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Executive Summary 
 

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

Schools in early May of 2004. During 2000-2003, it was among the ‘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:
• Burlington’s Average Proficiency Index (API) was 84.9, which was based on the 2003 

MCAS results. The state average for the API was 75.7 in 2003. This placed Burlington 
among the ‘High’ performing academic school districts in the Commonwealth. In ELA, the 
district’s ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) was 89.3, and the state average for EPI was 82.2. In 
math, the district’s math Proficiency Index (MPI) was 80.5, and the state average for MPI 
was 69.3. 

 
• On the 2003 MCAS test, 63.6% of the students in Burlington scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories. This figure was 11.8 percentage points higher than the state average 
percentages. 

 
• On the 2003 MCAS test, in ELA, 71.5% of the students in Burlington scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 11.0 percentage points higher than the state’s 
average percentages on that test. 

 
• On the 2003 test, in math, 55.6% of the students scored in those categories, 12.8 percentage 

points higher than the state’s average percentages on that test. 
 
• In 2003, in Burlington the Proficiency Indices of 89.3 for ELA and 80.5 for math were 7.1 

and 11.2 points higher than the statewide averages. 
 
• The MCAS test performance of all the district’s students did not meet the state average 

performance nor did it meet or exceed state proficiency standards. 
 
• On the MCAS retest administered in the fall of 2003, 100% of the Burlington 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 fall of 2003, 98.6% of the Burlington Class of 2004 

earned a Competency Determination, as compared to 93% of the statewide Class of 2004. 
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Equity of Achievement/Proficiency:
• On the 2003 MCAS test, 72.4% of the regular education students in Burlington scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 13.4 percentage points higher than the state’s 
average percentages for regular education students. 

 
• On the same test, 18.8% of the special education students in Burlington scored in those 

categories, 2.2 percentage points lower than the state’s average percentages for special 
education students.   

• On the 2003 MCAS test, 73.5% of the Asian-American students in Burlington scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 14.4 percentage points higher than the state’s 
average percentages for Asian-American students. 

 
• On the same test, 63.2% of the White students in Burlington scored in those categories, 4.4 

percentage points higher than the state’s average percentages for White students.  
  
• On the 2003 MCAS test, special education students in Burlington scored below the district 

average PI in both ELA and math, and White students scored below the district average PI in 
math. 

 
• On the 2003 MCAS test, the performance of the district’s special education students varied 

substantially and in a less than satisfactory manner to the district’s regular education students 
in both ELA and math. 

 
Improvement: 
• In Burlington, 7.6% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficiency’ categories in 

2003 than in 2000, and 9.3% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 
 
• Between 2000 and 2003, the trend in student performance on MCAS test was unchanged to 

marginal, with most of the improvement occurring on the 2001 test in reducing the 
percentage of students score in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. This trend was evident in 
both ELA and math. 

 
• In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003, the Proficiency Index rose by 4.6 points and, 

in math, by 8.5 points. 
 
• In ELA, 5.2% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficiency’categories in 2003 

than in 2000, and 6.3% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 
 
• In math, 9.9% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000, and 12.4% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 
 
• The MCAS test performance level for in the district improved in the aggregate from 2001-

2003. 
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Equity of Improvement: 
• Between 2000-2003, Burlington’s aggregate student achievement figures for all the district’s 

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

• Between 2000-2003, Burlington’s aggregate student achievement figures for the district’s 
Asian-American and White students’ results improved by more than the state average in 
math and less than the state average in ELA. 

 
Participation and Access: 
• Overall students in Burlington were participating in ELA and math assessments at the 

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

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

 
• For the period under review, the district consistently used a system of both formal and 

informal assessments to track student performance in state and local assessments. 
 

• Between 2000-2003, the district had clear policies and expectations for student attendance 
that resulted in attendance levels that averaged 95% for the entire period under review. 

 
• The district had policies, procedures, and practices that promoted student attendance and 

involvement. During this period of time under review, the district’s participation rate in the 
MCAS test was 98% in math and 98% in ELA.   

 
• For the period under review, the district’s evaluation process for administrators did not focus 

on accountability related to student achievement and was not aligned with the components of 
the Massachusetts Education Reform Act of 1993.  

 
• Between 2000-2003, the district’s evaluation instrument for professional status teachers 

contained the components of the Massachusetts Education Reform Act of 1993 in a checklist 
with space for a narrative to support the ratings, but many of the evaluations sampled 
consisted of the checklist and several sentences that were factual but made no judgment of 
the quality of teaching and the effect on student learning.  

 
• For the period under review, the district used the evaluation of student assessment data to 

inform and improve the academic achievement of students. 
 
Curriculum and Instruction: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on two and ‘Satisfactory’ on twenty-two 

of the twenty-four performance indicators in this domain. 
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• Between 2000-2003, the district utilized curriculum in ELA and math that were aligned with 

the state frameworks, contained grade-level learning expectations, activities, resources, and 
assessment practices. 

 
• Between 2000-2003, the district’s modifications to instructional programs were based on 

analyses of student assessment data. Its comprehensive curriculum review and program 
implementation process focused on using data to make informed decisions as to how to 
improve instructional practices and student achievement at all levels.   
 

• During the period under review, the district had procedures in place to recruit, employ, and 
retain a highly qualified faculty and staff. 

 
• The district aggressively sought and secured a number of effective business and community 

partnerships to share the responsibility of improving and/or sustaining student achievement. 
 
• For the period under review, the district’s policies and procedures promoted an attendance 

rate for students that averaged approximately 95%. 
 
• Between 2000-2003, the district promoted and the community supported high expectations 

for student achievement.  
 
•  For the period under review, the district’s professional development plan was well-funded, 

focused on district priorities, and broad enough to challenge all teachers as learners. 
 
• For the period under examination, new programs and initiatives were supported by 

professional development that allowed teachers and support staff to successfully implement 
those initiatives.   

 
• For the time under review, professional status teacher evaluations did not inform professional 

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

performance indicators in this domain. 
 
• Between 2000-2003, the district used student assessment data to provide appropriate 

academic support services to students in ELA and math when students were not meeting state 
performance standards. 

 
• For the period of time under review, the district lacked a student inclusion model for grades 

6-8.   
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Leadership and Governance: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on one, ‘Satisfactory’ on twelve, ‘Poor’ 

on two, and ‘Unsatisfactory’ on one of the sixteen performance indicators in this domain. 
 
• The district had a strategic planning process in place from 2000-2003, but it was not broadly 

developed and lacked coordination with the school improvement plans. 
 

• Between 2000-2003, the evaluations for the superintendent, which predated the current 
superintendent, were incomplete and lacked substance. 

 
• The evaluations of principals, during the period under review, failed to comply with the 

Education Reform Act in their timelines and in accordance with the areas to be reviewed. 
 
• In Burlington, the superintendent(s) delegated substantial authority to building principals in 

the areas of school improvement plans, budgeting, and hiring of teachers. 
 

• The district engaged in a number of activities to communicate initiatives to staff and 
community as the result of meetings within the administration but lacked an overall 
systematic approach to communication. 

 
Business and Finance: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on twenty of the twenty performance 

indicators in this domain. 
 
• The district used analyses of student performance and other data to make budget decisions. 
 
• Between 2000-2003, the budget documents did not include funds from all revenue sources. 
 
• In Burlington, quarterly variance financial reports were submitted to the school committee, 

and the department heads and others were provided a monthly budget status report. 
 
• The district used MUNIS as its financial system to ensure that spending limits were within 

appropriations. 
 

• The Town annually engaged an independent auditor to ensure that proper accounting and budget 
decisions were adequate and appropriate. 
 

• The district had a purchase order system in place for encumbrance of supplies and material to 
ensure spending was within the approved budget.  
 

• The district had a five–year capital improvement plan that was intended to ensure that all 
buildings are updated and maintained.    
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Part I: Overview of the EQA Review Process and the District 
 

On May 5-7, 2004, the EQA conducted an independent examination of the Burlington Public 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

Burlington is a town located in eastern Middlesex County in eastern Massachusetts. Education, 

healthcare, and social services are the largest sources of employment in Burlington, followed by 

professional, scientific, and management services. According to the 2000 U.S. Census, it has a 

population of 22,876 people and a median family income of $82,072, while the median family 

income in Massachusetts is $61,664. Burlington has a Board of Selectmen/Town Administrator 

form of government and a five-person school committee. The Burlington Public Schools have six 

schools serving Grades PreK-12. The most recent Massachusetts Department of Education 

(DOE) figures indicate that there were 3,511 students enrolled in the district on October 1, 2003.  

The demographic/subgroup composition in the Burlington Public Schools is: 85.5% White, 

10.8% Asian-American, 2.4% African-American, 1.2% Hispanic-American, Limited English 

Proficiency (LEP), 1.9%; Free or Reduced Lunch/Yes (FRL/Y), 4.9%; and Special Education 

(SPED), 15.2%. During the ten years of education reform in Massachusetts, Burlington’s state 

Chapter 70 Aid increased by 199%, from $1,481,203 in FY1993 to $4,433,992 in FY2002. For 

the fiscal years under review, 2000-2003, Burlington received $3,407,608; $4,027,283; 

$4,433,992; and $4,433,992 for a total of $16,302,875 in state Chapter 70 Aid.  

 

This report finds the Burlington Public Schools to be a ‘High’ performing school district, which 

is marked by student achievement that is ‘High’ in English Language Arts (ELA) and ‘High’ in 
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math on the Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS) test. Since 2000, 

Burlington has also demonstrated modest improvement on its ‘High’ MCAS test scores, and in 

the 2003 administration of the MCAS test, 63.6% of its students scored above standard. 
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Part II:  Tier I Analysis of Student Achievement and MCAS Test Data 
 
At Tier I, while particular attention was paid to the 2003 MCAS test, the EQA review of 

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

 

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

district’s students meeting or exceeding state proficiency standards? 

 

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

student subgroups? 

 

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

over time? 

 

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

subgroups changed over time? 

 

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

required programs and assessments?  

 

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

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

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

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

district differed significantly from those of the state and between student subgroups within the 

district. Descriptive analyses of the test results for 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. 
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Burlington vs. Massachusetts: 

• In the aggregate students in Burlington scored higher than the aggregate of the state’s 

students. 

• The regular education students in Burlington and in the state in general, scored higher than 

the state’s regular education students. 

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

students.  

• The Asian-American students in Burlington scored higher than the state’s Asian-American 

students. 

• The White students in Burlington scored higher than the state’s White students. 

Burlington’s totals vs. Burlington’s subgroups: 

• The White students in Burlington scored lower than all other subgroups in Burlington except 

special education students. 
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Assessment of MCAS Test 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, 63.6% of the students in Burlington scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories. This figure was 11.8 percentage points higher than the state average 

percentages. 

 

• On the 2003 MCAS test, in ELA, 71.5% of the students in Burlington scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 11.0 percentage points higher than the state’s 

average percentages on that test. 

 

• On the 2003 test, in math, 55.6% of the students scored in those categories, 12.8 percentage 

points higher than the state’s average percentages on that test. 

 

• In 2003, in Burlington the Proficiency Indices of 89.3 for ELA and 80.5 for math were 7.1 

and 11.2 points higher than the statewide averages. 

 

• The MCAS test performance of all the district’s students did not meet the state average 

performance nor did it meet or exceed state proficiency standards. 
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Figure/Table 1: 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level
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  Advanced 14.2 18.0 
  Proficient 37.6 45.6 

  Needs Improv. 32.2 30.7 
  Warning/Failing 16.0 5.7 

 

Analysis of Figure/Table 1:  

• Burlington had 3.8% more students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 8.0% more in the 

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

 

• Burlington had 1.5% fewer of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 10.3% 

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

 

• Burlington’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category was almost 

one-third that of the state’s students scoring in that category, 5.7% to 16.0%. 
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Figure/Table 2: 

 

 
MCAS 2003 Data 

Percent of all students at each proficiency level by Subject and Grade
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  Advanced 12.1 14.6 15.9 21.6 
  Proficient 48.4 56.9 26.9 34.0 

  Needs Improv. 30.2 26.3 34.1 35.3 
  Warning/Failing 8.9 2.3 23.1 9.1 

 

Analysis of Figure/Table 2: 

• Burlington had 2.5% more students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 8.5% more in the 

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

 

• Burlington had 3.9% fewer of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 6.6% fewer 

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

 

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

almost one-fourth that of the state’s students in that category, 2.3% to 8.9%. 

 

• Burlington had 5.7% more students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 7.1% more in the 

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

 

• Burlington had 1.2% more of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 14.0% fewer 

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

less than one-half that of the state’s students in that category, 9.1% to 23.1%. 

 

Figure/Table 3:   

Proficiency Index (MCAS 2003) by Grade 
 ELA Math 

Burlington 89.3 80.5 
Grade 04 86.1 78.2 
Grade 07 92.6 NA 
Grade 08 NA 80.7 
Grade 10 89.0 83.3 

 

Analysis of Figure/Table 3: 

• On average, in Burlington, the math PI was 8.8 points lower than that for ELA system-wide. 

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

  

• In ELA, the Proficiency Index in Grade 7 was 3.3 points higher and in Grade 10, was 0.3 and 

in Grade 4, was 3.2 points lower than the district average of 89.3. 

 

• In math, the Proficiency Index in Grade 10 was 2.8 and in Grade 8 was 0.2 points higher and 

in Grade 4 it was 2.3 points lower than the district average of 80.5.  

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

student subgroups? 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• On the 2003 MCAS test, 72.4% of the regular education students in Burlington scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 13.4 percentage points higher than the state’s 

average percentages for regular education students. 

 

• On the same test, 18.8% of the special education students in Burlington scored in those 

categories, 2.2 percentage points lower than the state’s average percentages for special 

education students.   
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• On the 2003 MCAS test, 73.5% of the Asian-American students in Burlington scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 14.4 percentage points higher than the state’s 

average percentages for Asian-American students. 

 

• On the same test, 63.2% of the White students in Burlington scored in those categories, 4.4 

percentage points higher than the state’s average percentages for White students.  

  

• On the 2003 MCAS test, special education students in Burlington scored below the district 

average PI in both ELA and math, and White students scored below the district average PI in 

math. 

 

• On the 2003 MCAS test, the performance of the district’s special education students varied 

substantially and in a less than satisfactory manner to the district’s regular education students 

in both ELA and math. 

 
 
Figure/Table 4: 
 

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

level
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  Advanced 16.8 21.3 2.3 1.1 
  Proficient 42.2 51.1 18.7 17.7 

  Needs Improv. 30.4 25.1 41.3 59.6 
  Warning/Failing 10.7 2.4 37.7 21.5 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 4:  

• Burlington had 4.5% more regular education students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 8.9% 

more in the ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s regular education students on the 2003 

MCAS test. 

 

• Burlington had 5.3% fewer of its regular education students score in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and 8.3% fewer in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s regular 

education students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

 

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

category was less than one-fourth that of the state’s regular education students in that 

category, 2.4% to 10.7%. 

 

• Burlington had 1.2% fewer of its special education students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

1.0% fewer in the ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s special education students on the 

2003 MCAS test. 

 

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

was less than one-half that of the state’s students in that category, 1.1% to 2.3%. 

 

• Burlington had 18.3% more of its special education students score in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and 16.2% fewer in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s special 

education students on the 2003 MCAS test. 
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Figure/Table 5: 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of students by race at each proficiency level
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  Advanced 23.2 25.7 16.6 17.7 
  Proficient 35.9 47.8 42.2 45.5 

  Needs Improv. 27.6 22.8 30.3 31.3 
  Warning/Failing 13.2 3.7 10.9 5.5 

 

Analysis of Figure/Table 5:  

• Burlington had 2.5% more of its Asian-American students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

11.9% more in the ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s Asian-American students on the 

2003 MCAS test. 

 

• Burlington had 4.8% fewer of its Asian-American students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 

and 9.5% fewer in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s Asian-American students 

on the 2003 MCAS test. 

 

• Burlington’s percentage of Asian-American students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ 

category was less than one-third that of the state’s Asian-American students in that category, 

3.7% to 13.2%. 

 

• Burlington had 1.1% more of its White students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 3.3% more in 

the ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s White students on the 2003 MCAS test. 
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• Burlington had 1.0% more of its White students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 5.4% 

fewer in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s White students on the 2003 MCAS 

test. 

 
Figure/Table 6:   

N-values by category 
   ELA Math 

Burlington Advanced 120 173 
 Proficient 469 272 
 Needs Improv. 217 282 
 Warning/Failing 19 73 

Regular Advanced 120 169 
 Proficient 437 256 
 Needs Improv. 128 212 
 Warning/Failing 4 29 

Disability Advanced 0 3 
 Proficient 32 15 
 Needs Improv. 88 70 
 Warning/Failing 14 43 

Free Lunch/Y Advanced 0 1 
 Proficient 0 2 
 Needs Improv. 6 2 
 Warning/Failing 0 1 

Free Lunch/N Advanced 120 172 
 Proficient 469 270 
 Needs Improv. 211 280 
 Warning/Failing 19 72 

African-American Advanced 2 0 
 Proficient 10 5 
 Needs Improv. 5 8 
 Warning/Failing 2 3 

Asian-American Advanced 12 23 
 Proficient 41 24 
 Needs Improv. 16 15 
 Warning/Failing 2 3 

White Advanced 106 150 
  Proficient 417 242 
  Needs Improv. 194 259 
  Warning/Failing 15 65 
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Table 7:   

Proficiency Index (MCAS 2003) Free/Reduced lunch Status,  

Student Status, and Race 

ELA vs Math PI (by subgroup)
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   ELA Math 

A BURLINGTON 89.3 80.5 

B Regular 93.7 85.8 

C Disability 67.2 54.2 

D Asian-American 89.8 88.1 

E White 89.4 80.4 
 

  21



Analysis of Figure/Table 7:  
 
• In Burlington regular education, Asian-American, and White students scored 4.4, 0.5, and 0.1 

Proficiency Index points higher on the MCAS test in ELA than the district average of 89.3. 

 

• In Burlington, special education students scored 22.1 Proficiency Index points lower on the 

MCAS test in ELA than the district average of 89.3.  

 

• In Burlington, Asian-American and regular education students scored 7.6 and 5.3 Proficiency 

Index points higher on the MCAS test in math than the district average of 80.5. 

  

• In Burlington, special education and White students scored 26.3 and 0.1 Proficiency Index 

points lower on the MCAS test in math than the district average of 80.5.   

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

over time? 

 

Preliminary Findings: 
• In Burlington, 7.6% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficiency’ categories in 

2003 than in 2000, and 9.3% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

 

• Between 2000 and 2003, the trend in student performance on MCAS test was unchanged to 

marginal, with most of the improvement occurring on the 2001 test in reducing the 

percentage of students score in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. This trend was evident in 

both ELA and math. 

 

• In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003, the Proficiency Index in ELA rose by 4.6 

points and, in math, by 8.5 points. 

 

• In ELA, 5.2% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficiency’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000, and 6.3% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 
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• In math, 9.9% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000, and 12.4% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

 

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

 
Figure/Table 8: 
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  Advanced 13.0 13.9 17.3 18.0 
  Proficient 43.0 47.9 45.2 45.6 

  Needs Improv. 29.0 31.2 30.6 30.7 
  Warning/Failing 15.0 7.0 6.9 5.7 

 

Analysis of Figure/Table 8:  

• In Burlington, 18.0% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 45.6% in the  ‘Proficient’ 

categories in 2003 in contrast to 13.0% and 43% of all students scoring in these categories in 

2000.  

 

• In Burlington, 30.7% of all students scored at the ‘Needs Improvement” and 5.7% in the 

‘Warning/Failing’ categories in 2003 in contrast to 29.0% and 15.0% of all students scoring 

in these categories in 2000. 
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Figure/Table 9:  
 

Proficiency Index Trend Data MCAS 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003 
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  ELA Math 
  2000 2001 2002 2003 2000 2001 2002 2003 
Advanced 9.5 10.0 14.5 14.6 16.5 17.8 20.1 21.6 
Proficient 56.8 61.8 60.0 56.9 29.2 34.0 30.6 34.0 

Needs Improv. 25.2 24.3 22.3 26.3 32.9 38.1 38.9 35.3 
Warning/Failing 8.6 3.9 3.2 2.3 21.5 10.1 10.5 9.1 

 

Analysis of Figure/Table 9:  

• In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 4.6 points, 

from 84.7 to 89.3. 

 

• In math, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 8.5 points, 

from 70 to 80.5. 

 

• In ELA, 71.5% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 in 

contrast to 66.3% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000.  

 

• In ELA, 2.3% of all students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category in 2003 in contrast to 

8.6% of all students scoring in that category in 2000. 
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• In math, 55.6% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

in contrast to 45.7% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000. 

 

• In math, 9.1% of all students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category in 2003 in contrast to 

21.5% of all students scoring in that category in 2000. 

 

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

subgroups change over time? 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• Between 2000-2003, Burlington’s aggregate student achievement results for all the 

district’s students, regular education, and special education students improved by less 

than the state average in both ELA and math. 

 

• Between 2000-2003, Burlington’s aggregate student achievement figures for the district’s 

Asian-American and White students’ results improved by more than the state average in 

math and less than the state average in ELA. 
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Figures 10A-B:  
 

Proficiency Index Trend Data (by subgroup) MCAS 2001, 2002, 2003 
GRAPHIC Format: (bars = Burlington; dots = State) 
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B. 

Prof Index by Subgroup (Math)
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Tables 10: TABLE Format: 
Trend Data by Subgroup (Burlington.) Trend Data by Subgroup (State) 

   ELA Math 
ALL ‘01 88.9 78.9 

 ‘02 89.9 77.5 
 ‘03 89.3 80.5 

Regular ‘01 94.0 84.3 
 ‘02 93.0 79.9 
 ‘03 93.7 85.8 

Disability ‘01 65.3 52.9 
 ‘02 61.3 52.9 
 ‘03 67.2 54.2 

Asian-
American ‘01 86.7 83.5 

 ‘02 91.6 91.1 
 ‘03 89.8 88.1 

White ‘01 89.6 78.4 
  ‘02 89.8 76.4 
  ‘03 89.4 80.4  

   ELA Math 
ALL ‘01 79.5 67.3 

 ‘02 81.6 67.0 
 ‘03 82.2 69.3 

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

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

Asian-
American ‘01 78.1 73.5 

 ‘02 81.9 73.7 
 ‘03 81.7 77.4 

White ‘01 84.3 72.8 
  ‘02 86.4 72.7 
  ‘03 86.9 74.5  

 

Analysis of Figures/Table 10:  

• In Burlington, between 2001-2003, all students increased by 0.4 Proficiency Index points in 

ELA and by 1.6 points in math, as compared with increases of 2.7 and 2.0 points statewide. 

 

• In Burlington, between 2001-2003, regular education students decreased by 0.3 Proficiency 

Index points in ELA and increased by 1.5 points in math, as compared with increases of 3.1 

and 2.6 points statewide. 

 

• In Burlington, between 2001-2003, special education students increased by 1.9 Proficiency 

Index points in ELA and by 1.3 points in math, as compared with increases of 6.7 and 2.9 

points statewide. 

 

• In Burlington, between 2001-2003, Asian-American students increased by 3.1 Proficiency 

Index points in ELA and by 4.6 points in math, as compared with increases of 3.6 and 3.9 

points statewide. 
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• In Burlington, between 2001-2003, White students decreased by 0.2 Proficiency Index points 

in ELA and increased by 2.0 points in math, as compared with increases of 2.6 and 1.7 points 

statewide. 

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

required programs and assessments? 
 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
• Overall students in Burlington were participating in ELA and math assessments at the 

required levels. 

 

Table 11:  

 ELA Math 
Tested 98.33% 98.89% 
NTM 0.24% 0.25% 
NTO 1.43% 0.87% 

 
 
Analysis of Table 13: 
• On the 2003 MCAS test, Burlington’s student test participation rates in ELA and math were 

98.33% and 98.89%, respectively. These figures were 3.33% and 3.89% higher than the 

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

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

• For the period under review, the district consistently used a system of both formal and 

informal assessments to track student performance in state and local assessments. 

 

Indicators: 

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

classroom, school, district, and state assessment results. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The district had clear assessment policies and procedures that directed the regular 

evaluation of classroom, school, district, and state assessment results. In addition to the 

MCAS testing, the district used a variety of formal and informal tests to regularly assess 

student progress. At the elementary level, in ELA and math, the district developed learning 

expectations at each grade level in each core subject area, and teachers used running records, 

checklists, and rubrics to track progress. In ELA, a guided literacy approach was used and 

teachers have had ongoing and extensive training in the use of different assessments. These 

were supplemented by the use of the Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) in grades 

K-2 and Writing and Reading Assessment Project (WRAP) in grades 3-5. Teachers also used 

holistic scoring strategies in ELA writing and math writing at each grade level.  

 

At the middle and high school level, the district developed learning expectations at each 

grade level and for each course offered. Beginning in Grade 6, teachers also administered 

mid-year and end-of-the year tests developed by the school district in each core subject area.   

 

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: In Burlington, principals, and at least one other official from each school building, 

regularly attended test administration workshops sponsored by the state DOE. Since 1999, 

according to available data, 97%-100% of students at all grade levels participated in the 

MCAS testing. According to district interviews, parents were provided with advance notice 

and information about testing sessions, and very few students needed to take make up 

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

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

populations.  

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The district used criterion-referenced tests and other standardized tests in addition 

to the MCAS test to assess the progress of student populations. At the elementary level, in 

ELA and math, the district developed learning expectations at each grade level in each core 

subject area and teachers used running records, checklists, and rubrics to track student 

progress. In ELA, a guided literacy approach was used and teachers were provided with 

ongoing and extensive training in the use of different assessments.  These were supplemented 

by the use of the Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) in grades K-2 and Writing and 

Reading Assessment Profile (WRAP) in grades 3-5. Teachers also used holistic scoring 

strategies in ELA writing and math writing at each grade level.   

 

At the middle and high school level, the district had developed learning expectations at each 

grade level and for each course offered. Based on this learning expectation at each grade 

level and the district curriculum guides, teachers also administered mid-year and end-of-the 

year tests that had been developed by the school district in each core subject area.   
 

4. Regular analysis of assessment results informs improvements to: 

a.  curricula, 

b.  instructional practices, 

c.  supplementary and remedial programs and services, 

d.  professional development, and 

e.  purchasing and provisioning for improved student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: According to documentation presented prior to the on-site review, as well as 

district interviews, the ELA and math curricula were under close scrutiny during the period 

under review. Elementary teachers were provided extensive training in guided reading 

strategies and assessment practices, and they were trained in the use of DRA and WRAP. 
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More non-fiction reading was added at all grade levels, and the use of Junior Great Books 

was added at grades 4 and 5. In addition to a grade level curriculum and learning standards at 

each grade level, the district created a list of core reading selections to be used at each grade 

level.   

 

At the middle level in ELA, many changes occurred during the period under review. At 

Grade 6, all teachers taught reading two times per week, which was supported by reading 

specialists. Supplemental services were added during the school day by employing literacy, 

Title I, and English as a second language (ESL) tutors. After-school programs were added for 

homework assistance, organizational skills, and content area support.   

 

At the high school level in ELA, a reading specialist and ESL tutors were hired to support 

instruction. Schedules were adjusted so that a student could take two math courses or two 

ELA courses at the same time: one in the regular curriculum, and the other in support skills.  

Evening access to support classes was added at the high school, and classes were well 

attended.   

 

In math, more math facilitators were hired, especially in the elementary school. After 

extensive data analysis and looking at other patterns and/or causal factors, such as student 

and teacher attendance, the district decided to revise the curriculum from grades K-12. A 

math curriculum committee was formed, the curriculum realigned with the state frameworks, 

and a consultant hired to help narrow the choices with respect to selecting a standards-based 

math curriculum. Reports written by math facilitators indicated that item analysis was 

conducted after each round of the MCAS testing. Those same reports also documented that 

changes in the math curriculum were completed, and new resources were added and were 

beginning to have an impact on improving scores. In Grade 4, from 1999-2002, the percent 

of students in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories declined from 55% 

to 50%. The percent of students in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories increased from 

45% to 51%.   
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In Grade 8, from 1999-2002, the percent of students in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ categories declined from 72% to 51%. The percent of students in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories increased form 29% to 49%.   

 

According to interviews at the high school level, building capacity at the lower grades was 

beginning to have a positive effect in that the district was starting to see a reduction in the 

number of review courses in math that were needed at the high school level. According to 

Grade 10 MCAS results from 1999-2002, the percent of students in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 

and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories declined from 69% to 49%. The percent of students in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ category increased from 31% to 51%.   

 

Although all schools met Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) on their District Cycle II 

Performance ratings from 1999-2002, there was a decline in improvement at the Pine Glenn 

School. In response to these scores, the district provided additional professional 

developments funds to that school, and the principal was encouraged to request whatever was 

needed to make accelerated progress.     

  

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

regular intervals.  

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The district distributed the MCAS test data to schools. Principals, curriculum 

specialists in math and ELA and department heads and reading specialists had a lead role in 

analyzing the data.  Curriculum specialists met with grade level teams to review the data and 

summarize strengths and weaknesses, as well as individual needs. The curriculum specialists 

wrote the well-documented reports and after each round they were submitted to district 

administrators. The district administrators met with curriculum specialists regularly, and after 

each MCAS test administration presented an analysis of the MCAS test results to the school 

committee. Principals indicated that school-based meetings on curriculum were held at least 

twice a month during the school year.   
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6. District administrators, building administrators, and teachers demonstrate that they have the 

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

services for all student populations. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: For the time under review, district and building administrators demonstrated that 

they had the skills to use aggregate and individual test analysis to improve instructional 

programs. Training was ongoing and came from multiple sources, including the state DOE, 

consultants, and inside and outside workshop sessions. Training for elementary teachers in 

assessment was extensive and ongoing. Teachers were trained and regularly involved in 

holistic scoring in ELA and math writing selections. Team leaders at the middle level led this 

task with grade teams and provided in-service on the same. At the high school level, 

department heads, especially the math department head, assumed a lead role in analyzing the 

high school data. The administrator for student support services at the high school tracked the 

students who needed support services in order to be more successful with the MCAS test. 

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

(CD) standard by their senior year. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

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

(CD), released by the DOE in 2004, 100% of the Class of 2003 earned a Competency 

Determination, and 98.6% of the Class of 2004 earned a Competency Determination.  

 
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: During the time under review, Burlington established grade-level learning 

expectations for students, formal and informal grade-level assessment practices, and 

curricular teaching expectations for teachers at all grade levels in ELA, math, and science.  

The district provided all teachers with copies of the curricula and trained teachers in their 

use. The guides correlated to the strands in the state curriculum frameworks and included 
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grade level expectations, templates, activities, and assessments. The curriculum in ELA and 

math was aligned with the state curriculum frameworks in 1999 and 2001, respectively, and 

was realigned on a regular basis. There was a regular five-year cycle for review. However, 

interviewees indicated that the curriculum in ELA and math had been under constant review 

in the period under study. Updated curriculum documents, professional development lists, 

and reports of test analyses, all verified what interviewees indicated in discussions. 

 

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

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

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

and opportunity for all students and all subgroups. 

 
Preliminary Finding(s): 

• Between 2000-2003, the district had clear policies and expectations for student attendance 

that resulted in attendance levels that averaged 95% for the entire period under review. 

 

• The district had policies, procedures, and practices that promoted student attendance and 

involvement. During this period of time under review, the district’s participation rate in the 

MCAS test was 98% in math and 98% in ELA.   

 

Indicators: 

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

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

assessments. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: For the period under review, the district had school committee policies that 

addressed absenteeism and met or exceeded the state participation standard of 95% for all of 

the years under review. Policies supported the effort of high expectations for student 

participation in state and federal testing.  
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2. The district and all of its schools regularly monitor and evaluate data on student and staff 

attendance. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: School committee policies supported the effort of high expectations for student 

participation in state and federal testing. The teachers’ contract included an incentive for less 

than five teacher absences annually. Interviewees indicated that the district’s low rates of 

absenteeism and high rates of participation in state assessments were attributable not only to 

policy and procedure, but also to the cultural expectations of parents, students, and teachers, 

and community.   

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

dropouts by student subgroup populations and frequently:  

a. analyzes these records;   

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: For the time under review, interviewees indicated that the schools issued grade-

level newsletters that routinely cited the importance of student attendance and the 

relationship between high attendance and student achievement. The district’s website clearly 

articulated the connection between attendance and achievement. For the period under review, 

a district attendance officer collected SIMS attendance data daily at the middle and high 

school levels.   

 

In 1999, just prior to the period under review, the district began using WINSCHOOL, to 

which teachers had read-only access. At the middle school level, a clerk entered attendance 

data daily. At the elementary level, teachers sent weekly attendance to a clerk who prepared 

weekly and monthly attendance sheets. Attendance at the high school was recorded twice 

daily, once at the start of the school day and again at the end of the day. Interviewees 

indicated that the district was proactive regarding attendance at all levels. 
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Teachers were expected to call in to report their absences.  In the case of personal days, 

teachers called in prior to taking personal time, but they also had to request a leave form that 

was signed and sent first to the building principal and then to central office. Data on teacher 

absenteeism, whether personal or otherwise, were maintained in the business office. Teachers 

received notice of the status of their attendance each fall. The teachers contract addressed 

instances of excessive teacher absence. The district reported that attendance for teachers for 

the period under review was 91% in 2001, 93% in 2002, and 93% in 2003. Attendance for 

administrators was reported as 98.8% in 2001, 98.7% in 2002, and 98.8% in 2003. 

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

expectations. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The district’s information management system allowed them to track student 

absenteeism daily and sort it by various categories, among them gender, ethnicity, and grade 

level. Interviewees indicated that student attendance data was monitored on an individual 

student basis rather than by subgroup. Historically and for the period of time under review, 

the district’s student population was primarily white, and its subgroups, with the exception of 

special education, were so small as to be statistically insignificant. The district’s special 

education population in 2002-2003 was 13.9%. Interviewees indicated that they did not 

conduct subgroup analysis on special education assessments, because they analyzed 

individual student data, and subgroups were small. 

 

The district’s drop out rate for the period under review was approximately 0.5%. The district 

did track instances where students had ceased to participate in school, held exit meetings 

with students and parents, and advised students of their options. District guidance counselors 

followed with a letter to students and parents advising them of their right to re-enter school 

and invited them to meet again to discuss the option of returning to school. 
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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:  For the period under review, the district collected student and staff attendance 

data and analyzed it in relation to student achievement levels. The district determined that 

while there was a relationship between student absenteeism and the level of student 

achievement, there was no connection between staff absenteeism and student achievement.  

Additionally, the central office received an attendance report for all district employees that 

included administrative leave monthly by school and district.  There was also an incentive in 

the negotiated teachers contract that provided an incentive for good attendance. Teachers had 

to sign indicating that they wanted the option prior to the start of the school year.  They were 

paid $100.00 a day for up to five days per year to limit their absences to five or fewer for that 

school year.   

 

During the period under review, the district addressed rates of absenteeism at the high school 

level and changed the policy related to final exams. A team of high school faculty met and 

developed a proposal that was presented and approved by the school committee: students 

with acceptable rates of attendance and achievement may have been exempted from final 

exams.  Interviewees indicated that this policy was well received by students and faculty and 

resulted in reducing the rates of absenteeism for high school students. 

 

Attendance trend data, reviewed by examiners prior to the on-site visit, indicated that there 

were problems with attendance at the high school level. In discussions with district 

administrators and high school administrators, interviewees noticed that the trend data did 

not accurately represent their impression of student attendance at the high school. Contact 

with the DOE determined that the district was incorrectly reporting absenteeism. The district 

suspected that the problem was due to entry categories in their own database. The district had 
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incorrectly counted students who were tardy or dismissed early as absent. Additionally, 

seniors had been counted as absent after they had graduated. 

 
6. The district maintains clear and accurate records on: 

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The district’s number of LEP students and the number of students who qualified 

for the alternative (ALT) assessment were small. The district, however, carefully maintained 

waivers on an individual basis for LEP waivers (one in 2003) and ALT status students (two 

in math in 2003). A secretary in the human resource department maintained teacher 

certification status files in a database.    

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

proficiency for all English language learners  (ELL) and: 

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

learners; 

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

discipline, and dropout records; 

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

focuses on areas of needed improvement. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: Historically and for the period under review, the district had few ELL students, 

approximately 33 of 3,500 students. As the result of a recent DOE Coordinated Program 

Review (CPR) in 2003, the district had recently completed a formalized process with intake 

and exit criteria for their ELL students. Prior to the development of the process, schools had 

been collecting information on a site-based level.   

 

Between 2000-2003, the district’s population of ELL students was so small as to be 

considered statistically insignificant, so the district did not disaggregate ELL subgroup data.  
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It did, however, collect and review data on an individual student basis to make decisions 

regarding the suitability of programs and services. The district used the data gathered on 

individual ELL students to design a summer program focusing on the needs of ELL students 

in language and math. Additionally, the district used individual student data on ELL students 

to design appropriate support services for after school and evening programs not only to 

support success in the MCAS test but also to provide students with access and support in an 

evening college preparatory program.   
 

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

development, implementation, and analysis of school, program, and personnel evaluation.  The 

evaluation process focuses on accountability for administrators, teachers, and staff, and one of 

the goals of the process is the improvement of achievement for all students. 

 
Preliminary Finding(s): 

• For the period under review, the district’s evaluation process for administrators did not focus 

on accountability related to student achievement and was not aligned with the components of 

the Massachusetts Education Reform Act of 1993.  

 

• Between 2000-2003, the district’s evaluation instrument for professional status teachers 

contained the components of the Massachusetts Education Reform Act of 1993 in a checklist 

with space for a narrative to support the ratings, but many of the evaluations sampled 

consisted of the checklist and several sentences that were factual but made no judgment of 

the quality of teaching and the effect on student learning.  

 

• For the period under review, the district used the evaluation of student assessment data to 

inform and improve the academic achievement of students.  

 

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

staff. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

 
Evidence: For the period under review, the contracts for principals did not include an 

evaluation clause. The district’s contract with principals did not focus on accountability. 

School improvement plans (SIPs) did not have a formal system of accountability that 

reflected on the accountability of principals. There were no consistent school, program, or 

personnel evaluations that held persons accountable for student achievement in the 

evaluations.  Although there were individual instances that were the exception rather than the 

rule, there were no direct connections between policies, practices, or evaluations that could 

have provided adequate evidence that there was a system of accountability in place for the 

period under review.   

 

The district’s school committee met twice a month. District administrators presented verbal 

reports and slide presentations and responded to questions from the committee on the status 

of the district’s programs and services. Individual schools used student assessment data in 

the development of school and program evaluation. Annually, the MCAS test results, as well 

as other assessment data, informed curriculum modifications and revisions.   

 

The district used a writing assessment in grades 2-7. Two teachers were responsible for 

holistically scoring students’ writing. Program data were shared with classroom teachers to 

both inform future practice and individual student achievement. A review of trend data was 

disseminated and shared with each school and then used to inform program development, 

professional development, and appropriate support where it was indicated. 

 
In the district, curriculum was reviewed against the district’s use of best practices and 

standards-based programs. The process was used to determine which programs, textbooks, 

supplementary materials, and professional development were needed with any new initiative.   
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2. The results of the district’s program evaluation are analyzed and used to inform needed 

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

in improved student achievement.  

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The district used program evaluations to identify areas of needed change and to 

plan for improvement in direct services to students. In addition to regular analyses of student 

assessment data that informed curriculum and instructional practice, the district determined 

that they needed to consolidate time, include more project-based learning, and more time for 

math, make better use of data gathered from Individual Student Success Plan (ISSPs), and 

change the focus for ELL students.   

 

Just prior to the period under review, 1999, approximately one third of the district’s students 

were failing math. When the district reviewed its curriculum and instructional practices, it 

determined that there were inconsistencies in the implementation of the math program. The 

district responded by re-focusing on standards-based instruction, developing clear 

expectations and timelines, and hired a consultant to inform best practices. The district then 

identified five potential math series and narrowed the choice from there. The school 

committee supported the purchase of the series and agreed to a lease-purchase arrangement, 

which allowed the district to purchase the series over the course of three budget cycles. 

 

Interviewees indicated that the regular review of student assessment data, careful study and 

analyses of identified needs of students and staff, and support from all levels were factors 

that aided the district in providing programs and services that were most likely to result in 

student achievement. 

 
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 
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Evidence: During the period under review, the district routinely monitored and evaluated 

curriculum and instructional programs for quality, adequacy, and effectiveness.  Curriculum 

and instructional programs were reviewed formally and informally at the school level as well 

as the district level. 

 

Initial curriculum review work was accomplished at the building level in conjunction with 

department chairs, team leaders, curriculum facilitators, and teachers. The district developed 

a pacing guide to drive consistency from school to school at the elementary level. Secondary 

schools had monthly curriculum meetings to do curriculum mapping that was tied to the state 

standards and the schools’ mission statements.  Since 2000, the district used content area 

specific rubrics and mid-year and end-of-year exams to help assure consistency of coverage 

and assessment practices.   
 

In addition to reviewing curriculum and instruction for their effectiveness, the district 

reviewed assessment data and the placement of students by gender and ethnicity. The district 

reviewed programs and student assessment data and opted to reduce class size in a school 

that had physically smaller classrooms, redistricted to better distribute students, targeted 

professional development, developed of an evening ESL class for high school students and 

offered a Kaplan Preparatory option, which was partially funded by the district for student, 

any preparing to take college entrance exams. Also identified through the regular review of 

curriculum and instructional practices, among other things, was the need for an inclusion 

specialist in Kindergarten classes, more support for students taking algebra courses, a study 

skills course after school, the addition of a second math course requirement at the high 

school, the addition of Junior Great Books at the elementary level, and more writing across 

the curriculum. 

 

To better provide support in curriculum and instruction, the district provisioned for a reading 

specialist at each school, literacy tutors, and instructional assistants. During the period under 

review, based on analyses of student assessment data, the district developed time-line 

expectations and departmentalized to set expectations and guidelines for all elementary 

schools. The following table illustrated time allocations for ELA and math: 
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Subject K-2 3-5 

ELA 120 min./daily 90 min./daily 

Math   60 min./daily + 60 min./daily +

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

of the Massachusetts Education Reform Act. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district’s evaluation procedure for administrators was not aligned with the 

components articulated in the Massachusetts Education Reform Act. The evaluation of 

principals was subjective, infrequent, and resulted in narratives that were approximately one 

page in length.  The evaluations indicated a lack of depth and consistent detail related to job 

performance. 
 

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

Education Reform Act. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

 
Evidence: For the period under review, the district’s evaluation procedure for teachers was 

aligned with the requirements of the Massachusetts Education Reform Act. Examiners 

reviewed a random sample of approximately 10% of the district’s professional status 

teachers. Evaluations were reviewed for timeliness (every two years), signatures of 

evaluators and evaluatees, the seven required components specified in the Education Reform 

Act, and whether or not comments were meaningful with respect to curriculum delivery and 

instructional practices. 

 

Of the sample reviewed, all were timely except one. However, in most cases, the narrative 

comments did not address teacher performance using the categories delineated on the 

district’s checklist. Instead, most narratives addressed the teacher’s history, background, 

and/or qualifications. Few contained specific information regarding teacher performance and 

the effect on student learning. Some evaluations contained Skillful Teacher language and 

major components of best practices.   
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6. In order to improve achievement for all students, the district uses disaggregated assessment 

scores to: 

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

strengths and weaknesses in curriculum and instruction,  

b. set priorities for professional development, and  

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: For the period under review, the district used disaggregated assessment data to 

evaluate the academic performance of all students. A review of disaggregated data indicated 

that the district’s math curriculum was not preparing students to succeed at proficiency 

levels.  The district responded by developing a new curriculum and purchasing the necessary 

text, supplemental materials, and professional development for implementation. The district 

also added more open-ended response writing in math classes. A review of special education 

assessment data prompted the district to focus on more learner-centered classrooms and more 

content-based instruction for special education students, which resulted in more specialized 

professional development to support inclusion.   

 

Additionally, a review of disaggregated assessment data led the district to conclude that 

while some students read challenging material at home, reading material at school was not 

sufficiently challenging. The district responded by adding the Junior Great Books program, 

which combined professional development, age appropriate literature, and instructional 

strategies to allow students to discuss and analyze literature. 

 

The district’s practice was to allocate resources that were equitably based on a per-pupil 

allocation.  Assessment data, however, indicated that students in the Pine Glen Elementary 

School were not as successful in math as other were students in other elementary schools in 

the district. The district responded by sending more of Pine Glen staff to professional 

development in math, and added additional support for the math program, and allocated more 
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time on site for the math facilitator. Support to that school included a reading specialist, a 

literacy tutor, working with small groups of students, and one-to-one tutoring. Additionally, 

at the Pine Glen Elementary School, the district added an after school program in math, 

solicited corporate partnerships, and allocated more money for Family Math Night. In 

essence, the district made data-driven decisions to determine the effectiveness of curriculum 

and instruction, to identify and provide professional development, and to allocate resources 

to support of programs and services that would most likely result in sustained and/or 

improved student achievement. 
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Domain B: Curriculum and Instruction 
 
 Standards                  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 5aVoc. 6 7 8 9 Total

Domain B –Curriculum & Instruction                   
S4 – Curriculum                       
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
  Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 1 N/A 1 N/A N/A N/A 6 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
S5 - Instruction: Expectations & Policies                      
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1 
  Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 0 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 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
  Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 1 N/A 1 N/A N/A N/A 6 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
S7 - Professional Development & 
Training                      
  Excellent 1 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A N/A 1 
  Satisfactory 0 1 1 1 1 N/A 1 1 N/A N/A 6 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
 
Standard 4. CURRICULUM: The district, each of its schools, and programs utilize curricula 

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

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

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

who administer and teach in the district. 

 
Preliminary Finding(s): 

• Between 2000-2003, the district utilized curriculum in ELA and math that were aligned with 

the state frameworks, contained grade-level learning expectations, activities, resources, and 

assessment practices. 

 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: Between 2000-2003, when asked about curriculum leadership, interviewees 

indicated different responses depending on the group, some interviewees named curriculum 

facilitators and/or department heads in ELA, math and other areas, and others named the 

principal in conjunction with school and district leadership.  

 

The middle school used a curricular model of leadership that was organized with a principal 

and three team leaders who focused on curriculum and evaluated staff at the middle school.  

Two of these team leaders focused strictly on curriculum and instruction, while the other two 

focused on management and discipline. At the middle level, a weekly or bi-weekly 

newsletter was sent home to parents that focused on instruction, homework, and after-school 

assistance. The high school used a department head model.   

 

According to interviewees and agenda items, school-based and district leadership met on a 

regular basis multiple times each month. Principals attended two monthly meetings regarding 

curriculum, with one on technology. Curriculum specialists met twice per month with district 

leadership. In addition to meetings with curriculum committees and school-based staff. 

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

a. have access to the current curriculum,  

b. are trained in their use, and  

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In the Burlington Public Schools, teachers had access to the curriculum in the 

form of curriculum guides in ELA and math, as well as in other content areas. These guides 

included grade-level performance expectations, resources, and activities to use in ELA and 

math.  In addition, consultants were hired to assist with developing assessments at each grade 

level. Learning expectations were developed first in 2000 and then revised as the state 

curriculum frameworks evolved. Curriculum facilitators at the elementary and middle level 

were employed in math, ELA, writing, and science. They were able to model lessons, lead 

the effort to ‘look at student work’ for assessment purposes, and provide ongoing 

professional development in those areas.   
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At the elementary level, a series of checklists and rubrics kept teachers, parents, and students 

informed about progress on the district grade level curriculum. At the middle and high school 

level, a system of mid-year and end-of-year criterion referenced tests were developed by the 

school district, in each content area and at the high school in each course in the course of 

studies. All teachers were expected to use John Collins Writing with holistic writing guides 

at each grade level. At all grade levels, teachers implemented a holistic writing system. 

Students participated in periodic formalized writing assignments at each grade level, and then 

the teachers graded the writing assignments together using a system that mirrored the method 

of evaluation used on the MCAS test.  Teachers then used the evaluated writing assignments 

with students to help them progress to the next higher levels of writing. 

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: According to interviewees, the ELA and math curriculum were under almost 

constant review during the period under study. Curriculum in these and other content areas 

took at least three years to develop and implement. The curriculum facilitators and the 

department heads at the high school did an item analysis of the results of each MCAS testing 

in all areas, especially math and ELA. These results were well documented at the each school 

and the district level. Along with the principals, the curriculum facilitators helped each 

school faculty to look at school and individual student results, which were formally reviewed 

at least twice a year.    

 
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 
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Evidence: For the period under review, curriculum effectiveness was evaluated at least twice 

a year based on the documents provided and conversations with district interviewees.  

District and school-based curriculum facilitators analyzed the MCAS tests. The results were 

evaluated at school-based faculty and content-based curriculum meetings.   

 

The district used the DRA in grades K-2. The WRAP, a national test developed by R.O. 

Griffiths and published by Pacific Learning, was administered in grades 3-5. In addition, 

locally developed checklists, rubrics, templates, and holistic writing assessments were used 

in the elementary grades. District criterion-referenced assessments were used in grades 6-12 

based on the district curriculum guides. The district administered these at mid-year and the 

end of year to provide additional information on all students.    

 

When questioned about subgroup test analysis, interviewees indicated that they had reviewed 

MCAS test results for subgroup populations. The percent of students that were classified as 

LEP was relatively small, approximately 33 students out of thirty-five hundred, and not 

necessarily statistically significant for the analysis of trend data. To address individual low 

performance scores, the district offered a large variety of after-school, evening, and summer 

choices to provide more time for learning. Additionally, students who were not achieving at 

grade-level standards received both pullout and push-in supports at the elementary, middle, 

and high school levels.   

 

At the other end of the achievement spectrum was the high achievement of Asian Indian 

students on the MCAS test. The assistant superintendent indicated that she held a focus group 

with these students to determine what she could learn with respect to needed changes in the 

curriculum. These students indicated that in addition to reading for schoolwork in ELA they 

spent much time reading literature outside of school that was culturally specific. Therefore, 

in response to this information, greater efforts were made to search for and include more 

culturally-specific reading selections for guided reading in grades K-5 and in the ELA 

curriculum at all grade levels. In addition, all teachers were encouraged to attend a course on 

the Asian Indian culture. At the time of the on-site review, approximately 10% of the faculty 

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

a. horizontal instructional program articulation throughout the system, and  

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

– K–12. 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: For the period under review, according to documentation and the EQA interviews, 

the grades K-12 curriculum documents in Burlington were aligned with the state curriculum 

frameworks in 1999 and realigned in 2001. The course of studies and curriculum at the high 

school were reviewed in a five-year cycle. In 2003, faculty members at the high school met at 

least once a week in preparation for New England Association of Schools and Colleges 

(NEASC). Although interviewees indicated that math and ELA had been under almost 

constant scrutiny based on the MCAS test results in the period under review, usually one 

additional content area was picked for a yearly focus. The current focus on grades K-12 

social studies was based on the recently revised state framework and was cited as an example 

of a regular process of curriculum renewal. Interviewees also cited the past horizontal 

alignment of the science curriculum as one of the strongest programs in the school district, 

which produced strong results on the MCAS test. 

 

When asked about widespread participation in the sequencing and alignment of learning 

goals and articulation throughout the school district, district personnel cited the addition of 

five mandatory days of curriculum in-service as critically important. Consequently, choices 

had been focused on professional development that included using guided reading, writing 

and literature based on grade-level expectations in ELA. Teachers were expected to rely on 

grade-level learning expectations in ELA rather than on a particular textbook in ELA and had 

received ongoing professional development. Interviewees indicated a similar reliance on 

grade-level expectations and grade-level curriculum in science, using science center system 

kits used throughout the school district.   
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Based on the 2000 results of the MCAS test scores in math, approximately one-third of the 

students at grades 8 and 10 were in the ‘Needs Improvement’ category. Therefore, from 

2000-2002, a district-wide math curriculum committee reviewed revisions of the curriculum 

and explored new and/or supplementary curricula to improve student achievement. Title I 

sponsored a number of Family Math Nights throughout the school district. Parents learned 

about changes in math instruction and how they could support math instruction at home. 

Extensive professional development was offered in teaching math.   

 

A number of middle level math teachers enrolled in the Teacher as Scholars Program, a 

partnership with Tufts University and a locally funded program, that provided content area 

learning.  The math curriculum was realigned, and the writing specialists worked with math 

teachers to develop the skill of writing in math. Summer curriculum work was funded to 

realign the math curriculum, and the schedule at the middle school was redesigned to allow 

math teachers to meet together during the school year to analyze samples of student work 

together. Interviewees credited all of this to improving math scores from 1999 to 2002. At 

Grade 8, the percent of students in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ 

categories decreased from 72% to 51%, while the percent of students in the ‘Proficient’ and 

‘Advanced’ categories increased from 29% to 49%. At Grade 10, the percent of students in 

the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories decreased from 69% to 49%, 

while the percent of students in the ‘Proficient’ and ‘Advanced’ categories increased from 

31% to 51%. 

 

In 2002-2003, after focused professional development and a revision of the math curriculum, 

new programs were implemented. The standards-based resources in use at the time of the on-

site review included Bridges and the Math Number Corner, grades K-1; Investigations, 

grades 2-5; Prentice Hall Book 1 & 2, grades 6 and 7; and Prentice Hall Algebra, Grade 8. 
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5a. VOC:  In vocational schools and districts, the district implements an established, well-

documented process to ensure: 

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

technology into each occupational area, 

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

the next  - 9-12. 

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

9-12. 

EQA Rating: N/A 

 
Evidence: N/A 

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

subgroups. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: For the period under review, the district had not lost any essential teaching 

positions. Interviewees indicated that the district had eliminated German as a foreign 

language at the high school and cut back the elementary world language program during the 

period under review. During the same period of time, the district was able to support 

curriculum, instruction, data analyses, and professional development with the positions of 

curriculum facilitators in each of the following areas: reading, writing, math, and science at 

the elementary school and middle levels. Interviewees indicated that Burlington also received 

many private and corporate grants, which, combined with school committee support for the 

budget, helped them to maintain and/or build services during the period under review. 
 

Interviewees were able to articulate numerous programs occurring both within and after 

school that targeted ELLs or other students who were not meeting grade-level performance 

expectations. For example, at the high school, students, in addition to the standard 

curriculum, were able to elect double ELA and math courses. Further, they had access to 

reading specialists and ELL tutors at the middle and high school level. Guidance counselors 

met with students who were not meeting with course performance levels, and they were 
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programmed into these choices during the school day. In addition, there were tutorial and 

after-school options available after-school, in the evening, and during the summer. These 

ranged from ‘low cost’ to ‘no cost options.’ Mobility/transience resulting in lower 

performance of students was not an issue in the district for the period under review.   

 

All middle school content area teachers provided direct instruction in reading. At Grade 6, all 

teachers taught reading twice a week with support from a reading specialist who rotated 

through each of the twelve reading blocks. All students also had access to two Grade 6 

literature books (the text was too heavy to carry); one was for use at school, and the other for 

use at home. At grades 7 and 8, an ESL tutor rotated though the reading blocks to support 

ELA instruction. Low achieving readers were programmed into developmental reading 

instruction instead of foreign language. In addition, the new literature series (Glencoe 

Literature) was available on compact disc, and parents could sign this out for home use. 

Writers Choice was also used in grades 6, 7, and 8. Title I provided the funding for summer 

school and after-school programs for elementary and middle school children in addition to 

locally funded programs. Programs were integrated and students were assigned based on 

academic need. At the middle level, an inclusion model did not exist for grades 6-8. 

Instruction ranged from a total pullout model to a partial pullout model. 
 

Additionally, interviewees indicated that multiple alternative book resources, books on tape, 

teacher modifications, flexible grouping, and smaller class size (under 15 students) for 

students who were not achieving at grade level standards. For the period under review, the 

average class size at the middle school was 24 to 26 students. At the high school, class size 

was generally under 15 students, which according to interviewees, allowed the district to 

provide a rich and challenging curriculum for all students.  

 

At the other end of the academic spectrum, a Kaplan Review course was offered in the 

evening to high school students. Approximately 80 students were enrolled in Advanced 

Placement (AP) courses each year, and 27 students were enrolled in multiple Advanced 

Placement courses. At the time of the on-site review, of the 88 Advanced Placement students, 

2 students were in special education, four students were on 504 plans, and 15 students were 
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minority students. There were 34 students enrolled in AP calculus. Interviewees indicated 

that they had reviewed AP courses and determined that the percentages of students enrolled 

were reflective of the district’s subgroup populations. 
 
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’s modifications to instructional programs were based on 

analyses of student assessment data. Its comprehensive curriculum review and program 

implementation process focused on using data to make informed decisions as to how to 

improve instructional practices and student achievement at all levels.   

 

• During the period under review, the district had procedures in place to recruit, employ, and 

retain a highly qualified faculty and staff. 

 

• The district aggressively sought and secured a number of effective business and community 

partnerships to share the responsibility of improving and/or sustaining student achievement. 

 
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: In the period under review, the primary focus of the district was on improving 

student performance in reading, ELA, and math. Changes in curriculum and instruction were 

data-driven. During the 1999-2000 School Year, a curriculum leadership team of elementary 
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teachers and administrators conducted a comprehensive review of the ELA program, and the 

role of the elementary reading specialists was redefined to include curriculum leadership 

responsibilities. At the end of the study phase, the team identified the balanced literacy model 

as the most appropriate approach to move elementary instruction towards a more standards-

based approach. The district’s model for implementing a new program included extensive 

training and demonstration lessons. From September 2000 to 2003, the district provided 

elementary teachers with training on all aspects of balanced literacy, as well as the Junior 

Great Books, the John Collins writing, and Zaner-Bloser spelling programs.  The district 

adopted the Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) and the Writing and Reading 

Assessment Profile (WRAP) to measure individual students’ performance and progress in 

reading and the balanced literacy program. Teachers in grades K-2 were train in DRA and 

teachers in grades 3-5 were trained in WRAP. 
 

At the middle and high school levels, teachers in every discipline received were trained in the 

John Collins Writing method. The district’s grades K-8 Writing Facilitator worked with 

English and math teachers to design and score open response questions. At the secondary 

level, teachers used departmental mid-year and final exams to measure student performance 

and progress. During the 2002-2003 school year, teachers and administrators reviewed 

language arts programs to replace the 1970s middle school literature series that was used in 

grades 6, 7 and 8. The committee recommended the Glencoe Literature program, a program 

that integrated reading, writing, and communicating, and it was implemented in September 

2003. At the high school level, English teachers updated the curriculum and created 

curriculum maps that included essential questions, content, and skills for each course during 

the summer of 2003. During 2003-2004, high school English teachers and the department 

chairperson were in the process of reviewing the ninth and tenth grade literature and writing 

program.  

 
In math, the district created the position of Elementary Math Facilitator in 2000.  From 2000-

2003, grade level expectations were completed for grades K-8 and course expectations were 

completed for grades 9-12. During the 2002-2003 school year, the district formed an 

Elementary Math Selection Committee in response to its analysis of the MCAS test data and 
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the determination that there was a need for a new elementary mathematics program. In June 

2003, the school committee approved the Math Selection Committee’s recommendation for 

the September 2003 adoption of the Bridges in Mathematics program for grades K-1 and 

Investigations in Number, Data and Space for grades 2-5. At the elementary level, four of the 

five professional development days in 2003-2004 were focused on mathematics. In 

September 2003, the district used grant funding to support the position of the primary 

curriculum specialist. Sixty percent of the specialist’s time was dedicated to supporting the 

implementation of the new math programs in the primary grades.   

 

Also in 2002-2003, the district funded a committee of (20) grades K-12 math teachers to 

analyze data, articulate the grades K-12 scope and sequence, and examine curricula and 

assessments. In 2003, the middle school’s analysis of student performance and the MCAS 

test results culminated in the formation of a study group to review new math programs. As a 

result of the group’s findings, a request for a new mathematics program for grades 6-9 was 

submitted for the FY2005 budget. At the high school level, from 2000-2003, new math texts 

were adopted for algebra I, integrated math, geometry and algebra II courses. Fifty percent of 

the high school math teachers participated in the teachers as scholars program over the past 

three years, and 12 of the 14 teachers have masters’ degrees. 

 

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The school committee’s policy manual stated that the education of students was 

the shared responsibility of the teachers, school administrators, and parents. Three of the 

goals identified in the district’s 2000-2003 Strategic Plan focused on structuring the schools 

in ways that facilitated learning, strengthening the district’s educational program by aligning 

its curriculum to the state frameworks, using results from the annual MCAS test results, and 

increasing parent, community, and business support of the schools. Although the format for 

each school’s annual improvement plan varied, all of the plans focused on curriculum 
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development and the professional development needs of the staff. The reference of student 

assessment data in the school improvement plans was inconsistent.  

 

The district had a curriculum accommodation plan in place for each level, and the principals 

and/or their designees were responsible for implementing and overseeing the plans in their 

buildings. Each plan referenced school organization, professional development activities that 

included training on differentiated instruction and accommodating diverse learners in the 

regular education classroom, an explanation of the pre-referral process, and a list of 

curriculum accommodations and strategies for teachers.    

 

Individual Student Success Plans were developed and implemented for students who 

received a warning on either the ELA or math MCAS tests. At the high school level, students 

at-risk of failure met with their guidance counselor and were recommended for either an 

MCAS test preparatory course during the school day, or they were offered the opportunity to 

attend the after-school MCAS test tutoring sessions or, if appropriate, the Evening 

Academy’s ELL course. 

 

From 2000 to 2003, teachers and administrators at every level encouraged parent, 

community, and business involvement in the schools. To provide information about the 

schools, important events, and student achievement, the district communicated with parents 

in a variety of ways, such as school newsletters, the district website, and the local cable 

access channel. In 2002-2003 and 2003-2004, family math nights were hosted by three 

elementary schools. In October 2003, over 150 elementary parents attended a math 

curriculum orientation to introduce and explain the new math program. Each year, the district 

also scheduled educational forums for parents and the community on such topics as effective 

parenting and educational reform. 

 

A number of local businesses and area colleges partnered with the district to support high 

quality education and equal access to the curriculum. Partners included the new Burlington 

Education Foundation, Harvard University’s Project Zero, Leahy Clinic, Mitre Corporation, 

New England Aquarium, Northeast Consortium, Northeastern University, Boston Museum of 
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Science, Primary Source, and Project Alliance. Student teachers from Framingham State 

College, Lesley College, Salem State College, and Tufts University did their student teaching 

in the schools, and administrators participated in The China Exchange Initiative, a principal 

shadowing project.   

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

academic achievement and a level of proficiency for all students. Instructional time in each 

content area:  

a. meets state requirements at each level, and 

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

achievement data. 

 EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: Each school in the district met the state requirements for time on learning for its 

level. During the period under review, the district analyzed the MCAS test and other data on 

student performance to assess the allocation of instructional time in the core content areas at 

each level to make certain that the educational needs of all students were being met.  In June 

2003, the assistant superintendent distributed a letter to all elementary teachers and 

specialists that clearly articulated the district’s expectations for the amount of time to be 

spent each day in the core subject areas. In grades K-2, the expectation for ELA instruction 

was 120 minutes and for math, 60 plus minutes per day. In grades 3-5, the expectation was 

90 minutes per day for ELA and 60 plus minutes per day for math. At the secondary level, 

ELA and math courses met daily for one block. The middle school used a team-based 

approach, and teachers had one common planning period a day. In grade 6, core subject 

teachers taught reading twice a week, and in grades 7 and 8 there were two additional reading 

blocks a week. The high school had a rotating seven period day with six 44-minute periods 

and one long block (75 minutes) a day. At-risk students took additional math and/or English 

courses during directed study time to promote their academic achievement and attainment of 

a proficiency score on the MCAS tests. 
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4. The district employs highly qualified teachers, that are certified in the area(s) of their primary 

assignment or responsibility. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: There were inconsistencies in the teacher certification data submitted to the DOE 

and to the on-site EQA team. The most recent data submitted to the EQA team indicated that 

there were a total of 205 early childhood/elementary, special education, middle school 

English and math, high school English, math, history, science, foreign language, and ESL 

teachers in the district as of April, 2004: 193 were highly qualified, nine of the 205 currently 

held teaching licenses but were teaching out-of field, and three teachers were on waivers.    
 

The district employed permanent substitutes at each level. All permanent substitutes, as well 

as the daily substitutes hired by the district, had four-year degrees. Many of the permanent 

substitutes were retired teachers, and all of the permanent substitutes received training and 

attended the professional development day programs. The district did not provide training for 

the daily substitutes. 

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

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

EQA Rating: Excellent 

 
Evidence: From 2000 to 2003, the hiring of staff at the building level was site based, and, the 

format varied from school to school. The selection process for central office and building 

administrators was uniform and involved screening committees that included teachers, school 

and community representatives.  The district’s recruitment practices ranged from advertising 

in the Boston Globe to outreach to area colleges and networking with professional 

organizations and educational partners. 
 

During the period under review, the district received grant funding to implement a formal 

mentoring program. To support and strengthen its induction and mentoring program, the 

district’s budget included stipends for Mentor Leaders ($3,000) and mentors ($1,500), and an 
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allowance of $500.00 for each new teacher to spend on professional development. The 

district allocated professional development funds also for mentor training and specialized 

training for the new teachers on such topics as the John Collins Writing Program, 

differentiated instruction, balanced literacy, guided reading, and the new math initiatives. 
 

To train and retain its highly qualified staff, the 188-day teachers contract included five 

professional development days. From 2000 to 2003, the district approved approximately 300 

administrative leave days for teachers to pursue professional development related to 

curriculum initiatives.  In 2002-2003 the district offered a range of programs for aspiring and 

current administrators: “Women and Leadership,” “Supervision and Evaluation” and 

“Technology for School Leaders.”  The district also provided training for its support staff. 

 

With the exception of retirees, the district had less than two percent of teachers leave the 

district. One of the district’s goals in its improvement plan was to implement a formal exit 

interview process. Prior to 2003 exit interviews were done informally and the format varied 

from school to school. Teacher satisfaction and stability were attributed to the district’s and 

communities strong support for education. 
 
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): 

• For the period under review, the district’s policies and procedures promoted an attendance 

rate for students that averaged approximately 95%. 

 

• Between 2000-2003, the district promoted and the community supported high expectations for 

student achievement.   
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Indicators: 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: For the time period under review, the staff conduct policy indicated that it was a 

requirement of all personnel to be “faithful” and “prompt” with regard to work attendance. 

At all levels, staff members were responsible for calling the answering service by 6:30 a.m. if 

they were to be absent due to illness. Completion of a leave form was required for several 

categories of absences that included, among other things, professional days, bereavement, 

jury duty, vacation. Building principals, the director of pupil personnel services, assistant 

superintendent, and superintendent were authorized to approve leave requests. There was a 

substitute coordinator who received the messages who then contacted the principals of each 

school. There were approximately 20 permanent substitutes, and each school was allocated a 

number based on the number of staff. On occasions, substitutes were reassigned among the 

schools based on need. Approximately 60% of the permanent substitutes were certified. The 

assistant superintendent of curriculum and instruction stated that the permanent substitutes 

provided for a quality day. The average absentee rate for teachers during the period under 

review was 5%, or an attendance rate of 95% (excluding professional days). The teacher 

contract provided an attendance incentive program for staff members who had 5 or less sick 

days. Teachers received $100.00 per unused sick leave day up to $500.00. 

 

The middle and high school had student attendance policies that were well documented in the 

student handbooks. At the beginning of each school year, teachers explained the rules and 

regulations regarding absences to students. If a student was absent, the parent/ guardian called 

the assigned office. Calls were recorded and students were given an admit slip before school on 

the day they return. School committee policy (JH) stated that students might have been excused 

because of illness or quarantine, bereavement, or serious illness in the family, weather so 

inclement as to endanger the health of the child, for observance of major religious holiday or for 

other exceptional reason. The supervisor of attendance made random calls to verify student 
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absences. Students with more then six absences at the high school lost credit at the discretion of 

the teacher. A note from the parent was required upon return to school. 

 
At the elementary schools, parents called the absentee line on the day of the absence. A note was 

required explaining the reason of the absence or tardiness. There was a “call-out program” 

provided by a parent volunteer if the parent did not call.  

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

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

a. transition management, 

b. dropout prevention. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: For the time under review, interviews with the principals and assistant superintendent 

for curriculum and instruction indicated that the transfer from the middle school to the high 

school commenced with a series of communications and meetings among the guidance 

counselors. Parents, students, and guidance counselors met to discuss courses at the high school. 

There were limited options for course selection in the freshman year.  

 

For the period under review, the dropout rate was less the 0.5%. The district offered an 

Evening School Academy that mirrored the high school curriculum and led to a high school 

diploma. The program averaged approximately 10-14 students. District and school 

interviewees indicated that this program served as a “safety net” for students who might have 

otherwise ceased to attend school.    

 

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: The district’s response to the NEASC report for acceptable level of achievement for 

each of the school’s academic expectations for student learning indicated that the acceptable 

level of achievement for each school’s academic expectations was clearly delineated by the high 

school’s graduation requirements, as articulated in the program of studies and the individual 

teacher expectation identified for each course. All high school students were expected to meet 

high standards in a variety of disciplines that included four years of English and math, three 

years of science, four years of health and physical education, two years of foreign language, and 

three years of social studies. 

 

For high achieving students, from freshmen to seniors there were honors courses that were 

highly academic and required extensive study. Mandatory science classes required summer work 

with a test upon return to school. Regular academic students were provided tutoring services. 

Although there was no requirement to take AP courses, the district indicated that it had 

periodically reviewed enrollment to determine if student participation was equitable for all 

subgroups.    

 

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

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

issues in the areas of discipline, retention, suspension, and exclusion. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: For the time under review, there were well-documented policies and procedures 

regarding discipline in the student handbooks. During the period under review, the district 

maintained an annual retention rate of 2.5% or lower. The majority of the district’s retention 

occurred at the primary level grades K and 1 and was attributed to readiness issues. At the 

elementary school level, recommendations for retention were discussed with the appropriate 

teaching staff, followed by a meeting with the parents, classroom teachers, and the building 

principal. Parents ultimately made the decision to retain.    

 
At the high school level, retention usually occurred when the student had not earned the 

necessary credits for promotion to the next level. Promotion from grade 9 to 10 was based on a 
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minimum of 27.5 credits; from grade 10 to grade 11, a minimum of 55 credits; from grade 11 to 

grade 12, a minimum of 82.5 credits, and for graduation a minimum of 110 credits. There were 

summer programs to make-up courses leading to promotion from one grade to another. 

 

During the period under review, the average in-house suspension rate was 2.5% while the state 

average was 4.7%. The out-of-school suspension rate was 1.5%, as compared the state average of 

6.4%. The handbook defined infractions for in-house suspension (ISS) and out-of-house 

suspensions (OHS). There was a Friday and Saturday community service program, which could 

have been assigned in lieu of school suspension.  

 

The district’s exclusion rate was less the one percent, as compared state rate of 19%. The 

student handbook provided that upon expulsion of a student, no school or district was 

required to provide educational services to such student. 
 
5. The district has policies and programs in place to address the needs of transient or mobile 

students. These policies, and programs promote transient student involvement in high quality 

and challenging programs. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: For the period under review, the district had a small number of transients. All 

transient students were placed in the appropriate grade level after reviewing all of their 

records. Although the district’s number of transient and mobile students was small, the 

district encouraged participation in challenging courses and provided support for those 

students who required it.        
 
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: In Burlington, interviews with principals indicated that teacher assignments were 

based on the teacher certification, talent and experience. For example, two teachers with 

experience with the aquarium and the science museum used this knowledge to develop 
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educational programs for the students in the elementary schools. There was minimum 

reassignment of teachers from year to year in the schools. 

 

The hiring process was used to hire the most qualified candidate for the open position. 

Principals indicated that they narrowed the field of applicants to two to three and sent their 

recommendations to the superintendent for the final selection. 

 

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 review, the district’s professional development plan was well-funded, 

focused on district priorities, and broad enough to challenge all teachers as learners. 

 

• For the period under examination, new programs and initiatives were supported by 

professional development that allowed teachers and support staff to successfully implement 

those initiatives.   

 

• For the time under review, professional status teacher evaluations did not inform professional 

development. 

 
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 
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Evidence: Annually, a professional development selection book was compiled for the 

coming school year.  Two mandatory days were scheduled before the start of the school year, 

and three more were scheduled intermittently throughout the school year.   

 

Decisions for offerings were made by content area and grade level according to a district-

prioritized list of needs created by curriculum committees and the Administrative Team.  

Recently, a change in the contract with the teachers’ labor union created a professional 

development advisory board that met monthly and made recommendations to the 

administrative team regarding future in-service offerings.   
 

The budget was typically in the range of $170,000 to $200,000 and was funded by the local 

budget and private grants. In addition to five days of mandatory in-service, there were out-of-

school opportunities and summer opportunities, such as the use of almost unlimited vouchers 

at local universities and colleges and Teachers as Scholars. Some teachers, for example, 

recently went to Spain and others to Jamaica on study trips.  Some teachers pursued a degree 

in technology at Framingham State or a degree in reading at Gordon College. A Teachers as 

Scholars Program (Harvard University) was focused on content area learning. Each school 

received $100.00 per teacher for site-based professional development. All new teachers could 

have accessed $500.00 for training that was either recommended by the principal or 

requested by the teacher.  All new teachers were trained in using John Collins Writing.    
 

All principals and administrators took a common course similar to the ‘Skillful Teacher’ with 

a consultant that was 20 hours in duration. Teachers could have taken graduate courses and 

often attended events sponsored by NESDEC, and, hosted by the district.  Administrators had 

recently attended a math institute. 

 

All teachers who applied to be district mentors were required to take a course similar to the 

‘Skillful Teacher.’ Specialized offerings were also planned for specialized staff, such as 

librarians, technology and physical education teachers. Administrators and teachers could 

have applied for ‘release or administrative’ days for special training, such as holistic scoring 

of writing. Permanent substitutes were employed by the school district in each school to 
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make absences less intrusive to instruction.  In the period under study, the grades K-12 staff 

had three years of John Collins writing. 
 

Prior to 2000, the focus of most in-service in the elementary school was on literacy, such as 

guided reading, running records, and the use of the DRA at grades K-2 and WRAP at grades 

4 and 5. Since 2000, more focused in-service was offered in teaching math, especially at the 

elementary and middle school levels.    

 

In-service opportunities occurred during vacations, such as a poet in residence during 

February vacation and summer institutes. Over time, the focus of in-service was narrowed 

and became more focused on the district’s literacy and math initiatives. Most of the 

paraprofessionals had college degrees but are not certified to teach. They were invited to 

attend the five mandatory days of in-service and could have used vouchers, especially from a 

partnership with Northeastern University, to get certified in education. The Title I or ESL 

tutors were all certified teachers and participated in regular in-service opportunities. 

 

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

budget for professional development within the confines of the foundation budget.  

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The budget for professional development remained level-funded in the period 

under review, was within the foundation budget, and was supplemented by vouchers, grants, 

and donations. 

 

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 
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Evidence: Teachers especially at the elementary school indicated that there had been had a 

great deal of training on assessment in order to implement Guided Reading in grades K-5.  

When asked about training in data-analysis, district personnel leadership training in British 

Columbia, a staff development conference with Rick Stiggins, and a week-long summer 

institute with a consultant. At the high school, group and item analysis was done by the math 

department head and at the middle level by team leaders. Item analysis documentation from 

the high school was readily available.   

 

According to district personnel, 70 to 80% of students in the district scored in the ‘Proficient’ 

or ‘Advanced’ categories in ELA. An analysis of the ELA data revealed no glaring 

deficiencies. The only weakness generally identified was in ‘words in context’ or inferential 

reading skills.  So, the district focused on adding to the reading selections at each grade level 

and included more non-fiction and poetry. 
 

After the MCAS test results in 2000, the district focused on improving math instruction and 

improving writing in math. In August 2001, the district published a Guide to Math 

Instruction, which included a vision, guiding principles, a framework alignment, learning 

standards and grade level expectations, resources by grade level, classroom activities, and 

assessments. A summer institute and five days of in-service was offered on teaching math. 

The writing specialists developed models of writing in math. Teachers used by exemplars to 

compare student work.   

 

According to district personnel, teacher and student absences were analyzed at the middle 

school level to determine if there was a relationship performance in math on the MCAS test. 

No correlation was found, and interviewees indicated that they looked at other causes of 

student performance. Ultimately, the district realigned the math curriculum and began a 

search for better resources. The district worked with a consultant to recommend five 

standards-based series that had clear expectations, and used ‘best practices.’ In 2002, after 

training teachers, the district began using the new materials in grades K-8. The district 

developed grade level learning expectations in math, and began administering end-of the-

year tests at the secondary level in each math course. Four years of math were required at the 
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high school, and interviewees indicated that many students took five courses in math during 

the high school years. 
 

Attendees completed a standard evaluation form at staff development opportunities that was 

used throughout the district. In addition, when a teacher program outside of school was 

funded by the school district, attendees were expected to share that learning at grade- level or 

team meetings.   

 

The DOE’s CPR (2003) cited the district for the lack of a district inclusion model.  The 

district, at the time of the on-site review, had planned professional development in inclusion 

practices, i.e., differentiated instruction, for teachers, especially at the middle school level. 

 

According to district administrators, teacher evaluations were expected to address 

performance using ‘best practices’ with respect to district curriculum priorities, and 

principals or other evaluators were expected to focus on these with teachers.  However, a 

review of randomly selected teacher and administrator evaluations reviewed on site did not 

indicate evidence that evaluations were written in a way that could have informed 

professional development needs. 

 

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: Documentation supported by district interviews demonstrated that professional 

development was focused on the curriculum frameworks. Interviewees indicated that 

community and parental involvement was traditionally high in Burlington. Parents from at 

least 75% of the school families regularly attended a majority of school events.   
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Members of the school committee indicated that each school council and respective school 

principal presented its SIP to the school committee. Analysis of student performance data 

were presented at school council. The district had active participation on school councils and 

initially provided training in participatory decision-making, but had not provided any formal 

training that was current. 

 

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

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

the District Curriculum Accommodation Plan. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: During the period under review, generally, comprehensive data analysis was 

conducted by curriculum specialists, reading specialists, team leaders, department heads, 

administrators, and principals who had had varied training. At grades 3-5, approximately 50 

students across the elementary schools needed to be placed on an Individual Student Success 

Plan (ISSP). Due to the limited number of students who qualified for ISSPs, the district did 

them by hand. However multiple sources indicated to that faculty members at each school 

reviewed school and individual student data at faculty meetings, team meetings, child study 

meetings, curriculum meetings, and department meetings.   

 

There were a separate district curriculum accommodation plans (DCAPs) at the elementary, 

middle level, and high school levels. Each plan followed the same format that described 

school organization, professional development, a pre-referral process, curriculum areas, and 

included a lengthy list of curriculum accommodation strategies that were available at each 

level of instruction. When interviewees were asked what specific accommodations were used 

at each grade level, interviewees from each level indicated that the DCAP was a working 

document and specific examples that were listed on each of the DCAPs. 

 

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 
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Evidence: Multiple opportunities were available to teachers and administrators to enroll in 

‘no or low cost’ course options related to professional development.  Since the district hosted 

classes for Northeastern University, the district’s supply of both undergraduate and graduate 

course vouchers for its professional staff was nearly unlimited.  Other providers cited were 

MASSCUE for Technology and NELMS for middle level instruction. Many other 

partnerships existed, such as Harvard University/Project Zero at Grade 8, Mitre Corporation 

for math and science at the elementary level, New England Aquarium, Museum of Science, 

Primary Source, student teachers from Salem State, Lesley, Framingham State, and Tufts, 

Northeastern University and the China Exchange/Principal Shadowing Project. 

 

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: In Burlington, the professional development plan was more closely aligned with 

the DIP and more focused on curriculum and instruction than were the individual school 

improvement plans. While the SIPs identified professional development needs, they lacked 

specific student achievement data. When asked about this, principals indicated that they used 

a format that was originally used in the district with the development of the first school 

improvement plans. Interviewees indicated that recently the district indicated that the SIPs 

needed to be more closely aligned with the school’s student performance data and contain 

performance goals. However, for the period under review, they were not closely aligned with 

the school’s performance data or contained performance goals. 
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Domain C: Student Academic Support Services 
 

 Standards             Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total
Domain C - Academic Support Services                   
S8 - Academic Support Services                   
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
  Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 N/A 6 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 N/A 1 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 

 
Standard 8. STUDENT ACADEMIC SUPPORT SERVICES: The district provides 

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

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

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

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

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• Between 2000-2003, the district used student assessment data to provide appropriate 

academic support services to students in ELA and math when students were not meeting state 

performance standards. 

 

• For the period of time under review, the district lacked a student inclusion model for grades 

6-8.   

 

Indicators: 

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

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

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

regular education.   

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district improvement plan (DIP) was comprised of a one-page cover sheet 

that contained the mission statement, core values, and goals for the district and was written 

before the DCAPs. Attached was an action plan for five district goals with initiatives and 
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indicators for each goal.  These were closely aligned with the professional development plan 

for the district.   

 

There were separate district curriculum accommodation plans (DCAPs) written at the 

elementary, middle, and high school levels. Each plan followed the same format that 

described school organization, professional development, a pre-referral process, curriculum 

areas, and a lengthy list of curriculum accommodation strategies at each level of instruction.   
 

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: The district had three leveled DCAPs that were designed to assist the regular 

classroom in accommodating diverse learning styles of all students. Principals were 

responsible for implementing and overseeing all of the accommodation plans.  At the 

elementary school, the stated purpose of the Instructional Support Team (ISS) was to suggest 

strategies and practices that could help meet the learning needs of students.  The DCAP then 

listed process and global strategies, organizational strategies, presentation strategies, math 

strategies, reading strategies and strategies for written language that could have been used for 

accommodation. The DCAP at the middle school was similar in format with the team leader 

and specialists as the first resource, followed by a list of strategies that teachers could use for 

accommodations. The DCAP at the high school listed an administrative team consisting of 

the principal, two associate principals with the support services coordinator as responsible for 

implementing curriculum accommodation plans. As in the other DCAPs, a list of 

accommodations strategies was listed. 
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3. Components of the DCAP include the following:  

a. direct and systematic instruction in reading; 

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

learning;  

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

and  

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

and accommodate the needs of students. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: Only the elementary DCAP had a component that addressed direct and systematic 

instruction in reading. Guided reading was used in grades K-5 with a Junior Great Books 

component in grades 4 and 5. Literacy tutors provided early intervention for students by 

providing more time for direct reading instruction. Interviewees indicated that regular 

reading instruction occurred in Grade 6 at the middle school, and reading specialists and 

tutors supported the instruction of the regular education teachers. Interviewees indicated that 

a reading specialist and tutors were employed at the high school. 

 

None of the plans specifically addressed behavioral interventions; however, interviewees 

described the plans as proactive in design in order to prevent behavioral problems from 

developing. At the middle school, preventative discipline and establishment of strong 

relationships was used to prevent behavioral problems. At the high school level, students 

with behavioral concerns were referred to an associate principal and then referred for pre-

referral services.   

 

All of the plans encouraged teaming, collaboration, and parental involvement. Weekly 

newsletters and the school department website was used to keep parents informed. In 

addition to meetings, e-mail agreements were used to keep students on track, as were 

semester assignments, which were signed by parents. Additionally, parents received weekly 

or biweekly newsletters that alerted them to student assignments at the middle level.  

Students with behavioral issues were referred to the Community Life Center for counseling, 
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which used a sliding scale for services. At the high school, students at different grade levels 

had one to four directed studies per week where they received accommodations that were 

referred through guidance or the pre-referral team. In addition to professional development 

that was focused on math and literacy, choices were available to help teachers better 

differentiate instruction for all learners and outside options were regularly funded through the 

school-site or district office, based on need. 

 

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

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

support services that are offered.  

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In addition to the MCAS testing, the school district used a variety of commercial 

and criterion referenced tests to inform practice and track student achievement. At the 

elementary school, DRA and WRAP were used along with running records in reading.  

Holistic scoring was used for writing samples and in open-ended questions in mathematics.  

The district administered, at the middle and high school levels, mid-year, and end-of-the year 

tests in each core subject area that was aligned with grade level district expectations and local 

curricula. The district provided additional documents on site to demonstrate that they 

regularly engaged in the MCAS test item analysis at all levels. As a result of this analysis 

during school, after-school and evening options were implemented to address the needs of 

the students who needed more time on learning in ELA and math and help with 

organizational skills, study skills, and homework assistance. 

 

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: Poor 

 
Evidence: In Kindergarten, students attended school until 1:00 p.m., but teachers were 

employed full-time, which allowed time for planning and collaboration. Guided reading 
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instruction began in Kindergarten, and formal guided reading instruction was offered through 

Grade 6. A variety of formal and informal assessments were used throughout, along with 

holistic scoring in ELA and math. Based on these assessments, literacy tutors and Title I 

tutors were employed to meet student academic needs. At Grade 6, mid-year and end-of-the-

year criterion referenced tests were used through grade 12. Grade level expectations were 

developed at each grade level and in each core subject area. Teachers used exemplars at each 

grade level to compare student work.  
 

In math, low performance on the MCAS test in 2000 triggered a realignment of the math 

curriculum, a search for better resources and new professional development. The district 

developed grade-level expectations in mathematics and mid and end-of the-year tests were 

administered at the middle level. All classes were grouped heterogeneously and students at 

Grade 8 took a pre-test and post-test, which was used to transition to the high school. In the 

period under review, the service delivery model for special education students in math was a 

pull out or Learning Center model.   

 

At all levels, tutors (literacy, ESL, Title I) were employed to address specific student needs 

during the school day. The student schedules at the middle and high school level were able to 

be adapted, so students were able to take double ELA or math during the school day. In 

addition, multiple opportunities for after-school help were available, which included an 

MCAS test preparation class. Interviewees indicated that over 75% of the student population 

participated in the MCAS test preparation sessions that were held after school hours. In the 

period under review, the district did not use an inclusion model in grades 6-8 in ELA and 

math. All models used were complete pullout or partial pullout models in the middle grades. 

In 2002, on the Grade 6 math MCAS test, 92% of special education students scored in the 

‘Warning/Failing’ and ‘Needs Improvement’ categories. In 2002, on the Grade 7 ELA 

MCAS test, 85% of special education students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ or ‘Needs 

Improvement’ categories. In 2002, on the Grade 8 MCAS math test, 92% of special 

education students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ and ‘Needs Improvement’ categories. 
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6. Early intervention reading programs are provided at the primary level to ensure that by the 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In 2001, 82% of 278 students tested scored in the proficient category at Grade 3.  

In 2002, 78% of 290 students scored in the proficient category at Grade 3. As cited, guided 

reading strategies and additional help from literacy tutors was provided in all elementary 

schools. 

 

Although all schools had met AYP on their District Cycle II Performance ratings from 1999-

2002, there was a decline in improvement at the Pine Glenn School. In response to these 

scores, the district provided additional professional developments funds to that school, and 

the principal was encouraged to request whatever was needed to make accelerated progress, 

which included more instructional time in ELA and math, additional money for Family Math 

Nights, and one-to-one tutoring for Grade 1 students who were at-risk.      

 
7. The district develops Student Success Plans for all students who qualify for them, and the 

Plans contain the components required by statute. 

*These indicators are not applicable to secondary and vocational schools and   districts. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Burlington, Individual Student Success Plans (ISSPs) were written for all 

students who scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ or ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, and grade 

team teachers, team leaders, and guidance counselors tracked the implementation of the 

plans. A different form was used at each school level, but all contained the components 

required by statute. Each elementary school had at least one guidance counselor, and 

guidance counselors at the middle school had a caseload of approximately 250 students.  

According to interviewees, these plans were reviewed twice a month with teacher teams.   
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Domain D: Leadership and Governance 
 

 Standards                  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total
Domain D - Leadership, Governance, & Organization                   
S9 - Organizational Leadership:  Direction,                   
  Goal Setting, Policies & Planning                   
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
  Satisfactory 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 4 
  Poor 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
S10 - Organizational & Human Resource           
  Management          
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 
Standard 9. ORGANIZATIONAL LEADERSHIP: DIRECTION, GOAL SETTING, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

analyses of student achievement data. 

 

Preliminary Finding(s):  

• The district had a strategic planning process in place from 2000-2003, but it was not broadly 

developed and lacked coordination with the school improvement plans. 

 

• Between 2000-2003, the evaluations for the superintendent, which predated the current 

superintendent, were incomplete and lacked substance. 

 

• The evaluations of principals, during the period under review, failed to comply with the 

Education Reform Act in their timelines and in accordance with the areas to be reviewed. 
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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 policy manual was last updated and approved by the school committee in 

1997 and included most ERA related provisions. Annual policy revision was infrequent and 

apt to be related to a timely topic, such as out-of state travel for students, rather than a 

systemic review of the manual. There was no policy subcommittee. 

 

School handbooks were reviewed and approved annually by the school committee, with most 

changes occurring at the middle and high school level. All schools had handbooks, and there 

were others, such as the Substitute Teachers’ Handbook and an evolving move to create 

parent handbooks. The school district also used websites to communicate initiatives and 

policy statements. Each school had a website in addition to the district website. The 

elementary schools issued a weekly newsletter; however, there was no district newsletter. 
 

School committee meetings were televised to allow public observation of the meetings. The 

superintendent did periodic cable television interviews, and an annual report by the schools 

was included in the district’s annual town report.  Parents were additionally informed through 

the school council and parent-teacher organizations (PTO) groups, and the superintendent 

met periodically with the presidents of the PTO school organizations. There was no formal 

district public relations plan. Press releases were rarely utilized. There was, however, good 

newspaper coverage by a weekly and a daily newspaper in Burlington.   

 

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 
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Evidence: The strategic plan presented for the time of the review was dated 2000-2003. The 

previous superintendent left the district in 2003 at the end of the planning cycle. A final 

report on the plan was reviewed at the school committee level in April, 2003. The mission 

statement dated back to the 1990s and was developed by a community forum.  

 

The 2000-2003 strategic plan, which served as the DIP, was developed at the superintendent 

and administrative council level. For the 2000-2003 plan, the district developed five goals as 

the result of the work of five subcommittees who reviewed other district improvement plans. 

The primary focus of the goals was on student achievement. The format was then shared with 

school faculties, and the school committee finalized the plan. 

 

The analysis of test data for the planning process focused on the MCAS test scores. There 

were other assessments used, specifically the DRA and WRAP. A review of the goals 

indicated expectations for adults and primarily teachers and focused less on students and 

specific expectations. The improvement of math scores and writing skills was an obvious 

priority in the documents. The Class of 2003 graduated 100% of its students, and only one or 

two students from the Class of 2004 were not passing at the time of the on-site review. 

  
3. The School Improvement Plan (SIP) for every school is aligned with the district’s mission 

statement, and the analysis of student achievement data drives the development, 

implementation, and modification of educational programs, services, and practices.  

EQA Rating: Poor 

 
Evidence: During the majority of the period of time under review, the school improvement 

plans did not necessarily align with the district strategic plan, although some schools were 

exceptions. During the 2003-2004 school year, individual school improvement plans were 

aligned with the district improvement plan. 
 

Analysis of achievement data was done at the school level under the direction of the principal 

and curriculum specialist. At the high school level, department heads conducted further 

analysis. The assistant superintendent focused on the priorities and met with principals to 
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design initiatives to improve. Individual teachers did further analysis on the data for their 

individual classes.  Interventions were designed as necessary and were implemented in the 

classroom. With relatively high overall achievement scores, the district’s focus was not on 

the ‘Warning/Failing’ category but on moving students from ‘Needs Improvement’ to the 

next categories of ‘Proficient’ and ‘Advanced’ 

 

School improvement plans were due at central office each June and were presented to the 

school committee in the summer. Traditionally, the superintendent reviewed them first. 

Historically, the SIPs were accepted and adopted by the school committee for adoption after 

a presentation by each school principal who would likely be accompanied by 

representative(s) of the school council. There was, however, little actual student achievement 

data included in the SIPs, and the initiatives rarely targeted explicit improvement levels. 

 

4. District leaders monitor student achievement data throughout the year, considering the goals 

identified in the DIP and individual SIPs and implements programs, policies, and services 

that are most likely to result in improved student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The district monitored student achievement was monitoring in a variety of ways. 

The lead participants were the assistant superintendent, principals, and curriculum leaders. 

Interviewees indicated that was done in numerous meetings that were called for this express 

purpose. Common mid-term examinations in core subjects, including ELA and math, allowed 

for a class-by-class review of student achievement. Teacher training in areas, such as holistic 

scoring, added a common dimension to reviewing student work. After-school MCAS test 

preparation targeted students in need of assistance based on performance. The district’s 

administrative council met twice a month. Periodically, administrators presented formal 

reports on student assessment data and the status of new initiatives.    
 

5. All of the district’s administrators are appropriately certified. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 
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Evidence: For the time under review, the district had 19 administrators, and all but one was 

certified in the field of their current position. The one exception was the newly created 

position of director of finance and operations, which does not require certification. However, 

the new job description allows for receipt of the certification over time. At the time of the on-

site review, administrator was licensed as a MPCCO and was expected to gain licensure as a 

school business administrator. 

 

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: At each school committee meeting, the third agenda topic was the 

superintendent’s report, usually a verbal report. More substantive reports were stand- alone 

agenda topics for discussion. These meetings were televised to allow for community 

observation of school committee activity and discussion. Interviewees indicated that 

attendance in the audience was generally very small unless an agenda item of high interest 

was scheduled. 

 
7. The superintendent is evaluated annually on the district’s state assessment results and 

implementation of the DIP.  This performance evaluation serves as the basis for improving 

the future job performance of the superintendent. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

 
Evidence: During the period of time under review, one superintendent served from 2000 to 

the end of the 2003 school year. The superintendent, at the time of the on-site review, began 

serving his first year in 2003-2004 and was the previous assistant superintendent. In each 

case, the contract of the superintendent required a public evaluation to be completed by May 

1.  
 

For the new superintendent, a mid year review was conducted in 2003-2004, and the May 1 

deadline had been extended beyond the timeline of this on-site Tier II review. Salary was not 
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formally connected to performance, as in a merit pay system, and no entry plan was 

developed as a guideline for the first year. 

 

In reviewing the personnel records of the previous superintendent, the evaluations were not 

available for any of the years under review except 2002. The written evaluation was a very 

short narrative that required only one page to complete. The narrative referenced a checklist 

to accompany the format, but none was present in the file. 

 

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: Unsatisfactory 

 
Evidence: Principals were evaluated annually and in specific areas in accordance with the 

Education Reform Act. In this district, the principals’ contracts did not contain a clause 

describing the evaluation process or timeline. 

 

Each of the principals’ personnel folders were reviewed during this on-site visit, and a 

special short meeting with the superintendent was held to confirm the general absence of 

evaluation documents. During the period of review, no principal evaluation was in 

compliance for the entire time period, although one did have documents from 1999-2001, 

and most had very brief one-page narratives in the few years the “evaluations” were 

completed. A first year principal in 2002-2003 had not been evaluated in writing. Another 

received “bonus pay” based on evaluations that were not in the files. 
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Standard 10. ORGANIZATIONAL AND HUMAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT: The 

district has organizational structures, policies, collective bargaining agreements, procedures, and 

practices with clear lines of authority, responsibility, and accountability.   Teacher 

retention/turnover rates are within reason. Together, these elements promote efficient and 

effective district operation and facilitate achievement for all students. 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• In Burlington, the superintendent(s) delegated substantial authority to building principals in 

the areas of school improvement plans, budgeting, and hiring of teachers. 

 

• The district engaged in a number of activities to communicate initiatives to staff and 

community as the result of meetings within the administration but lacked an overall 

systematic approach to communication. 

 

Indicators: 
1. The superintendent, in regular meetings with administrators and members of the school 

committee, develops a coherent vision or mission statement and DIP designed to achieve it.  

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: During the period under review, the administrative council met once per month 

for about two hours from 9:30 p.m.-11:30 p.m. for the entire calendar year to review 

administrative matters and provide in-service to the group. There were 15 members of the 

council, and they included central administration, principals and program directors. There 

were agendas for tall these meetings and the council maintained the meeting minutes. During 

the summer, meetings were held off site in retreat settings. At times the district utilized 

consultants to address training needs, either during the school year or at the summer sessions. 

The 2000-2003 strategic plan and its priorities evolved from meetings of the administrative 

council. The assistant superintendent met regularly, usually once per month, with the 

elementary principals. She additionally met with team leaders at the middle school level. 

There were two meetings additional per month with the high school leadership team. 
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2. The superintendent effectively delegates the educational and operational management of the 

schools to the building principals and program directors. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: During the period of review, there was evidence of support for the concepts and 

practice of school-based management. This was evident in three distinct areas: developing 

school improvement plans, budgeting, and personnel hiring. School councils developed 

school improvement plans and presented them to the office of the superintendent and then to 

the school committee.  Plans were and approved at each level without significant change. 

 

Budgeting for the schools began at the principal level. The initial budget plan evolved from 

the submissions of the principals and directors of special programs. Principals were able to 

monitor spending during the school year and signed all purchase orders. Principals were able 

to transfer money from one line item to another within their schools. Hiring in the schools 

under the Education Reform Act placed significant authority with the building principal. In 

this district, the principal organized the initial and follow-up interviews, and the 

superintendent, who interviewed all finalists for positions, generally accepted the principal’s 

recommendation. 

 

3. The district leaders ensure that:  

a. all principals are aware of and understand published policies and district improvement 

plans; and 

b. the district uses system-wide and intra-district communication systems to keep all faculty 

and staff well informed and to provide avenues for response.  

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: Principals indicated that they reviewed all policy proposals as part of the agenda 

process of the administrative council. The district adopts only a minimal number of policies 

in any given year, so this was not an extensive task. In fact, a number of policy initiatives 

came from the principals and program directors through the administrative council. The 
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administrative council was also the primary source for strategic plan priorities during its 

formation. 

 

The school district communication system was based upon a series of meetings between and 

among administrative staff with the expectation that they would convey information about 

district initiatives to the staff under their supervision. In this manner, school principals were 

expected to communicate with faculty at staff meetings and with parents through PTO and 

school council meetings. At the building level, there were also weekly newsletters home. 

 

Print coverage by a daily newspaper and a weekly newspaper added to community 

knowledge about school programs and policy issues. Televising major meetings, primarily at 

the school committee level, added to the communication system. There was no district 

newsletter, and the district’s annual report is a modest entry into the town annual report. 

 

4. The district publishes a current organizational chart that indicates clear lines of 

responsibility.  Job descriptions for all personnel on the organizational chart are current, 

published and available to all faculty and staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Burlington, the district maintained a traditional line of authority organization 

chart. The chart was amplified and made more understandable with bulleted descriptors for 

each position. After the selection of the new superintendent for 2003-2004, there was some 

shift in roles and redefinition of titles. The superintendent’s focus for 2003-2004 was 

intended to capitalize on his experience as the assistant superintendent for finance and the 

need to orient the new appointee in the position of director of finance and operations. There 

continues to be instructional priorities for the assistant superintendent for curriculum and 

instruction. Job descriptions for administrators were up-to-date and teacher job descriptions 

were imbedded in the teachers’ labor union contract. All elementary principals had the same 

basic job description, although some may have had a special assignment added as a 

supplement. 
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The human resource director shared with the town was not listed on the organizational chart.  

Not included in the organizational chart were the secondary department chairpersons who 

had some responsibilities for teacher evaluation but were not listed as administrators, and, in 

fact, are members of the teachers’ labor union. This was a significant issue based on the 

Education Reform Act and the overlap of responsibilities as teacher and evaluator of teachers 

by the chairman. 

 

5.  The district has a process for the recruitment and hiring of staff that involves  appropriate 

administrative and staff participation. The process is perceived as fair and open and focuses 

on identifying and acquiring the most qualified individuals for each position. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: For the time under review, the human resources director was responsible for 

overseeing the hiring process, which began with the identification of positions that were 

available at point of time in the school year but primarily those in preparation for a new 

school year. Vacancies were posted internally and advertised in the newspapers. Principals 

identified prospective candidates to be interviewed and set interview schedules and formats. 

At the elementary level, the interview team was small and usually included the principal and 

appropriate teacher(s). At the secondary level, the interview usually included either the team 

leaders or the department heads. For some areas, such as special education, music or physical 

education, program directors were involved in the hiring of teachers. 

 

Candidates were recruited with a view towards hiring the best applicants possible. The 

overall success of the district’s students who were primarily college bound and strong 

performers on the MCAS test added to the district’s ability to attract qualified applicant 

pools. Recruiting included site visits to colleges. There were no financial restrictions placed 

on individual positions, but the district administrators indicated that it was difficult to employ 

minority candidates. 
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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 central administration offices were housed in a wing of the high 

school building that provided ample space and security to properly maintain school records. 

Adequate staff was employed to supervise the oversight of record keeping both at a 

administrative and clerical level.  

 

The primary folder contained all of the usual personnel information. Criminal Offender 

Record (CORI) reports were kept in a separate, secured file. Financial records related to 

salary were kept in a payroll department, and records were available to staff upon request 

during regular working hours. 

 

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: There was a formal mentor program governed by practice and contractual 

language. A mentor leader received a $3,000.00 stipend, to oversee 15-20 mentors, as needed 

each year. The mentors received a $1,500.00 stipend and the new teachers received a $500.00 

allowance towards professional development costs for courses or workshops.  

 

Mentors were required to complete the Skillful Teacher program. The mentor program began 

with an orientation before the beginning of the school year. Mentors were expected to meet a 

minimum of 80 hours per year with the new teacher. The mentor program organized three 

social events per year for mentors and new teachers. 

 

The mentor leader was expected to complete formal assessments of the program each year. 

Annually, in the spring, questionnaires were completed to assess the program. During the 

period under review, the actual program was quite small due to a low rate of turnover; 

however, that was currently being increased by retirement. 
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8. The district routinely recognizes the accomplishments of its professional and support staff 

and has low rates of employee turnover, especially among qualified staff with professional 

status. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: For the time under review, there were a number of examples to illustrate staff 

recognition efforts by the district. The school committee recognized excellence at its 

meetings and there was a special recognition for teachers with 25 years of service in 

Burlington. There was an annual teacher appreciation luncheon. The middle school had an 

annual teacher appreciation breakfast, and the mentor program had three social events each 

year.  

 

Professionally, the district invested heavily in professional development and paid the cost for 

teachers to apply for national board certification. The district also created teacher leadership 

positions with stipends. 

  

The school system reported extremely low turnover rates during the period of review. Except 

for normal retirements, the district reported a 98%-99% staff retention rate per year. There 

was an exit interview protocol. The most common reasons given by non-retirees were long-

term leave, such as maternity leave or geographic relocation of the family. 
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Domain E: Business and Financial Management 

 

 Standards                  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total
Domain E - Business & Financial Management                       
S11 - Budget Planning & Development                       
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 10 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
S12 - Financial & Capital Asset Management            
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 10 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Burlington’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, Burlington met the 

state mandated Net School Spending Requirement. For the period between FY1993 and FY2003, 

Chapter 70 Aid to Burlington increased 199.4% (from $1,481,203 to $4,433,992). Burlington’s 

Required Local Contribution increased 45.9% (from $19,355,574 to $28,234,621). For the period 

since the Education Reform Act, Burlington received a total of $30,763,851 in Chapter 70 Aid 

and was required to raise locally $249,132,730. From 2000 to 2003, Chapter 70 Aid was 

$16,302,875 and the Required Local Contribution was $103,894,866. For the period between 

FY1993 and FY2003, Burlington’s foundation enrollment increased 10.1% and its student 

headcount increased 5.1%. Between FY2000 and FY2003, its foundation enrollment decreased 

0.2% and its student headcount increased 0.9%. 
 

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. 
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Preliminary Finding(s): 

• The district used analyses of student performance and other data to make budget decisions. 

 

• Between 2000-2003, the budget documents did not include funds from all revenue sources. 

 

• In Burlington, quarterly variance financial reports were submitted to the school committee, 

and the department heads and others were provided a monthly budget status report. 

 

Indicators: 

1. There are clear, well-documented procedures for the development of the district’s budget to 

ensure input from all staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Burlington, the school committee policy on the Annual Budget (DB) indicated 

that the annual budget was a financial expression of the educational program of the school 

department, and it mirrored the problem and difficulties that confront the school system.  The 

same policy indicated that the school committee viewed the budget as  “more then just a 

financial instrument” and that it “require[d ]on the part of the committee, the staff, and the 

community orderly and cooperative effort to ensure sound fiscal practices and achieving the 

educational goals and objectives of the school system.” The Town administrator and the 

Town’s ways and means subcommittee informed Town department of the allowable increase 

for their budget, which was 5% per year for the period under review.  

 

The budget development started in October of each year. A schedule was developed by the 

assistant superintendent for business affairs and distributed to principal, directors, and 

coordinators at a workshop. Computer disks were distributed at this meeting to allow for 

input directly onto the electronic files. Disks were then collected. Interviews with the 

superintendent and principals indicated that all the staff had input into the budget process. 

There were several meetings with the school committee followed by meetings with the ways 
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and means committee followed by a public meeting. The budget was then presented to town 

meeting members.   
 

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:   It was clearly demonstrated by several documents that the district budget was 

developed using data, analyses of data and the MCAS test results. In discussion with school 

committee members and building administrators, it was apparent that class size and student 

achievement played a clear role in budget decisions. A review of school committee meeting 

minutes June 2003, verified discussions on improving test scores during budget deliberations. 

Staff members presented a process for evaluating and improving mathematics for the 

elementary schools. 

 

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: School committee policy required that school councils reviewed the school budget 

to identify the needs of the students attending their school. The budget was tied to the district 

and school improvement plans through curriculum initiatives (i.e., requests for textbooks or 

professional development to support school initiatives) SIP goals were included in the 

budget, particularly for capital facilities improvements.   

 

4. The district allocates its resources to accomplish targeted initiatives and objectives at the 

district and school levels to improve student achievement for all student populations.  

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: School administrators ensured that priority was small class size in their budget 

deliberations. Funds for supplies and material were allocated on a student per capita basis to 

each school. Realizing a need to improve elementary math scores, the district entered a three-
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year lease/purchase agreement for the purchase of textbooks. Principals had discretion over 

their budgets and were able to target initiatives to improve student achievement. Targeted 

initiatives included the alignment of curriculum with the state frameworks and national 

standards, world language program offered in grades 1-12, and an elementary balanced 

literacy program. 

 

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: In Burlington, there was no formal review process to determine the cost 

effectiveness of programs. The district evaluated the cost effectiveness for outsourcing 

maintenance through contracted services versus having a maintenance staff. Using bidding 

procedures, the district chose to use contracted services as the most cost effective. The 

director of finance and services has performed a cost analysis of utilities and the school lunch 

program. The district determined that it was cost effective to use the Kaplan course for 

$10,000 to improve SAT scores. 

 

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:  In Burlington, the budget document was prepared using an Excel spreadsheet and 

followed the DOE chart of accounts. The budget document provided the current budget and a 

comparison to the previous years’ budget. The budget document provided a five-year history 

of individual line items and staff changes and other significant information. Individual 

schools and other support service budgets were broken out as part of the budget presentation; 

however, the document did not include revenue from other sources. 
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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: Interviews with the administrators and principals indicated the expenditures were 

adequate in meeting staffing and other needs. The actual NSS per pupil cost increased from 

$7,808 in FY2000 to $9,275 FY2003. Actual NSS increased from $28,029,439 in FY2000 to 

$33,224,840 in FY2003. All the principals agreed that spending levels for supplies and 

material were equitable and adequate. There was a practice of working closely and 

collaboratively with the Town government. When there was need for an elementary school 

teacher due to increased enrollment, the Town provided the necessary funds. 

 

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: Since 1993, the district exceeded Net School Spending requirements (except for 

FY2000, which was $24,469 under the requirement for that school year). Fifty-three percent 

of the Town’s budget was for education for the Burlington Public Schools. The Town had tax 

classification with a residential tax rate at $8.00/$1,000 and $20.00/ $1,000 for commercial 

property. Sixty-one percent of the tax levy was for total education (including the Burlington 

Public Schools, Shawsheen Vocational-Technical School), and indirect charges by the 

Town). The Town was not at its tax levy. During the period of review, the town provided 

upgrade and improvement for several buildings and facilities through town bonding. The 

ways and means committee approved over $4,000,000 for a renovation project subject to 

town meeting approval. The Town ways and means committee agreed to a separate special 

needs and transportation budget as a separate line item on the Town warrant instead of 

having them appear in the district’s operating budget. 
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9. Financial and audit reports are prepared and submitted in a timely manner to appropriate 

agencies.   

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: For the years under review, the district completed and submitted all financial and 

audit reports in a timely manner, including state, federal and End-of-Year Reports. The audit 

firm of Powers and Sullivan conducted the annual audits for the Town and school system. 

 

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: There were no changes in budget appropriations made during the school year. 

Accounts at individual sites were allowed to be overrun and reconciled at the end of the 

school year, provided there was no overrun in the total operating budget. In interviews with 

district leadership, it was constantly reinforced that student achievement for all students 

guided school spending. The MCAS test data were constantly being reviewed in order to 

improve student performance. To maintain recommended class size or need for additional 

special need services, the Town provided additional funding with the approval of the Town 

administrator and ways and means committee. 

 

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):  

• The district used MUNIS as its financial system to ensure that spending limits were within 

appropriations. 
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• The Town annually engaged an independent auditor to ensure that proper accounting and budget 

decisions were adequate and appropriate. 

 

• The district had a purchase order system in place for encumbrance of supplies and material to 

ensure spending was within the approved budget.  

 

• The district had a five–year capital improvement plan that was intended to ensure that all 

buildings are updated and maintained.    

 
Indicators: 
1. School committee policies and administrative procedures are clear regarding the processes 

and expectations for expenditures, transfers, and investment of funds with the district’s 

budget and the expenditure of any district funds. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: There were school committee policies and district procedures that were in place to 

comply with Chapter 30B regarding the expenditure of good and services. For the period 

under review, the assistant superintendent for business and finance oversaw the expenditure 

of school funds. The assistant superintendent allowed line item accounts to be over spent and 

transfers made at the end of the school year. School committee policy required the 

recommendation for transfers by the superintendent. The MUNIS financial management 

system was used for expenditures and transfers. The investment of funds was the 

responsibility of the Town treasurer.   
 

2. Regular, timely, accurate, and complete financial reports are made to the school committee 

and the public. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: Financial variance reports were provided quarterly to the school committee. This 

method of reporting was at the school committee’s request. The superintendent indicated that 
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Town meeting members and the public received budget and other information in preparation 

for town meetings 

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

accurate manner. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: Interviews with the superintendent (formally the assistant superintendent of 

business and finance) and the Town administrator indicated that all financial reports were 

submitted in a timely manner. The district’s administration had a close relationship with the 

Town’s ways and means committee, the Town administrator, and the Town accountant. 

There was continual communication between the Town and district administrations and 

officials. 

 

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:  During the period of time under review, the Town and school district used the 

MUNIS financial system for its financial services. For the period under review, the district 

used ADP for its payroll system. Effective the next fiscal year (FY2005), the district will 

convert to a MUNIS payroll system. An Excel spreadsheet was used for budget preparation. 

Upon approval of the budget, it was inputted into the MUNIS accounting system. Principal 

and financial managers requested the status of the accounts for their area of responsibility 

from the assistant superintendent of business and finance, and principals interviewed indicted 

a close relationship with the business office. The system did not have electronic purchasing 

or accessibility of accounts from computer monitors. 

 

5. The district reviews student achievement data and the reviews are reflected in its financial 

decisions. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: For the period of time under review, there was evidence that the district used 

student achievement retrospectively in their financial decisions. The principals and the 

director of pupil personnel services allocated resources to address assessment achievement 

gaps after reviewing the MCAS test scores. Budget submission incorporated funding to 

achieve high level of student performance. During the period under review, the district 

identified a need for textbooks for math to improve elementary math scores. A three year-

lease/purchase agreement was used to purchase the books to meet this requirement. 

 

6. The district regularly employs: 

a. certified business officials,  

b. purchasing agents with MCPPO credentials,  

c. appropriate independent financial auditing services and implements their 

recommendations to ensure efficient and quality financial systems. 

d. Objective and independent treasurers and auditor.* 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The recently hired director of finance and operations was not certified as a school 

business administrator. The approved job description required that the position include 

certification as school business administrator/or enrolled in a program of studies leading to 

that designation. During the period under review, the current superintendent was the school 

business administrator. The superintendent, as part of his appointment, retained oversight 

responsibility for school finances and maintains the designation as chief procurement officer. 

The director of finance and operations has a MCCPO certificate. The Town employed 

Powers and Sullivan to perform Town and school audits. These audits showed no significant 

exception, but recommended that the district take action to eliminate a $500,000 deficit in the 

cafeteria revolving account. 

 

7. The district uses reliable forecast mechanisms and control procedures to ensure that spending 

is within fiscal budget limits. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

  99



Evidence: In Burlington, the school committee policies provided procedures for budgetary 

control. The school committee reviewed quarterly variance reports. The superintendent 

received periodic reports on the status of accounts. There was a partial encumbrance system 

using the MUNIS system. Personnel salaries were monitored informally to assure they were 

within the approved budget. During the period under review, the budget showed no over 

expenditure.   
 

8. The district has a system in place to: 

a. ensure that that state bidding laws are followed; 

b. monitor special revenue funds, revolving accounts, and fee structures related to them to 

ensure that they are well-managed and efficiently used;  

c. monitor and track instructional assets such as texts, materials, supplies, and equipment to 

ensure efficient and maximum utilization; and 

d. track its assets in accordance with GASB No.34. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: School committee policy required that state bidding laws were followed. There 

was a district procedure, provided by the superintendent, for the purchase of good and 

services that all principals and administrators followed. There were no student or other fees 

except for a user fee for buildings. The financial management system provided for the 

monitoring of special revenue and revolving accounts. The district was in compliance with 

the requirements of GASB 34 with all assets over $5,000 recorded.   

 

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 used contracted services for its entire maintenance requirement as 

needed. There are no maintenance personnel employed by the district. The superintendent 

indicated that he was satisfied that the schools were well maintained. He stated that the 

contractor for the heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) visits each of the schools 

every day during the school year. Roofs were inspected every year during the summer. Alarm 
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systems and fire extinguishers were tested annually. There was a five-year capital plan that 

was used to assure that the schools were updated and repaired. The Town provided adequate 

resources for capital improvement of the schools. 

 

10. Educational and program facilities are of adequate size, clean, safe, well-lit, well-maintained, 

and conducive to promoting the learning process. 

  * This portion of indicator 12-6 is applied to regional academic and vocational school districts. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: Direct observation from visits to the schools confirmed that the schools were 

clean, well maintained with of adequate size. The Marshall School was scheduled for a 

HVAC renovation upgrade subject to approval at town meeting of  $4,687,000. The district 

and the Town annually provided capital improvement monies to assure that school 

environments were conducive to learning. A report submitted by the district indicated that all 

the schools were in fair/good condition except for the Francis Wyman School, which was in 

excellent condition. 
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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). 

 
 

  102



Appendix B: Burlington Chapter 70 Funding and Net School Spending FY1993-2003 

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

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

         Contribution     Spending (NSS)   Spending   Requirement Under 

FY93 3,252  17,269,859  19,355,574 1,481,203  20,836,777  20,836,777    

FY94 3,274 0.7 17,387,080 0.7 19,382,946 1,644,883 11.1 21,027,829 0.9 21,179,177 1.6 151,348 0.7

FY95 3,264 -0.3 17,800,548 2.4 19,987,694 1,726,483 5 21,714,177 3.3 22,180,988 4.7 466,811 2.1

FY96 3,444 5.5 19,100,269 7.3 20,614,643 1,984,783 15 22,599,426 4.1 22,604,547 1.9 5,121 0

FY97 3,459 0.4 19,568,469 2.5 20,998,832 2,244,208 13.1 23,243,040 2.8 23,734,903 5 491,863 2.1

FY98 3,548 2.6 20,645,706 5.5 21,890,866 2,510,308 11.9 24,401,174 5 24,714,000 4.1 312,826 1.3

FY99 3,588 1.1 21,621,940 4.7 23,007,309 2,869,108 14.3 25,876,417 6 26,311,013 6.5 434,596 1.7

FY00 3,590 0.1 21,783,505 0.7 23,891,778 3,407,608 18.8 27,299,386 5.5 28,029,432 6.5 730,046 2.7

FY01 3,541 -1.4 22,218,414 2 25,072,802 4,027,283 18.2 29,100,085 6.6 30,632,158 9.3 1,532,073 5.3

FY02 3,607 1.9 23,705,651 6.7 26,695,665 4,433,992 10.1 31,129,657 7 31,105,188 1.5 -24,469 -0.1

FY03 3,582 -0.7 24,165,440 1.9 28,234,621 4,433,992 0 32,668,613 4.9 33,224,840 6.8 556,227 1.7

FY04 3,592 0.3 24,503,052 1.4 29,164,323 3,547,194 -20 32,711,517 0.1 34,871,092 5 2,159,575 6.6

Chapter 70 Aid 
as           

FY Dollars per Foundation Enrollment   Percentage of Foundation 
Pct of Actual 

NSS           
  Fnd Budget Ch 70

Aid
Actual NSS   Ch 70 Required

NSS
Actual

NSS
 
          

FY93 5,311 455 6,407   8.6 120.7 120.7 7.1           
FY94 5,311 502 6,469   9.5 120.9 121.8 7.8           
FY95 5,454 529 6,796   9.7 122 124.6 7.8           
FY96 5,546 576 6,563   10.4 118.3 118.3 8.8           
FY97 5,657 649 6,862   11.5 118.8 121.3 9.5           
FY98 5,819 708 6,966   12.2 118.2 119.7 10.2           
FY99 6,026 800 7,333   13.3 119.7 121.7 10.9           
FY00 6,068 949 7,808   15.6 125.3 128.7 12.2           
FY01 6,275 1,137 8,651   18.1 131 137.9 13.1           
FY02 6,572 1,229 8,624   18.7 131.3 131.2 14.3           
FY03 6,746 1,238 9,275   18.3 135.2 137.5 13.3           
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