, six participated in the MCAS test and two were identified as Not Tested Other 

(NTO) status.  The district appropriately applied for the two waivers for these students and 

maintained their files in the office of pupil services. 

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

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

populations. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: In addition to the MCAS test, the district administered the Preliminary Scholastic 

Assessment Test (PSAT), the Scholastic Assessment Test (SAT), and Advanced Placement 

Tests (AP) at the high school level. The district discontinued the administration of nationally 

norm-referenced achievement tests in the early 1990s due to budgetary limitations. The 

district administrators also thought that the data from norm-referenced tests were not 

providing an impetus for improvement, because results were high in comparison to norms. 

Adoption of criterion-referenced text, although planned, was delayed until promised state 

tests at multiple grade could be developed. 

The Stanford Reading test and the Morrison McCall test were administered to evaluate 

students who were experiencing difficulty with reading. The district used both locally 

generated and commercially generated text based assessments, which in some cases were 

out-dated. These tests consisted of end-of-level tests and unit tests embedded in the adopted 

curriculum programs and were administered on a regular basis to elementary students. 

Writing prompts were administered to elementary and middle school students on a pre- and 

post-basis to measure writing proficiency. 

4. 	 Regular analysis of assessment results informs improvements to: 

a. curricula,

b. instructional practices, 
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c. supplementary and remedial programs and services, 

d. professional development, and 

e.  purchasing and provisioning for improved student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district used a curriculum mapping process that directed curriculum revisions. 

The analysis of the MCAS test data led to the development of units of instruction in 

probability at the upper elementary levels. Student assessment results in writing showed a 

weakness in open-response questions. As a result, the district implemented the John Collins 

writing program in the elementary grades.   

Through the curriculum mapping process teachers analyzed assessment practices in the 

district and engaged in a two-day assessment workshop. Teachers were asked to identify 

what kinds of assessments were used in the classroom and how the assessment results were 

used to inform instruction. Through this procedure, more effective assessments were 

embedded in daily classroom instructional practices to measure student achievement. As a 

strategy to improve open-response writing, math teachers systematically integrated writing 

exercises that utilized math problems in their instruction. 

At one of the elementary schools, a writing lab program was implemented as a support 

program for students who needed additional remediation and/or enrichment. Students 

participated in the writing lab program two to three times weekly for a period of six weeks. 

There was a ten to one student to teacher ratio. District administrators indicated that funding 

for this program was no longer available for the 2003-2004 academic year.  

The implementation of the John Collins writing program in the fall of 2003 was the result of 

an analysis of the MCAS tests’ open-response item results. A representative group of 

elementary teachers attended an all day introductory workshop about the John Collins 

writing program. During the October 2003 professional development day, teachers received 

training in the program by a John Collins writing consultant. In January 2004, a consultant 
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from the John Collins writing program returned to provide in-class support and model 

lessons for teachers. 

Through analysis of the MCAS math assessments and state curriculum frameworks, the 

district recognized the need to purchase a new standards-based math program for the 

elementary and middle school levels. Although the district was not able to purchase a new 

math series due to budgetary constraints, district administrators stated that they were able to 

provision for supplementary math materials to better align their curriculum. In particular, 

elementary principals purchased supplemental geometry materials to use in conjunction with 

their math programs.   

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

regular intervals. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: During the time under review, the district had, as one of its major organizational 

efforts, provided analyses of achievement data to schools, and had helped staff to 

disaggregate data to identify targeted instructional needs. The superintendent received the 

MCAS test results and disseminated the results to the administrative cabinet. The assistant 

superintendent of instructional services prepared the MCAS test analyses and reports for the 

school committee and principals. The principals collaborated with district data analysts to 

prepare analyses specific to their schools. These analyses were shared at faculty meetings, 

curriculum planning committees, and school council meetings.   

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

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

services for all student populations. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: The district’s computer services department and the assistant superintendent for 

instructional services had the assignment of helping schools develop their ability to analyze 

test results locally. Workshops were provided and all schools had faculty who were trained in 

TestWiz, Excel, or other spreadsheet programs to analyze individual performance information 
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for the improvement of instruction. During the time under review, each school employed a 

teacher who received a stipend to serve as a data consultant to the staff and principal in the 

analysis of student assessment data. The data consultant was trained in TestWiz and worked 

with teachers during release time and at vertical and grade level team meetings to discuss and 

analyze MCAS test results. Further, an average of five teachers per year served as MCAS test 

scorers for the DOE during summer sessions. 

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

(CD) standard by their senior year. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The Class of 2003 earned a 97% rate of achievement for meeting the Competency 

Determination standard. The district has already earned a 92% rate in meeting the 

Competency Determination standard for the Class of 2004. 

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under review, the district participated in an extensive curriculum 

mapping process in which teachers aligned their curriculum in all the core content areas with 

the state curriculum frameworks. The curriculum maps included categories for standards, 

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

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

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

and opportunity for all students and all subgroups. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 During the period under review, the district consistently exceeded federal and state test 

participation and attendance standards in its administration of the MCAS test. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district did not disaggregate data by subgroups; rather the district 

monitored, analyzed, and assessed student achievement results on a case-by-case basis.  

Indicators: 

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For every year under review, the district maintained a 99% participation rate on 

all MCAS assessments. The high school handbook policy stated that the district informed 

parents and students of standardized tests that would be administered each year. 

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

attendance. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under review, the district used a computer-based software program 

to monitor student attendance at all levels. At the high school level, student attendance and 

tardiness were monitored from period to period. If a high school student’s absence was not 

reported from home, a teacher designated as a class advisor was responsible for calling home 

to verify the absence. The guidance department monitored student attendance to track 

students who were in danger of accruing seven or more absences and failing a semester 

course. At the elementary level, parent volunteers and/or health room staff phoned home to 

33




confirm a student absence. The district’s student attendance rate exceeded the state average 

for each year under review (96% in 1999, 96.5% in 2000, 96.7% in 2001, and 95.7 % in 

2202). The district’s average teacher absence for 2002-2003 academic year was 

approximately seven days per year.  This average included absences due to short-term illness 

and days absent for other reasons. 

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

by student subgroup populations and frequently: 

a. 	 analyzes these records;  

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the time under review, student absenteeism, the number of students 

suspended, and the number of dropouts were not major concerns in the district. A district 

administrator stated that records were examined at the school level to identify patterns of 

student subgroups. Guidance services at the middle and high school levels monitored 

individual students who exhibited problematic attendance behavior and notified the school 

social workers when interventions were needed. The schools had the capability of organizing 

a student intervention team when student issues called for extraordinary measures.   

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

expectations. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the entire time under review, the district maintained a higher student 

attendance rate than the state average. The high school attendance policy indicated that 

students who were absent more than seven times during a semester might fail a semester 

course. District administrators stated that the attendance policy reduced truancy and absences 

because the students were confronted with the possibility of failure due to poor attendance. 

Further, the high school student handbook clearly stated that the importance of regular 

attendance could not be overemphasized and addressed the direct correlation between 
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attendance and student achievement. At the elementary level, principals addressed attendance 

expectations through monthly newsletters and school guidebooks. 

5. 	 The district collects and uses data on: 

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

achievement, and 

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

student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district collected student attendance data through its pupil software program. 

A district administrator stated that principals and the guidance department were responsible 

for monitoring student academic performance and attendance data. 

The payroll department generated a monthly staff absence report that was sent to all building 

principals. District administrators stated that this report was not, however, used to determine 

a correlation between staff attendance and student achievement.   

6. 	 The district maintains clear and accurate records on: 

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, the office of pupil services maintained student 

waivers for LEP and alternative (ALT) assessment status students, when necessary for the 

MCAS assessment. Special education teachers who served as the liaisons for alternate 

assessment students applied for the waivers, monitored their progress, and compiled their 

student portfolios.   

During the 2002-2003 academic year, the district employed 266 teachers, of which eight 

were not certified at all. Six certified teachers were teaching out-of-field for one or more 

periods a day. During the 2002-2003 academic year, one of the 11 administrators was not 
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certified for the job he/she held. At the time of the on-site visit in November 2003, all except 

one of the district’s administrators was certified for the jobs they held.    

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

proficiency for all English language learners  (ELL) and: 

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

learners; 

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

discipline, and dropout records; and 

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

focuses on areas of needed improvement. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under review, there were a low number of ELL students enrolled in 

the district. Those few students who entered the school with limited English proficiency 

received support from the reading consultants at each school. The director of pupil services 

supervised the maintenance of ELL records and oversaw ELL services in the district.   

Due to the small population of ELL students, data was not disaggregated for this group. 

Rather, individual data was analyzed on a case-by-case basis. Programs and services for ELL 

students were determined and provided for on an individual basis.   

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

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

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

process is the improvement of achievement for all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 During the period under examination, the district had an ongoing curriculum mapping 

process in which all teachers were active participants in guiding curriculum evaluation and 

instructional modifications. 
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• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district's process of teacher evaluation was not consistent with the 

mandates of the Educational Reform Act and the evaluation process the district negotiated 

in the teachers’ bargaining agreement. 

Indicators: 

1. 	 The district employs a system of: 

a. 	 school evaluation that focuses on accountability for administrators; 

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Building principals worked with their school councils to construct school 

improvement goals that were aligned with the district improvement goals. The principals 

developed their professional development goals with the superintendent, which were linked 

with the district and school goals. 

Teachers were held accountable for the programs they were responsible for by participating 

in the revision of curriculum maps. In June 2003, teachers submitted their curriculum maps 

with annotations to their department heads, curriculum coordinators, and building principals. 

These annotated maps formed the basis for summer curriculum workshops to evaluate the 

effectiveness of curricular programs. Updated curriculum maps were placed on CD-Roms 

and disseminated to faculty on the opening day of the 2003-2004 academic year.   

Personnel evaluations of all staff members were based on a clinical supervision model, which 

consisted of collaborative goal setting, observations, peer coaching, and periodic meetings to 

review performance. The district emphasized self-assessment among all administrators as a 

part of the evaluation process. 

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

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

in improved student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: Although the district did not have a formal program evaluation in place during the 

time under review, it developed curriculum maps, which were analyzed and used to inform 

changes and modifications to programs. An example of modifications to instructional 

programs included revising the maps based on their effectiveness throughout the year. 

Teachers were asked annotate their 2002 maps so that a committee could prepare new 

versions of the maps over the summer for distribution in September 2003. 

3. 	 There is an ongoing process to: 

a. monitor; and 

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

programs. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The development of the district’s curriculum maps served as a monitoring tool for 

evaluating the adequacy and effectiveness of its programs. Through this process, the district 

aligned its curriculum with the state frameworks, updated curricular programs, and engaged 

in a continual revision practice, which included recommendations from teachers about the 

effectiveness of the maps. 

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

Massachusetts Education Reform Act. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s evaluation procedure for administrators complied with the 

requirements of the Massachusetts Education Reform Act. During a random sample of 

administrators’ evaluations, the EQA team found that the principals’ evaluations were 

completed on an annual basis. The superintendent completed performance assessments of the 

district’s principals based on their individual professional development goals. The 

performance assessments consisted of a summary paragraph, which included reference to 

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

Education Reform Act. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: Between 2000 and 2003, professional status teachers were formally evaluated 

every other year based on the following performance indicators: professional knowledge, 

planning for instruction, use of materials and equipment, effectiveness of instruction, 

learning environment, effective organizational relationships, contributions to students beyond 

the classroom, contributions to the school and/or teaching profession, and enforcement and 

compliance with school regulations. In accordance with the negotiated teacher’s contract, 

teachers with professional status could request to substitute a peer coaching process for their 

negotiated evaluation in a given year, but not in consecutive evaluation cycles.   

During a random sample of professional status teacher evaluations, the EQA team found that 

47% of the evaluations were not completed in a timely manner. Furthermore, these 

evaluations were not in accordance with the requirements of the Education Reform Act and 

the district’s negotiated evaluation schedule as defined in its teachers’ contract. Also, the 

districts’ evaluation reports sampled did not contain formal summative documentation. All of 

the observation reports consisted of pre-observation conference notes, observation notes, 

qualitative summaries and annual recommendations. Finally, evaluative reports consistent 

with the performance indicators outlined in the teachers’ contract were also not included.   

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

scores to: 

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

strengths and weaknesses in curriculum and instruction; 

b. 	 set priorities for professional development; and 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, the district disaggregated data from MCAS test results and 

other assessments to identify strengths and weaknesses in curriculum and instruction. For 
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example, math improvement was a major target in both middle schools, and math teachers 

were asked to include a math writing activity in their instruction at least once every other 

week. Smaller class sizes were maintained in fundamental courses in math at the high school 

level. An analysis of the MCAS test long composition and open-response scores indicated a 

need to improve writing skills at the elementary level. Therefore, professional development 

was provided in the John Collins writing program. Resources were allocated to hire math 

tutors to work with high school students who demonstrated weaknesses on the MCAS math 

assessments.    

Domain B. Curriculum and Instruction 

Standards  

Domain B - Curriculum & Instruction 
S4 - Curriculum 

Excellent 

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

Satisfactory 1 
0 

0 
1 

0 
1 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

5 
2 

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

Excellent 
S5 - Instruction:  Expectations & Policies 

0 1 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1 
Satisfactory 1 0 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 4 
Poor 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 

S6 - Access To Quality Education Programs 
Excellent 1 1 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A 2 
Satisfactory 0 0 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A 4 
Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 

Excellent 
S7 - Professional Development & Training 

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A 1 
Satisfactory 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A 6 
Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 

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

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

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

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

all who administer and teach in the district. 
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Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district relied on curriculum maps, which were developed and 

continuously revised with teacher participation, to align its curriculum with the state 

curriculum frameworks.   

Indicators: 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The assistant superintendent for instructional services was in charge of curriculum 

in the district. Responsibility for curriculum implementation was delegated to principals and 

curriculum committees. From 1998 to 2003, new positions were established for curriculum 

coordinators and assistant coordinators in each subject area in order to form a curriculum 

planning council. One subject coordinator was selected from the secondary level and one was 

selected from the elementary level to assure alignment across Grades K-12. Coordinators 

were classroom teachers who received stipends. The coordinator positions were not 

supervisory or evaluative. The coordinators met for a full day once a month with the assistant 

superintendent who was in charge of curriculum. Substitutes were provided for the 

coordinators’ classes. Their first task was to align the district’s curriculum with the state’s 

curriculum frameworks. Subsequently, the coordinators had more time to spend visiting the 

schools and providing academic support to classroom teachers in their subject areas. This 

model of curriculum leadership was well received by the teachers in the district. Budget cuts 

for FY2004 had an impact on these positions. The district’s original eight part-time positions 

were reduced to two part-time positions for ELA and math. 

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

a. 	 have access to the current curriculum; 

b. 	 are trained in their use; and 

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

EQA Rating: Excellent 
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Evidence: For the period under examination, all teachers were in possession of the district’s 

curriculum maps. These original curriculum maps, designed over the past five years, were 

considered a work in progress. To improve efficiency, these curriculum maps were made into 

CD-Roms. They were given to all teachers at the first faculty meeting of the year. 

Curriculum maps for Grades K-12 were stored on the CD-Roms so that staff might have 

access to the entire curriculum for the district. Curriculum maps were also available on the 

world-wide-web for parent and community use. Hard copies of the curriculum maps were 

available in each principal’s office and in the town library.  

Conventional curriculum guides were not the primary source for instructional content. 

During the time under review, district administrators and teachers interviewed indicated that 

curriculum maps were more useful to faculty in improving student achievement. The 

assistant superintendent of instructional services also distributed a ‘FYI memo’ on the first 

day of school reviewing the curriculum frameworks and emphasizing the importance of using 

curriculum maps. 

District administrators and ELA and math curriculum coordinators indicated that all teachers 

were trained in the use of curriculum maps. For example, all staff members new to the 

teaching profession were assigned a mentor through the district’s mentoring program. One 

responsibility of mentors was to familiarize new teachers with the frameworks and how the 

curriculum maps guided curriculum at all grade levels. District administrators indicated that 

teachers had worked on the curriculum maps from their inception. Therefore, teachers had 

ownership in the process. According to a survey of teachers in the spring of 2003 by the 

curriculum planning council, 65% of teachers said they used the curriculum maps regularly 

and 33% of teachers indicated that they did not use the curriculum maps on a regular basis. 

The latter group of teachers indicated that they had extensive knowledge of the curriculum 

maps and did not have to access them on a regular basis. 

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

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

EQA Rating: Excellent 
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Evidence: During the time under review, all teachers were given district curriculum maps on 

CD-Roms. Principals, curriculum coordinators, department heads, and mentors provided 

support in the use of curriculum maps. Each teacher adapted the curriculum maps as needed 

to meet student achievement goals and to align their lessons with the state frameworks. 

Examination of student test data drove changes to curriculum maps. For example, one 

administrator explained that in examining MCAS test scores in each discipline, teachers 

noted the two items with the highest scores and the three items with the lowest scores on the 

item analysis report. In one case, middle school students did extraordinarily well on 

identifying the mean, median, and mode on the math MCAS test. Upon examination, it was 

discovered that these topics were covered at three different grade levels. Therefore, changes 

were made regarding the sequencing of that topic on the district curriculum maps. The 

curriculum areas on which students scored lower were reinforced in district and individual 

teacher’s curriculum maps. 

A district official provided other examples of modifications to the district curriculum maps 

based on examination of MCAS test questions and student data. Since the Grade 10 MCAS 

math test no longer contained matrices and trigonometry, those math areas were not covered 

in the district’s instruction for MCAS test preparation. The district’s Grade 4 students scored 

low on probability questions. The district found no examples of this standard covered in the 

Grade 4 math book used in the district. Teachers then created materials including spinners to 

teach this concept. Students demonstrated more success on the probability standard the 

following year. 

Administrators and teachers said that individualized curriculum maps generated a great deal 

of conversation among faculty members centered on curriculum matters. At the end of the 

school year, teachers submitted individualized curriculum maps to their principals at the 

elementary and middle schools, and to their department heads at the high school. A district 

administrator indicated that teachers’ individualized curriculum maps were used during the 

summer to develop updated curriculum maps to be distributed to the district at the beginning 

of the next school year. 
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4. Modifications and/or revisions to curricula are: 

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

student populations; and 

b. 	 revised as necessary and disseminated to staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: A district administrator explained that the sizes of the district subgroups were so 

small that they were not identified. The district had an inclusion model for students with 

disabilities. The middle schools had a special education teacher on each of its pre-referral 

teams. Those students needing help in reading participated in Reading Recovery and the Soar 

to Success programs at the elementary level. The latter was a twelve-week pull out program 

offered four days a week during forty-five minute periods. Students who needed math help 

participated in Master Modeling Mathematics. Administrators and teachers said that MCAS 

test support grants for ELA and math support had been substantially reduced in the 2003

2004 school year. They noted, however, that some dedicated teachers had offered help before 

and after school to students in need. The District Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP) 

contained a number of modifications that provided suggestions and support to accommodate 

equitable student achievement. This plan was available to all staff. 

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

a. horizontal instructional program articulation throughout the system; and 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district had four professional development days per year. During one of the 

years under review, one professional development day was spent examining student data and 

working on the horizontal and vertical alignment of the curriculum maps. A district 

administrator indicated that professional development was offered for Grade K-6 teachers 

regarding the use of calculators. During the time under review, administrators and teachers 
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reported that alignment with state curriculum frameworks across the all grades, K-12, 

informed the development and use of curriculum maps. 

6. Instructional time in each content area: 

a. 	 meets state requirements at each level; and 

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

achievement data. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Instructional time in each content area met the state requirements at each level. 

The high school schedule in recent years had been reconfigured to maximize time on learning 

and to provide an opportunity for programs, such as art and music to have equitable time. 

During the period under review, a six period, eight-day cycle was in place. Accommodations 

for AP science classes were made to allow more lab time. Additional time for some students 

to go off-site for vocational education was also added to the high school schedule. 

One middle school had a seven-period day. The district’s other middle school administrator 

and staff were planning to adopt a seven period day for the 2004-2005 academic year. This 

adjustment would allow for several minutes more of class time and reduce corridor traffic. 

Administrators indicated that any change to scheduling was determined after an analysis of 

student achievement data. All decision-making in the district was data-driven according to 

the Baldrige Approach for School Improvement and Performance Excellence. 

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

subgroups. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: According to interviews with district officials, staffing levels for the 2003-2004 

academic year were negatively impacted by budget cuts in FY2004. In Longmeadow, large 

class sizes were a concern. For example, class sizes in some elementary classes increased 

from 20 to 23 students per class. Some Kindergarten classes enrolled 20 or more students. In 
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the past, Kindergarten classes averaged approximately 16 students per class. A high school 

administrator reported that three math sections had 30 or more students. 

Administrators reported that funds for MCAS test support in the district had been reduced 

from $30,000 to $3,000 during the 2003-2004 school year. During the interview process, 

however, a district official indicated that funding for the 2003-2004 academic year was 

sufficient to provide individual tutoring to high school students, who had not yet met the 

state’s competency determination. 

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

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

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

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

students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district established high expectations for it students through the 

shared responsibility of district employees, parents, community members, and students.  

Indicators: 

1. 	 The district has implemented instructional programs that: 

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

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


 instructional programs.


EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district used the Baldrige Approach for School Improvement and 

Performance Excellence for several years. Therefore, administrators and staff were data-

driven in the decision-making process in the area of classroom instruction. An examination 

of MCAS test data informed the development of curriculum maps, class schedules, and other 

instructional matters. 
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The district offered several samples of follow-up data after the spring 2003 MCAS test for 

each school in the district. The documents contained a compilation of ideas generated by 

staff on the two professional development days in October. The questions generated 

included: key conclusions drawn from the data, areas to be targeted for the next improvement 

cycle, and specific steps to be taken to improve those targeted areas. 

In the past, each school benefited from the services of a data School Improvement Specialist 

(SIS). The SIS was a teacher in the building who completed specific training in data analysis 

and whose primary focus was on the analysis of MCAS data. The SIS also constructed, 

disseminated, and collected data other surveys to students, staff, and parents. Administrators 

and teachers provided examples of student surveys on field trips as they related to 

instruction, staff evaluations of various professional development offerings, and parent 

surveys. 

A June 2003 memo to the superintendent from the assistant superintendent of instructional 

services confirmed that participation in the Parent “Report Card” Survey continued to 

increase. In the 2002-2003 school year, 1,969 parents completed the survey. More 

specifically, 77.9% of parents responded positively to the survey statement: “My student’s 

abilities are accommodated and challenged appropriately in this school.” 

An example of curriculum change based on a review of MCAS test data was the district-wide 

adoption of the John Collins writing program at the elementary level in the fall of 2003. 

Prior to the implementation of this program, the district had established a “writing across the 

curriculum” program in Grades K-12 in the district. Writing samples at all levels were 

assessed longitudinally by teacher teams twice annually. During the 2003-2004 academic 

year, the MCAS test Long Composition rubrics were being used to score writing samples. A 

variety of practices, resources, and procedures that supported instructional programs were 

identified in the District Curriculum Accommodation Plan. 
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2. Improving and/or sustaining student achievement is the shared responsibility of: 

a. the district; 

b. each of its schools; 

c. the students; 

d. their parents; and 

e. the community. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: The district followed the Baldrige Approach for School Improvement and 

Performance Excellence and made all decisions relating to instruction by examining and 

using relevant data. Each school had a curriculum planning team that worked with the district 

curriculum planning council. Because of budget cuts in FY2004, the current curriculum 

planning council had been substantially reduced in size at the time of the EQA’s on-site visit 

in November 2003. 

Administrators maintained that staff in all schools had ownership over instruction and best 

classroom practice. Teachers met formally in teams at the middle school up to three times a 

week. At the high school, chairs met with members of their departments on a regular basis 

regarding matters of curriculum and instruction. Administrators and teachers reported that 

incidental discussion regarding instruction occurred frequently. Students also shared 

responsibility for their own academic progress. One example included self-assessment 

instruments developed by Shipley & Associates  (Integrated Systems Solution for Baldrige 

Criteria in Schools) for students to become stakeholders in their academic achievement. 

Parents served on the district curriculum council and district-learning teams at all levels. 

Each school had an active and effective school improvement council. The school district 

frequently administered surveys to parents and community members. School report cards 

were developed from the results of parent surveys during the past three years. Results for the 

2002-2003 school year indicated that over 84% of parents responded, “I am pleased with 

what my student is learning at this school.” 
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Faculty members and administrators described parents as active in school affairs in 

traditional and nontraditional ways. Viable school councils existed and many parents served 

on district learning teams. The superintendent encouraged parents and community members 

to support student achievement in the district. He wrote a weekly column on educational 

issues and concerns in the local newspaper. The school district encouraged parents and 

community members to enroll in professional development courses offered after school. 

These offerings were particularly attractive to senior citizens. Curriculum maps were also 

available to the community on the district website. 

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

academic achievement and a level of proficiency for all students. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: District administrators indicated that the district allocated sufficient instructional 

time to core content areas for promoting academic achievement among all students. During 

the past few years under examination, changes were made to the high school schedule to 

maximize opportunities for students to achieve academically in core and elective subjects. 

The high school schedule currently reflected a six period day within an eight-block rotation. 

During the time under review, there was no re-allotment of time in elementary school 

schedules, which applied to deficiencies in student achievement in content areas, with the 

exception of writing. Administrators and teachers indicated that writing was being 

emphasized in every subject area. Each middle school had organized all students into teams 

served by four subject teachers and one special education teacher for the purpose of 

instruction. Time for team planning was scheduled, but reduced from previous years because 

of reductions in staff. 

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

assignment or responsibility. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The school district teacher certification survey submitted by the district to the 

EQA in July 2003 indicated that eight of the district’s 266 teachers were not certified. Six of 

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

eleven administrators in the district was not certified for the job he/she held. According to a 

district administrator, the status of teachers’ certification, according to the DOE, was as 

follows: four teachers have licenses “pending,” on teacher was on a waiver, two teachers 

were “ready for review,” and one teacher was “not ready.” 

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district policy and the collective bargaining agreement with the district’s 

educators’ association provided incentives for teachers to continue professional development 

above and beyond the demands of the state. For example, senior teachers were able to reach a 

formal status of School Improvement Specialists (SIS) through extensive course work in a 

number of areas, such as survey development, data analysis, and technical assistance. Those 

eligible to serve as school improvement specialists applied for the position to the principal of 

their individual schools. These positions included a stipend.  

At the time of review, administrators and teachers said that the district’s culture and high 

expectations supported and retained “the best and the brightest” teachers in the system. 

Appendix B, Attachment F of the district’s most recent teachers’ contract contained several 

pages of teaching and learning principles developed, as by the Northeast Regional 

Laboratory and revised by the assessment steering committee and the district’s administrative 

cabinet. All teachers new to the profession were assigned to a mentor in the district. The 

district provided a copy of a handbook describing the mentoring program. 
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STANDARD 6. ACCESS TO QUALITY EDUCATION PROGRAMS: District and school 

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

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

support equitable participation in quality educational programs for all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district’s well-established procedures for student and staff 

attendance assisted in maintaining low absenteeism rates in the Longmeadow Public Schools. 

• 	 During the period under review, the district had well-established practices in place for the 

transitioning of students between levels, programs, and buildings. 

Indicators: 

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

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: At all levels, staff members were responsible for calling the district’s substitute 

caller to report their absences. The district’s substitute caller faxed a list of all absences with 

substitute assignments and reasons for the absence to each building office every morning. In 

addition, staff members were required to complete a leave form to request personal, vacation, 

bereavement, and/or professional time. Building principals had the authority to grant these 

requests coupled with a confirmation from the payroll department. The superintendent’s 

approval was required only when a staff member requested an absence without pay or an 

absence before or after a holiday or vacation period. 

At the high school level, an administrative assistant was designated to arrive early each day 

to compile the substitute list for the principals, as well as orient the substitutes by reviewing 

lesson plans and school procedures. At lunchtime, the substitutes met with the administrative 

assistant for a mid-day check-in to address any questions or concerns. High school staff 

members were also required to report their absence to the main office and submit their lesson 
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plans to the office for the day of their absences. In cases of emergency absences, teachers 

would call the high school and leave their lesson plans on the answering service. At times, 

department chairs would assist in providing lesson plans to substitutes when an unforeseen 

absence occurred. 

At the elementary and middle school levels, the building principals reviewed the daily 

substitute list faxed from the substitute caller, acclimated substitutes to the building, and 

informed them of their responsibilities. All principals received monthly staff absence reports 

from the payroll office to monitor staff attendance. Department chairs also included staff 

history reports as part of the teacher evaluation process. District administrators stated that 

staff absences were not an issue during the time under review. The district’s average staff 

absence rate was approximately 7.2 days per year or 96% staff attendance. This percentage 

included days taken for short-term illness or other reasons. During the period under review, 

the district maintained an average annual student attendance of 96.2%, which was 

consistently higher than the state average. 

Both of the middle schools and the high school had student attendance policies that were well 

documented in their student handbooks. Regular attendance and promptness were highlighted 

as essential components for success in school. Further, the following were listed as excused 

absences: personal illness of the student, serious illness or death in the family, family 

emergency requiring the student’s presence, quarantine because of contagious disease, severe 

storm or impassable roads, religious observances, college visitations (two-day limit), and 

family obligations other than illness. The high school policy stated that students who missed 

more than seven classes of a subject during one marking period might fail the course. If a 

student accrued seven absences, he/she was notified in writing by the administration that they 

would receive a failure for the course. District administrators indicated that it was rare for 

students to accumulate seven days and jeopardize failing a course because their attendance 

would have been monitored closely with the guidance department and administration on a 

daily basis. 
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The high school attendance policy was reviewed in homeroom classes on the first day of 

school with all students. The guidance department also addressed the attendance policy with 

students during their one-on-one advisory appointments. In addition, students and parents 

were required to sign the handbook page indicating that they had reviewed the attendance 

policy, as well as other policies explained in the handbook.  For the past three years, the high 

school used a computer system to report and monitor attendance. Student attendance was 

taken at the beginning of the day and a list of all absences was generated and placed in 

teacher mailboxes by the end of the school day. Beginning in September 2003, the high 

school implemented a new computer software program, which enabled teachers to take 

student attendance at the start of each class and track attendance from period to period. 

Guidance counselors also benefited from the new program because they were able to 

generate attendance history reports on individual students and track student attendance on a 

daily basis. When student absences were not reported to the school, teachers designated as 

class advisors were responsible for contacting the student’s home to confirm the absence. 

During the time under review, the district did not have elementary handbooks that outlined 

the student attendance policy.  At the elementary level, parents were required to call the 

school office to report a student’s absence.  If a phone call was not received, a parent from 

the Parent Teacher Organization (PTO) calling program or a health staff member placed a 

call home to confirm a student’s absence. Since 2000, the elementary schools used the same 

computer program, which was implemented at the high school in September 2003 to monitor 

student attendance. Although elementary principals had the ability to generate student 

attendance reports through this program, this only occurred when an individual student’s 

attendance came into question. Otherwise, student attendance was entered daily by the 

classroom teacher and sent to the office.   

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

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

a. 	 transition management; and 

b. dropout prevention. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 
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Evidence: Between 2000-2003, beginning at the preschool level, the district had well-

established practices and procedures for transitioning students between programs and levels. 

Preschool supervisors contacted the early intervention program to identify students with 

special needs who were ready to begin the preschool program. Preschool teachers also met 

with Kindergarten teachers and parents in the spring to discuss student needs for 

Kindergarten placement. Parents were invited to a Kindergarten orientation in the spring and 

received a Kindergarten orientation handbook with information about the school and 

Kindergarten program.   

When students with IEP’s transitioned from the elementary level to the middle schools, team 

meetings were held to discuss changing IEPs to accommodate a middle school program and 

schedule. Similarly, students with special needs transitioning from the middle school to the 

high school were discussed during spring team meetings and amendments were made to 

reflect the change from a five-day schedule to an eight-day cycle schedule. 

The transition process for all eighth grade students preparing to enter the high school began 

in the winter of their eighth grade year. In February, eighth grade students and their parents 

attended an information night hosted by the high school department chairs, guidance 

department and ninth grade teachers. At this information night, parents and students were 

able to speak with teachers and pick up materials, reading lists, and other course information. 

Eighth grade parents were also invited to a separate high school information night offered on 

another evening. In March, high school guidance counselors visited eighth grade classes to 

discuss educational opportunities at the high school, to introduce students to an eight-day 

schedule, and to practice developing a mock schedule reflective of a freshman’s program and 

courses. Following this visit to the middle school, all eighth graders met individually with a 

high school guidance counselor to select their schedules for the fall. All students received 

copies of their schedules in June and parents were required to sign and return them to the 

guidance department. On the first day of school, a half-day orientation was held for freshmen 

prior to the upperclassmen returning later in the day.   
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The district used its pre-referral team as the initial resource for dropout prevention at the high 

school level. The pre-referral team consisted of guidance counselors, social workers, special 

education teachers, classroom teachers, the school nurse, the dean, and the assistant principal. 

The pre-referral team met weekly throughout the academic year to review students 

experiencing difficulty and, at times, to discuss interventions for students at risk of dropping 

out. 

Throughout the period under review, the district maintained a minimal student dropout rate, 

which never exceeded 0.3%. The district had an established alternative program at the high 

school called the Pupil Adjustment Class (PAC). This program was designed for students 

who were at-risk of dropping out. This self-contained program offered more supervision for 

students and had a low student to teacher ratio of approximately 1:8. The PAC program also 

had a socio-emotional focus that one district administrator described as more nurturing than 

the regular high school program. Students in the PAC program were also assigned to an 

adolescent development class instructed by the substance abuse counselor, which focused on 

topics, such as, sexuality and anger management. Students in the PAC program were also 

enrolled in the core courses of English, math, science, and history. Students were able to 

move in and out of the PAC program based on their success. Decisions to move a student 

from the PAC program back into the regular high school program were determined at an 

annual team meeting. Although the amount of time students spent in the PAC program varied 

based on individual needs, a district administrator stated that there were some rare cases 

when a student spent all four of his/her high school years in the alternative program.    

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

quality educational programs for all students that address: 

a. 	 high expectations for all students; 

b. 	 participation in challenging courses; 

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: During the time under review, the district published student expectations, rubrics, 

and curriculum maps on its website. In addition, parents received copies of all curriculum 

maps. The district also had a policy in which high school students were not ranked, but were 

instead held accountable to clearly defined course expectations. 

The district had a policy in place that allowed any student to apply for a waiver to access 

advanced courses, but this required parent approval. This waiver option ensured that any 

student could participate in an AP course despite teacher recommendations, assessment 

results, and/or student performance. If a student used waivers to enter a course, parents were 

required to sign a form, which stated they would not attempt to switch to a lower level course 

if the student experienced difficulty. During the EQA’s interviews, however, district 

administrators indicated that accommodations would be made to help a student who was not 

succeeding. The guidance department was given a print out of all students who used a waiver 

to access a course each semester, so they could monitor their progress more closely. 

Regular education students received support to remain in quality programs through tutoring 

offered by National Honor Society students. These tutoring services were available to 

students during every block of each day at the high school. Special education students 

received support from their educational assistants. In particular, the educational assistants 

helped students to outline chapters and take notes. In addition to the waiver option, the 

district participated in the A Better Chance (ABC) program, which funded the cost of 

advanced placement exams for low-income students. 

4. 	 The district has well-documented policies and practices that respond to student behavior and 

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

issues in the areas of: 

a. retention; and 

b. suspension/exclusion.

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: During the time under review, the district maintained an annual retention rate of 

one percent or lower. Most of the district’s retentions occurred at the primary levels and were 

attributed to readiness issues. At the elementary level, recommendations for student 

retentions were discussed at child study team meetings and followed up with meetings with a 

student’s parents, classroom teacher, and principal. If a parent disagreed with the school’s 

recommendation for retention, a student was promoted to the next grade level.   

At the high school level, retentions usually occurred when students had not earned the 

necessary credits to be promoted to the next level. All high school students developed a four-

year planning guide with their guidance counselors to define courses and credits needed for 

promotion and graduation. If high school students were retained because of a lack of credits 

they were listed as declassified and their progress towards earning the needed credits were 

reviewed each summer prior to the start of school. 

During the time under review, the district had an average in-school suspension rate of 3.9% 

and an average out-of-school suspension rate of 2.2%. The district had a policy regarding 

suspensions adopted on March 9, 1964 that was last revised on June 26, 1989. However, 

there was no policy regarding the suspension of students in the student handbooks.   

Although the district did not have any student exclusions during the time under review, 

policies regarding expulsion and exclusion were published in the high school and middle 

school handbooks. The district policy for excluding a student from school was determined by 

the building principal, subject to approval by the superintendent, and authorized by the 

school committee. The policy also stated that a conduct report would be sent to the local 

police department. Expelled students were given the opportunity to appeal to the 

superintendent within ten days of the expulsion. Some examples of expulsion included, 

possession of a dangerous weapon, possession of a controlled substance, assaults on staff, 

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the time under review, the district had a limited number of transient or 

mobile students. Therefore, students new to the district were registered and placed in classes 

following routine procedures. New students’ needs were identified through a review of 

previous school records and assessments administered by the district’s reading consultants. 

At the high school level, new students met with guidance counselors to develop schedules 

and review the district’s expectations. The district special education director was also 

designated as the district’s homeless coordinator.   

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The Longmeadow Public Schools had a policy regarding professional staff 

assignments and transfers, which was adopted on September 14, 1964. The policy stated, 

“When it is considered in the best interests in the school system, personnel may be 

transferred between classes and schools at the discretion of the superintendent.”   

District administrators described the hiring process as the vehicle for ensuring that the best 

certified candidate was assigned to a position or course, which matched his/her expertise. 

Once teachers were in the district’s employment, department heads made decisions regarding 

teacher assignments. Teachers were allowed to request which courses they would like to 

teach on a year-to-year basis. The district also paid for teachers to receive advanced 

placement training through the C++ program in Vermont. 
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Standard 7. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING: The district has 

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

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

assistants, and professional support teams 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 For the period under examination, the Longmeadow Public Schools exceeded its foundation 

budget for professional development.  

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district’s professional development plan was primarily developed 

based on student performance and achievement results. 

• 	 The district’s professional development plan addressed the needs of all staff members, 

including: administrators, teachers, para-professionals, clerical, and custodial staff. 

• 	 The district’s professional development plan identified district needs in data analysis skills, 

curriculum frameworks, and diverse learning styles.  

Indicators: 

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

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

plan to address these identified needs for all: 

a. principals;

b. Teachers; and 

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

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: The district had professional growth committees at each school that were 

responsible for identifying professional development needs at the building level. The 

committees consisted of teachers and administrators and met monthly. Each school’s 

committee had representation on the district’s professional growth committee for determining 
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professional development needs district-wide. The district professional growth committee 

generated and disseminated professional development surveys to seek input from all staff 

regarding professional development opportunities and interests. Survey results were 

submitted to the assistant superintendent of instructional services for review. 

Principals identified their professional development needs through their Individual 

Professional Development Plans, which were approved by the superintendent.  In addition, 

principals discussed professional development during Administrative Cabinet meetings with 

central office administrators. During the time under review, principals participated in on

going legal issues workshops and training in the Baldrige model. 

During the time under review, teachers also received training on the Baldrige model through 

a one-day mandatory orientation. Further training was offered on a voluntary basis to 

teachers who wanted to implement the model in their classrooms and tie it with curriculum. 

Teachers and administrators reported that the Baldrige model permeated data decision-

making across the district and each of its schools. District teachers were also trained in the 

Baldrige model as a means for training additional staff members.   

The district offered four full-day professional development days to all staff members. The 

district expectation required all staff members to participate in professional development 

activities on these days. For example, clerical staff received training in the Power Point 

program. Para-professionals and teaching assistants were trained through the office of pupil 

support services. 

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

professional development within the confines of the foundation budget. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Since 1998, the district consistently exceeded the state requirement for 

professional development. The professional development budget included staff salaries 

during professional development days and for substitutes when classroom teachers took 
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professional development days off-site. According to the DOE’s figures, the district spent 

197% of its foundation budget on professional development compared to the state’s 

percentage of 129%. 

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

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

b. 	 evaluation results of programs and services; and 

c. evaluations of professional staff and administrators. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: A district administrator indicated that analyses of student assessment data 

disaggregated by student subgroup was frequently not done, because the subgroups were 

small enough that they could be analyzed on an individual basis. Regular education teachers 

expressed an interest in learning more about special education. A professional development 

course was then offered, Special Education for Regular Education Teachers. The 

administrator said the course was well attended and well received by the teachers. All 

professional development offerings included an evaluation instrument. The professional 

growth committee reviewed all evaluations at the end of the year. Professional staff and 

administrators developed Individual Professional Development Plans that focused on 

targeted goals that were aligned with the district’s professional development goals. 

Administrators were evaluated annually on the progress towards their goals and teachers 

reviewed their goals on a bi-annual basis with their immediate supervisors.   

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

curriculum frameworks, participatory decision-making, community and parental 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In the Longmeadow Public Schools, state curriculum frameworks were reviewed 

and curriculum maps were updated during the first professional development day of the 

school year. Mentors also reviewed curriculum frameworks with their mentees during the 
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course of the school year. The curriculum frameworks provided the structure upon which 

curriculum mapping revolved and student test data was examined. Using the Baldrige 

criteria, decision-making on developing curriculum maps and using student data was 

participatory. 

The district prioritized parent and community involvement in choosing professional 

development. The assistant superintendent of instructional services offered a training session 

in Baldrige and other curriculum matters to parents and the community, as well as the district 

learning team comprised of students, teachers, administrators, and community members. 

Teams met monthly as focus groups during the school year to address issues related to 

student achievement and school reform. An agenda was posted and minutes were kept for 

these meetings. 

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

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

Curriculum Accommodation Plan. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the time under review, all staff acquired data analysis skills through their 

professional development offerings and from the data specialist (SIS) in their own schools. 

For example, a sample of an Affinity diagram activity completed on the first professional 

development day in August 2003 asked teachers to identify how they used student 

assessment results to improve student learning.   

Software programs, such as, TestWiz were purchased and used by the district to streamline 

the interpretation of data including MCAS test results. One teacher at each school received a 

stipend to serve as a data analyst specialist to aid the teachers and administrators in 

interpreting data analyses to improve student achievement.   

The current draft of the District Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP) focused on 

helping regular education teachers in accommodating diverse learning styles in their 
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classrooms. District administrators indicated that teachers had been trained in multiple 

intelligence awareness and differentiated instruction. Two such professional development 

topics referenced in the DCAP were “research-based methods of teaching and assessing 

reading and writing,” and “autism spectrum disorders.” 

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Every administrator had a yearly evaluation by the superintendent. At that time 

his/her progress in professional development was reviewed. Teachers’ Individual 

Professional Development Plans were reviewed by the principal bi-annually. According to 

the assistant superintendent of instructional services, all administrators and teachers were 

kept current on matters of state re-certification. Many teachers took 15 additional credits to 

become School Improvement Specialists (SISs). That step also included a salary increase. 

Those administrators and teachers interviewed believed that the district’s culture and 

expectations motivated them to pursue their individual professional development regardless 

of credits earned or salary increases. 

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district provided professional development course offerings that were directly 

linked with the district’s strategic goals and identified school improvement plan goals. The 

development of the professional development plan was discussed during administrative 

cabinet meetings among central office administrators and principals to ensure proper 

alignment with district and school improvement goals. 
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Domain C: Student Academic and Support Services

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
D

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

 Standards Indicators Total 
omain C - Academic Support Services 

S8 - Student Academic Support Services 
Excellent N/A N/A N/A 
Satisfactory N/A N/A N/A 
Poor N/A N/A N/A 
Unsatisfactory N/A N/0A N/A 

Standard 8. STUDENT ACADEMIC SUPPORT SERVICES: The district provides 

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

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

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

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

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 In the Longmeadow Public Schools, during the latter part of the period under review, the 

district had developed a draft version of the district’s curriculum accommodation plan, which 

was in its initial stages of implementation at the time of the EQA’s on-site visit in November 

2003. 

• 	 For the period under examination, the district provided a variety of academic support services 

based on the analysis of student performance assessments, which ensured that students met 

grade-level performance expectations. 

Indicators: 

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

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

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

education. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The district developed a draft District Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP) 

for the 2002-2003 academic year, which identified strategies for addressing: assistance to 

regular education teachers for analyzing and accommodating students’ needs, support 

services available through the regular education program, reading instruction, teacher 

mentoring, parental involvement, adjustments in school schedules to accommodate all 

learners, a review of curriculum in relation to state learning standards, a review of school 

polices and discipline codes, staffing and consultation for behavioral and literacy 

development, and homework assistance. Longmeadow’s DCAP’s components tied in with 

the three district goals of: (1) enhancing and strengthening learning, (2) making data-driven 

decisions, and (3) deploying and managing resources in a systematic way.   

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

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

classroom; and  

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: At all levels, the district relied on child study teams or pre-referral teams to help 

identify strategies and services for analyzing and accommodating students’ needs in the 

regular classroom setting. The district also offered in-house professional growth courses for 

staff on topics, such as, “special education for regular educators”, “research-based methods 

of teaching and assessing reading and writing”, and “autism spectrum disorders.” In addition, 

Individual Student Success Plans (ISSPs) identified strategies to accommodate individual 

learning styles. Services and support offered within the regular classroom included Reading 

Recovery at Grade 1, in-class support provided by the reading consultant at each building, 

and assistance from the school social worker and school adjustment counselor.   

3. 	 Components of the DCAP include the following: 

a. 	 direct and systematic instruction in reading; 

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

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

and 

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

and accommodate the needs of students. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: At the elementary level, guided reading, reading centers, phonemic awareness, 

and an anthology-based reading program were used to provide reading instruction. Reading 

Recovery was offered to first grade students who required additional support. A twelve-week 

intervention reading program was developed for students in grades three and four who 

needed remedial reading support. At the high school level, a study skills course and a reading 

skills college preparatory course were offered to students. 

During the time under review, the district employed four full-time social workers who were 

assigned to individual buildings and provided support for students with intense behavioral 

needs. Additionally, the district contracted with behavioral and autism consultants on an as 

needed basis. An alternative program was offered at the high school for students whose 

behavior interfered with the learning process. Each school also had one school adjustment 

counselor assigned to the building. 

All teachers in the district who were new to the practice of teaching were required to 

participate in the district’s mentoring program. The district’s mentor program was both 

formal and comprehensive. All mentors were trained through Teachers 21 and received a 

stipend of $1,965.50 per year. Mentors and mentees kept data on classroom observations and 

contact time throughout the year.  Grade level team meetings, monthly curriculum meetings, 

and the MCAS test analysis meetings provided opportunities for further teacher 

collaboration. Parental involvement was encouraged through established committees, such 

as, parent teacher organizations, parent activity councils, school councils and the district 

learning team. 
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The district offered professional development courses that were designed to assist classroom 

teachers in meeting the needs of all students. Interdisciplinary Teaching Strategies and Peer 

Coaching were two courses offered on a regular basis to teachers that reviewed practical 

techniques for meeting students’ needs.   

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

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

support services that are offered. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, the district embraced the Baldrige model to guide data-

driven decision-making. The MCAS assessment results were reviewed at administrative 

cabinet meetings and analyzed by district administrators and the MCAS test analysis teams to 

inform changes to academic support services. For example, a change was made to the 

sequence of math courses at the high school as a result of analyzing the MCAS test data. The 

office of pupil services also hired tutors to assist both regular and special education students 

who needed additional support in ELA or math as a result of performance on the MCAS 

tests. 

5. 	 Beginning at the Kindergarten level, the district uses data available from classroom teachers 

and standardized tests to: 

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district administered Kindergarten readiness screenings to all students.  At the 

elementary level, guided reading strategies, such as running records were used at some 

schools to identify students who were not meeting grade level benchmarks. Writing prompts 

were administered at the beginning and end of each academic year to assess students’ writing 

progress. End-of-level tests and unit tests embedded in the adopted curriculum programs 
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were administered on a regular basis. Results from the MELA-O and LAS-R tests were used 

to identify ELL students who were not meeting grade-level performance expectations.   

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under examination, a reading consultant was employed at every 

elementary school in the district. Early literacy teams consisting of reading consultants, 

classroom teachers, and special education teachers met regularly at the Kindergarten and first 

and second grade levels. Reading Recovery was offered to Grade 1 students who were not 

meeting grade level expectations. A twelve-week intervention reading program provided 

support to students in Grades 3 and 4 who required additional reading assistance. 

7. 	 The district develops Student Success Plans for all students who qualify for them, and the 

Plans contain the components required by statute. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: According to the EQA’s interviews with building principals, during the time 

under review, the district developed Individual Student Success Plans (ISSPs) for any student 

who scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category on the MCAS test.  In addition, the district had 

a district-wide student success activity plan which guided the development of Individual 

Student Success Plans and the identification of students at all grade levels who scored below 

level two on the MCAS assessments. 
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Domain D: Leadership and Governance

Satisfactory 

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

Goal Setting, Policies & Planning 
Excellent 

1 

1 2 

0 0 
1 1 

3 4 

0 0 
1 1 

5 6 

0 0 
1 1 

7 8 

0 0 
1 N/A 

9 10 

N/A N/A 
N/A 8 

Total 

0 

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

Management 
S10 - Organizational & Human Resource 

Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A 8 
Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 

Standard 9. ORGANIZATIONAL LEADERSHIP: DIRECTION, GOAL SETTING, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

analyses of student achievement data. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district provided clear leadership and direction using the Baldrige 

Performance Approach. 

• 	 In Longmeadow, the district’s school improvement plans and goals were aligned with the 

district’s improvement plan and goals.  
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Indicators: 

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

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district developed a strategic plan over fifteen years ago. The present version 

of the plan adopted from the Baldrige Performance process had resulted in three district 

improvement goals. The process of arriving at those three goals was well understood by the 

administrative staff and the district leadership. In earlier versions of the strategic plan there 

were 33 goals, which were found to be unwieldy and resulted in the focusing on three key 

goals with eight strategic objectives. 

The district and its schools were focused on student performance and educational 

improvement starting with a five-word mission statement, “Eyes on the Child–Learning.” 

The school committee had a policy that fostered high expectations for organizational 

effectiveness. At the same time, the school committee had a practice of adopting and 

indexing its policy actions, which were then made available to schools and the public in 

public libraries and school handbooks. 

Documentation of the organizational and managerial initiative entitled, The Baldrige 

Performance Approach had been captured in several pamphlets and reports available to the 

public and the staff of the schools. Meeting of district-wide committees such as the district 

leadership team, the curriculum planning council, and the professional growth committee 

were carried out with pre-planned agendas and with minute/notes prepared promptly and 

posted on the district’s blackboard. These minutes were available to interested parties at the 

superintendent’s office. 
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2. 	 The District Improvement Plan (DIP) incorporates the district’s vision and mission statement, 

and the analysis of student achievement data drives the development, implementation, and 

modification of educational programs, services, and practices. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In Longmeadow, the district improvement plan was incorporated into the district 

strategic plan and contained a clear and distinct mission. Its component goals and objectives 

were aligned and coherent. The Baldrige process adopted by the district for continuous 

improvement purposes committed the school committee and the superintendent and his staff 

to regular reviews and reevaluation of progress on the district’s goals. One of the three goals 

stated that decisions were based upon data-driven processes and access to information.   

3. 	The school improvement plan (SIP) for every school is aligned with the district’s mission 

statement and the analysis of student achievement data drives the development, 

implementation, modification of educational programs, services, and practices.   

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, school councils in each school in the district established an 

annual school improvement plan, which was aligned with the district improvement plan and 

incorporated the federal No Child Left Behind (NCLB) goals. Goals were acted on and 

assessed to modify educational services and practices in the schools. The goals were clearly 

stated and focused on student learning and improvement of learning environments. For 

example, each school developed an improvement target, which became the focus for 

modifications to instructional programs.   

4. 	 District leaders monitor student achievement data throughout the year, considering the goals 

identified in the DIP and individual SIPs and implements programs, policies, and services 

that are most likely to result in improved student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the time under examination, the analysis and evaluation of goal progress was 

a continuous process in the district. The administrative cabinet examined progress on goals at 
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least twice a year and the results were shared with the teaching staff and the community at 

school committee meetings. The superintendent published and circulated his progress with 

ratings of ‘On Track’ and/or ‘Completed.’ The teaching staff was heavily involved in the 

process during 2003 by which the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) assessment and goals for 

2006 were prepared and submitted to federal authorities. 

5. 	 All of the district’s administrators are appropriately certified in their area(s) of responsibility. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The school district teacher certification survey submitted by the district to the 

EQA in July 2003, indicated that two of the twelve administrators were not certified for the 

jobs that they held. At the time of the EQA visit in November 2003, only one of the district’s 

administrators remained uncertified for the job he/she held. In addition, one building 

principal was waiting certification from the DOE at the time of the on-site visit. 

6. 	 The leadership reports annually to the school committee, staff, and community concerning 

the extent to which the implementation of the DIP and SIPs have or have not resulted in 

improved student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The superintendent formally reported to the school committee and the community 

in an open session twice a year on the progress of student achievement goals. In addition, 

each school council presented yearly at a school committee session. School council members 

assessed progress of the previous year’s goals and determined their goals for the upcoming 

academic year. As a matter of practice, the school committee by a formal vote endorsed the 

school improvement plans for each school in the district. Administrators and the 

superintendent prepared “school reports,” which included student performance progress. 

These reports were circulated through newsletters to parents and the school community. 
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7. 	The superintendent is evaluated annually on the districts state assessment results and 

implementation of the DIP. This performance evaluation serves as the basis for improving 

the future job performance of the superintendent. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The Longmeadow School Committee had a well-established policy for evaluating 

the superintendent that required a public evaluation of the superintendent. The 

superintendent’s progress on goals was evaluated and feedback was given for each goal. A 

rating form on the superintendent’s proficiencies was discussed and each school board 

member rated the superintendent. The ratings were compiled and shared with the 

superintendent. This process took a significant part of at least two meetings per year. Ideas 

for improvement and refinements were discussed in order to help the superintendent improve 

the management of the district. 

The superintendent submitted an annual self-assessment to the school committee based on 

the progress and implementation of the district improvement plan. The self-assessment 

measured progress derived from data and a summary of progress and status towards each 

goal. The school committee prepared an annual evaluation of the superintendent, which rated 

his performance in the following categories: the relationship with the school committee, the 

community relationships, staff and personal relationships, educational leadership, business 

and finance, and personal qualities. 

8. 	 Principals are evaluated annually on school state assessment results and the implementation 

of their respective SIPs. These performance evaluations serve as the basis for improving 

future job performance of the principals. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under examination, the superintendent evaluated each of the 

members of the district staff and all of the principals on a management-by-objectives process, 

which included: goal setting, school visits, and reviews of progress on student achievement 
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goals. Self-evaluations completed by the principals were a significant component of the 

evaluation process. Written evaluations based on the process were completed in a timely 

fashion. 

Standard 10. ORGANIZATIONAL AND HUMAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT: The 

district has organizational structures, policies, collective bargaining agreements, procedures, and 

practices with clear lines of authority, responsibility, and accountability. Teacher 

retention/turnover rates are within reason. Together, these elements promote efficient and 

effective district operation and facilitate achievement for all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 For the period under examination, the district leadership demonstrated a solid commitment to 

involving teachers, parents, and community in its organizational planning process. 

Indicators: 
1. 	The superintendent, in regular meetings with administrators and members of the school 

committee, develops a coherent vision statement and DIP designed to achieve it. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory  

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, the superintendent convened public meetings with the school 

committee weekly, and the administrative cabinet twice monthly, and a major task for these 

groups was to develop annual goals for the district. The district was guided by a brief mission 

statement, “Eyes on the Child–Learning,“ which was developed several years ago in the 

strategic planning process. 

The district made a commitment to follow the Baldrige Educational Criteria for 

Performance Excellence. Several school committee members and all of the administrative 

staff completed extensive training in this continuous learning model. The district learning 

team consisted of a teacher from every school appointed by the educators’ association and 

parents appointed by the local school improvement councils, along with other community 

members and students, all serving as a “think tank” for the superintendent. This group met 
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monthly and one learning topic and its assessment was on the agenda each month. All of 

these stakeholders actively contributed to the goals and objectives of the district 

improvement plan. 

2. 	 The superintendent delegates the educational and operational management of the schools to 

the building principals and program directors. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In interviews with the EQA the building principals affirmed their understanding 

of the responsibilities delegated to them by the superintendent. They were active decision-

makers in the hiring process of professional staff, they generated detailed budget plans for 

inclusion in the central budget, they planned and carried out professional growth activities, 

and they understood how to use coordinators’ services to advance instructional and curricular 

practices in their building. The superintendent and the school committee spoke of their desire 

not to micromanage the district, which was overtly site-based in its management. The use of 

goal-setting and goal progress as a major means of monitoring delegated responsibilities and 

authority was a part of the organizational culture of the district. 

3. 	 The district leaders ensure that: 

a. 	 all principals have an opportunity to discuss published policies and district improvement 

plans; and 

b. 	 the district uses system-wide and intra-district communication systems to keep all faculty 

and staff well informed and to provide avenues for response. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The administrative cabinet served as a major mode for developing understanding 

of published policies and as participants in the development of the district improvement plan. 

Attendees at cabinet meetings incurred the responsibility of sharing the notes and concerns 

that arose in the meetings.  As budget issues came to the forefront over the past few years, all 

staff members were informed regularly of the discussions of possible staff and program 

reductions. 
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The district’s Educators’ Association, which represented teachers and other professional staff 

members, appointed one of its members to the administrative cabinet. An association 

representative also served on the district professional growth team and the district learning 

team as a catalyst for communication between the administration and teachers.  The district 

had an established intra-net link called ‘blackboard’ on which administrative policies were 

disseminated to all stakeholders. 

4. 	The district publishes a current organizational chart that indicates clear lines of 

responsibility. Job descriptions for all personnel on the organizational chart are published and 

available to all faculty and staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district published an organizational chart that indicated clear lines of 

responsibility. Job descriptions for all personnel on the organizational chart were published 

and available to all faculty and staff. The current organizational chart was developed in light 

of 2002-2003 staff reductions. It laid out line authority in the district. 

Job descriptions for all professional and non-professional staff were published and 

disseminated to pertinent staff with input from different bargaining units. Job descriptions 

were revised on an as needed basis. All job descriptions were up-to-date with the exception 

of the instructional aides, which were under revision by a committee of central staff and unit 

members. 

5. 	 The district has a process for the recruitment and hiring of staff, which involves appropriate 

administrative and staff participation.  The process is perceived as fair and open and focuses 

on identifying and acquiring the most qualified individuals for each position. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: While the district had no designated personnel officer, the members of the 

administrative and school staff understood their roles and responsibilities in the recruitment 

and hiring of new staff. The superintendent used an open process when he carried out a 

search for a new principal, which included input from the school committee and a selection 
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committee consisting of other administrators, teachers, and parents. The superintendent’s 

memorandum on the hiring process included guidelines for the interview process and 

reasonable timelines for the selection committee to report back to him with the 

recommendation of three finalists. The selection committee participants were reminded that 

candidates were to have a focus on children and learning, be able to use data, and be lifelong 

learners. 

6. 	The district ensures that all personnel records are carefully compiled, maintained, and 

available to all appropriate faculty and staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s personnel records were maintained in the central office by a district 

administrative assistant and were available to staff members authorized to examine personnel 

files. 

7. 	The district actively undertakes efforts to provide teachers new to the district and to the 

profession with coaches and mentors in their respective roles. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory  

Evidence: The district trained a group of mentors who were assigned to new-to-the-

profession teachers. All mentors volunteered to serve in this role and received 15 hours of 

mentoring and coaching training, as well as a stipend. The principals and coordinators paid 

special attention to experienced teachers who were new to the district. All new teachers 

received training on the Baldrige Quality Performance Process used by the district. 

8. 	The district routinely recognizes the accomplishments of its professional and support staff 

and has low rates of employee turnover, especially among qualified staff with professional 

status. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory  

Evidence: The district maintained a low staff turnover rate during the period under review. 

While there was no compensation-related recognition program the district had practices, 

which called attention to awards, major achievements, and special accomplishments of the 
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members of the professional staff. Several schools in the district received recognition as 

National Blue Ribbon Schools and Massachusetts’ Compass Schools and one principal was 

the 2003 Massachusetts Principal of the Year. All were publicly given accolades at the 

school committee’s public meetings. 
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Domain E: Business and Financial Management 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
D

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 10 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 8 
0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Standards   Indicators Total 
omain E - Business & 

 Financial Management 
S11 - Budget Preparation & Development 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S12 - Financial & Capital Asset Management 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

Longmeadow’s Chapter 70 Funding and Net School Spending FY1993 to 2003: For the 11

year period since the Massachusetts Education Reform Act, FY1993 to FY2003, Longmeadow 

met the state mandated Net School Spending Requirement. For the period between FY1993 and 

FY2003, Chapter 70 Aid to Longmeadow increased 144.2% (from $1,732,583 to $4,231,500). 

Longmeadow’s Required Local Contribution increased 36.9% (from $14,030,024 to 

$19,203,423). However, Longmeadow’s Actual Local Contribution to meet the Net School 

Spending Requirement for the same time period increased 67.0% (from $14,030,024 to 

$23,434,923). For the period since the Education Reform Act, Longmeadow received a total of 

$30,900,237 in Chapter 70 Aid and was required to raise locally $178,181,592. From 2000 to 

2003, Chapter 70 Aid was $15,535,726 and the Required Local Contribution was $72,662,024. 

For the period between FY1993 and FY2003, Longmeadow’s foundation enrollment increased 

21.3% and its student headcount increased 20.7%. Between FY2000 and FY2003, its foundation 

enrollment increased 5.9% and its student headcount increased 4.4%. 
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Standard 11. BUDGET PREPARATION AND DEVELOPMENT: The district has a budget 

preparation and development process that ensures full consideration and effective use of 

available resources essential for district and school operations focused on student achievement. 

The school committee, superintendent, administrators, faculty, staff, parents, and members of the 

community meet their responsibility to ensure that the school budget and appropriation meet the 

educational and achievement needs of all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district’s budget was developed with the use of student achievement 

data to inform district and school goals. 

• 	 For the period under review, there was an on-going effort between the school committee, 

community, superintendent, and staff to provide the financial resources to maintain high 

student achievement. 

Indicators: 
1. 	 There are clear, well-documented procedures for the development of the district’s budget to 

ensure input from all staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: There was a well-understood budget development process in the district. The 

town accountant, working with the town council appropriations committee, forwarded a 

revenue projection and spending limit to the school director of business services. The 

superintendent and director of business services apportioned this figure by projected school 

enrollment and sent it to school principals along with instructions for the budget process and 

a timeline and listing of core support staffing.  A printout of staff costs accompanied these 

materials the past year. Principals were given leeway to work with the staff and PTOs in 

developing budget requests. The superintendent and director of business met with each 

principal to review requests. The district leadership cabinet reviewed all budget requests and 

programs, per meeting agendas, for presentation to the school committee and then the town 

meeting in May.     
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2. 	Relevant budget decisions are premised on a clear, well-documented, systemic analysis of 

student performance data as well as other pertinent information. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district leadership cabinet had access to and analyzed student performance 

data to inform budget decisions at the school and district level.  In one instance, after having 

determined that more support services were needed to increase student performance on the 

MCAS test, the district determining the current absence of available resources, decided to 

apply for a grant from an outside source. One department head used her analysis of the 

MCAS test data as a rationale for requesting a new textbook series. Data consultants (school 

improvement specialists) helped school staff analyze student achievement data. The role of 

the director of business was to efficiently and effectively implement those decisions. 

Therefore he was removed from the analysis of student achievement data. The school 

committee approved the budget that included historical trends and comparisons with other 

districts, after having performed a line-by-line review. 

3. 	The district’s budget process is clear and well -documented and integrates district and school 

improvement plans, long-term goals, and action plans. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: A district administrator indicated that schools integrated budget requests with 

school improvement plans.  District level budget requests were aligned with the district 

strategic goals. In particular, the district goal of acquiring resources and managing them 

systemically and systematically in a cost effective manner guided the budget process. 

Provisions to support school improvement plan goals were allocated based upon alignment 

with the district strategic plan. 

4. 	The district allocates its resources to accomplish targeted initiatives and objectives at the 

district and school levels to improve student achievement for all student populations. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: School administrators ensured that the district priority of retaining small class 

sizes was accomplished by focusing on budgetary decisions concerning personnel. Funds 

were allocated to schools on a student per capita basis based upon student population 

forecasts. Schools received additional funds for serving students with disabilities through the 

office of pupil services. The district experienced difficulty in purchasing new textbook 

adoptions that were aligned with the curriculum frameworks due to the lack of an allocation 

in the budget. Textbook purchases were made only when surplus funds became available 

during the course of the school year. Building principals had discretion over their budgets 

and were able to use supply funds or grant monies to buy new textbooks.   

5. 	 The district, as part of its budget process, implements a review process to determine the cost 

effectiveness of all of its programs, initiatives, and activities. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: While there was no formal, systemic evaluation process to determine the cost 

effectiveness of programs, all district and school administrators understood cost-effectiveness 

issues. For example, the director of business, in addition to continuously evaluating the 

business side of the organization, assessed the expenses of programs. In one particular 

instance as a result of that assessment, the district’s leased space was increased to the Lower 

Pioneer Valley Collaborative (LPVC) to realize credit for administrative costs in special 

education. 

6. 	 The district’s budget document is clear, complete, current, and understandable and provides 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The fiscal year budget submitted to the EQA showed the previous three fiscal 

years expenditures, which included full-time equivalent positions and details of the town 

appropriation and choice. It also provided a background for budget decisions that included 

data from fiscal year 1996 to the present. The document was consistent with the DOE chart 

of accounts, and was broken out by school and by regular/special education. While the EQA 

analysis of the District’s Final End-of-Year Pupil and Financial Report Schedules 19 vs. 
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Schedules 1 comparison indicated that the expenditures for administration were repeatedly 

greater than those budgeted, all other category cost expenditures were within budget limits.   

7. 	The budget and district’s expenditures are adequate to provide for appropriate levels of 

staffing, professional development, materials, supplies, and equipment. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: According to the DOE District Profile, in 2001 the district spent a greater 

percentage of its foundation budget on teaching, aides, clerical, professional development, 

and books and equipment than the statewide averages for those expenditure items. The same 

source also indicated that the average teacher in Longmeadow earned $49,582 in 2001, as 

compared with a $48,649 average salary for the state. The EQA analysis of the district’s 

Final End-of-Year Pupil and Financial Reports for fiscal years 1998 to 2002, indicated the 

expenditures for administration increased dramatically, by 29.6% during this period. The 

increase was primarily in the area of administrative technology (719.2%) and administrative 

support (36.3%). Expenditures for professional development remained steady during this 

period, 28% to 90% above the state requirements. Net school spending was at or above the 

average requirement for the period under review. The district had been unable to purchase 

textbooks for new curriculum adoptions that were aligned with the curriculum frameworks 

due to the lack of an allocation in the budget. Historically, textbook purchases were made 

when surplus funds became available at the end of the fiscal year.    

8. 	 The community provides sufficient financial resources to ensure an educational program of 

quality, as evidenced by a sufficient district revenue levy. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The EQA analysis of revenue indicated that the town funded the schools at or 

above the required local contribution during the years under review. After the voters of the 

town first defeated a $3.6 million override of Proposition 2½ for fiscal year 2003, they 

approved an override for $2 million later in the same fiscal year. The Town also annually 

reimbursed the schools for special education costs incurred above and beyond the budgeted 

amount.  School and town relations were strained during the later years under review, 
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because of disagreements regarding the spending limit. The Longmeadow Educational 

Foundation raised $50,000 for supplemental school services. 

9. 	Financial and audit reports are prepared and submitted in a timely manner to appropriate 

agencies. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: While the DOE End-of-Year report, was usually a month or two late, it was 

accepted without sanction by the DOE. Reports on grants, however, were submitted in a 

timely manner. 

10. Decisions resulting in changes in budget appropriations are made based on the analysis of 

student data to maximize the opportunities for the achievement of all students. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: As with budget requests, decisions resulting in changes in budget appropriations 

were made at the school and cabinet level based on student achievement data. Changes to the 

budget were submitted to the town accountant by December of each year. 
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Standard 12. FINANCIAL AND CAPITAL ASSET MANAGEMENT: The district 

maintains adequate accounting and financial reporting procedures. This is done to inform 

district-level and school-level decision-makers to ensure effective and efficient managerial 

control over the use of all funds, to acquire and efficiently manage supplemental funding, and to 

promote student achievement and accountability to the public. The condition, management, and 

maintenance of facilities encourage public support for education and are conducive to promoting 

high levels of student achievement. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district’s accounting procedures led to adequately informed 

decision-makers. 

• 	 In Longmeadow, a manually maintained and disjointed financial management system 

hindered the effective communication of funding issues. 

• 	 The district’s school facilities were efficiently and effectively maintained and were adequate 

to promote student learning. 

Indicators: 
1. 	School committee policies and administrative procedures are clear regarding the processes 

and expectations for expenditures, transfers, and investment of funds with the district’s 

budget and the expenditure of any district funds. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Staff involved in budget processes and expectations had similar understandings of 

the policies and procedures. The district was in compliance with Chapter 30B of the MGL. 

The school committee policy on budget transfer authority outlined specific guidelines for the 

transfer and expenditure of funds from the budget. These guidelines identified the necessary 

authority according to the amount of the expenditure/transfer. There was also a form used to 

facilitate the transfers. A district administrator indicated that the district did not invest any 

funds during the period under review. 
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2. 	 Regular, timely, accurate, and complete financial reports are made to the school committee 

and the public. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The head accountant, under the supervision of the director of business services, 

coordinated the preparation of the DOE-required End-of-the-Year Reports along with the 

special education staff and the town accountant. In Longmeadow, the Town’s automated 

computer system, CompuSense, helped to generate monthly budget reports for both the 

school principals and the school committee. Town officials only needed to review the 

computer screen displays of data. However, the End-of-the-Year report was frequently 

generated late due to other district priorities at that time of the year. Nevertheless, a copy was 

forwarded annually to the school committee who responded with few comments or edits. 

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

accurate manner. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: As noted above, the End-of-the-Year report, while not filed on a timely basis was 

accepted without penalty by the DOE. Further, special education reports were accurately 

filed on time. 

4. 	The district uses efficient accounting technology that integrates district-level financial 

information with the financial information of each school, and allows financial managers and 

principals to accurately track spending against the budget on a regular basis. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district used the Town’s computerized accounting system, CompuSense, to 

process financial expenditures and generate monthly budget reports for principals. Some 

principals kept their own ledgers to track expenses. Checks generated from purchase orders 

were received, on average, three weeks after initiation of the request. A town official stated 

that the CompuSense system was purchased because of its user-friendly format. However, 

because the data in that system could not be downloaded, the director of business services 
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developed another database in Microsoft Access to track and project personnel costs. The 

Access database generated a one-page statement of salary, benefits, and leave time for each 

employee, who was sent a copy to verify its accuracy. The Access database also produced for 

principals an annual report listing all personnel costs. 

5. 	 The district reviews student achievement data and the reviews are reflected in its financial 

decisions. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The superintendent and administrative cabinet, each of whom reviewed student 

achievement data, made financial decisions. As noted above, financial decisions were made 

at the schools and cabinet level, each of whom had access to and analyzed student 

performance data. Data consultants (school improvement specialists) helped school staff 

analyze student achievement data.   

6. 	 The district regularly employs: 

a. 	 certified business officials, 

b. 	 purchasing agents with MCPPO credentials, 

c. 	appropriate independent financial auditing services and implements their 

recommendations to ensure efficient and quality financial systems. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The director of business services, who began in the position in the spring of 2002, 

was not certified as a school business manager, but rather, he held a bachelor’s degree in 

finance and a law degree. The previous director of business services was certified as a school 

business administrator. The purchasing agents, the town accountant, and the architect of the 

school renovation projects, each held MCCPO credentials. The district employed an 

independent firm to conduct audits in fiscal years 2000, 2001, and 2002.  The management 

letter for fiscal year 2002 found that a purchase of computers was not in compliance with 

state bidding laws. The district cited a state regulation exempting the purchase from those 

laws but did not provide the town accountant documentation of that regulation. The 
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management letters for all three years found that the student activity accounts were not in 

compliance. The town official to whom it was that recommended that these accounts be 

transferred refused to take on that responsibility because of insufficient staff to administer 

them.    

7. 	 The district uses reliable forecast mechanisms and control procedures to ensure that spending 

is within fiscal budget limits. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district forecasted student populations using previous class enrollments and 

census data and, as noted above, the district developed an Access database to forecast 

personnel costs to develop the budget. Once in place the budget limits were set in the town 

CompuSense system for ready monitoring through the report process noted above. The 

district returned money back to the town for the reserve fund.  However, the EQA analysis of 

the district’s Final End-of-Year Pupil and Financial Report Schedules 19 vs. Schedules 1 

comparison indicated that during fiscal years 2000, 2001, and 2002, the expenditures for 

administration were repeatedly greater than the those budgeted, by 22.6%, 30.6%, and 

52.6%, respectively. All other category cost expenditures were within budget limits.       

8. 	 The district has a system in place to: 

a. 	 ensure that that state bidding laws are followed; 

b. 	 monitor special revenue funds, revolving accounts, and fee structures related to them to 

ensure that they are well-managed and efficiently used; 

c. 	 monitor and track instructional assets such as texts, materials, supplies, and equipment to 

ensure efficient and maximum utilization; and 

d. 	 track its assets in accordance with GASB No.34. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district was in compliance with state bidding laws, except for one instance in 

the purchasing of computers in fiscal year 2002. Data about most funds and accounts were 

kept in the CompuSense system. Many of the funds, however, were not kept on a central 

database. Rather, information for these funds was stored on various spreadsheet files on a 

number of administrative staff’s computers. Data on instructional assets was kept at the 
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school level. The district had only just begun the process of inventorying its assets in 

accordance with GASB No. 34. 

9. 	 The district implements preventive maintenance programs for buildings and equipment that 

are reviewed on a regular basis and are related to the district’s long-term capital needs. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s costs for maintenance were below the state average. Data on the 

operation of those programs were reported to the director of business services from school 

administrators and the director of maintenance. The director of business services provided an 

independent review of inventories for all capital planning needs by conducting personal 

walk-throughs of school buildings and communicating via electronic mail with school 

principals. 

10. Educational and program facilities are of adequate size, clean, safe, well-lit, well 

maintained, and conducive to promoting the learning process. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district recently completed its renovation of the three elementary schools. 

While the two middle schools and high school were older, their condition, according to a 

district administrator, did not adversely affect student learning. Direct observation from visits 

to the schools confirmed the adequacy of the facilities. 
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Appendix A: Proficiency Index 

The Proficiency Index is a metric used to measure and compare all schools and school districts 

regarding their performance on each of the MCAS tests. There are three indices:  The Average 

Proficiency Index (API), the English Language Arts Proficiency Index (EPI) and the Math 

Proficiency Index (MPI). The index is developed as follows: 

The Proficiency Index is a measure of the level of achievement a district, school, grade, or 

subgroup has made in relation to the proficiency achievement level on the annual MCAS test. The 

Proficiency Index is calculated as follows: 

Percentage of students scoring 200-208 on test       x 0 = A 

Percentage of students scoring 210-218 on test        x 25 = B 

Percentage of students scoring 220-228 on test        x 50 = C 

Percentage of students scoring 230-238 on test        x 75 = D 

Percentage of students scoring 240 or more on test  x 100 = E 


The Proficiency Index (PI) equals the sum of  A + B + C + D + E = PI 

Example: The Governor Ambrose High School had the following results for the 2001 MCAS 
test: 

12% of all students scored 200-208; therefore, 12% x 0 = 0 
15% of all students scored 210-218; therefore, 15% x 25 = 3.75 
21% of all students scored 220-228; therefore,  21% x 50 = 10.5 
34% of all students scored 230-238; therefore, 34% x 75 = 25.5 

            18% of all students scored 240 or more; therefore, 18%  x 100 = 18.0 

The Proficiency Index is calculated by adding:  0 + 3.75 + 10.5 + 25.5 + 18 = 57.75 

     The Proficiency Index for the Governor Ambrose High would be:  57.75 
     The MPI would use the same calculation for all students taking the math exam. 
     The EPI would use the same calculation for all students taking the ELA exam. 

The 100 point Proficiency Index is divided into six Proficiency Categories as follows: 90-100 is 

‘Very High’ (VH), 80-89.9 is ‘High’ (H), 70-79.9 is ‘Moderate’ (M), 60-69.9 is ‘Low’ (L), 40-

59.9 is ‘Very Low’ (VL), and 0-39.9 is ‘Critically Low’ (CL). 
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Appendix B: Longmeadow 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 2,584  12,536,215  14,030,024  1,732,583  15,762,607  15,762,607 0 0

FY94 2,580 -0.2 12,496,750 -0.3 14,164,581 1 1,861,563 7.4 16,026,144 1.7 16,018,575 -7,569 0

FY95 2,625 1.7 12,937,218 3.5 14,609,104 3.1 1,927,188 3.5 16,536,292 3.2 16,563,066 26,774 0.2

FY96 2,717 3.5 13,743,554 6.2 15,043,539 3 2,130,963 10.6 17,174,502 3.9 17,211,744 37,242 0.2

FY97 2,749 1.2 14,166,607 3.1 15,490,332 3 2,337,138 9.7 17,827,470 3.8 18,009,150 181,680 1

FY98 2,786 1.3 14,718,046 3.9 15,791,717 1.9 2,546,088 8.9 18,337,805 2.9 19,100,121 762,316 4.2

FY99 2,829 1.5 15,480,251 5.2 16,390,271 3.8 2,828,988 11.1 19,219,259 4.8 20,602,477 1,383,218 7.2

FY00 2,960 4.6 16,302,881 5.3 17,135,495 4.5 3,272,988 15.7 20,408,483 6.2 21,584,066 1,175,583 5.8

FY01 3,010 1.7 17,396,352 6.7 17,736,750 3.5 3,799,738 16.1 21,536,488 5.5 22,871,029 1,334,541 6.2

FY02 3,100 3 18,964,466 9 18,586,356 4.8 4,231,500 11.4 22,817,856 5.9 24,891,784 2,073,928 9.1

FY03 3,135 1.1 19,865,482 4.8 19,203,423 3.3 4,231,500 0 23,434,923 2.7 25,133,001* 1,698,078 7.2
  

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 4,851 671 6,100   13.8 125.7 125.7 11           
FY94 4,844 722 6,209   14.9 128.2 128.2 11.6           
FY95 4,928 734 6,310   14.9 127.8 128 11.6           
FY96 5,058 784 6,335   15.5 125 125.2 12.4           
FY97 5,153 850 6,551   16.5 125.8 127.1 13           
FY98 5,283 914 6,856   17.3 124.6 129.8 13.3           
FY99 5,472 1,000 7,283   18.3 124.2 133.1 13.7           
FY00 5,508 1,106 7,292   20.1 125.2 132.4 15.2           
FY01 5,780 1,262 7,598   21.8 123.8 131.5 16.6           
FY02 6,118 1,365 8,030   22.3 120.3 131.3 17           
FY03 6,337 1,350 8,017   21.3 118 126.5 16.8            

 


