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Executive Summary 
 

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

Schools in June of 2005. During 2001-2004, it was among the ‘Moderate’ performing school 

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

examination and the district’s performance on the 2004 Massachusetts Comprehensive 

Assessment System (MCAS) test. 

 
Proficiency/Achievement: 
• Framingham’s Average Proficiency Index (API) was 78.6, which was based on the 2004 

MCAS results. The state average for the API was 77.6 in 2004. This placed Framingham 
among the ‘Moderate’ performing academic school districts in the Commonwealth. In 
English Language Arts (ELA), the district’s ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) was 85.1, and the 
state average for EPI was 84. In math, the district’s math Proficiency Index (MPI) was 72, 
and the state average for MPI was 71.3. 

 
• On the MCAS retest administered in the winter of 2005, 92 percent of the Framingham class 

of 2005 earned a Competency Determination (CD), as compared to 92 percent of the 
statewide class of 2005. 
 

• On the MCAS retest administered in the winter of 2005, 88 percent of the Framingham class 
of 2006 earned a Competency Determination, as compared to 77 percent of the statewide 
class of 2006.  

 
• Almost half of all students in Framingham attained proficiency on the 2003 MCAS tests and 

more than half attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests. The proportion of students who 
attained proficiency on the 2003 tests was 9.8 percent lower than that of students statewide 
on those tests; on the 2004 tests the proportion was 1.9 percent higher that statewide. 

• Almost two thirds of all students in Framingham attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS 
English Language Arts (ELA) subtests and almost half attained proficiency on the math the 
science and technology/engineering (STE) subtests. The proportion of students who attained 
proficiency on the ELA subtests was 1.6 percent higher than that on those subtests statewide; 
on the math subtests the proportion was 6.7 percent higher than that statewide; and on the 
STE subtests the proportion was 2.3 percent lower than that statewide. The district-wide gap 
in ELA was 6.9 percent narrower than the statewide gap in ELA; the district-wide gap in 
math was 2.4 percent narrower than the statewide gap; and the district-wide gap in STE was 
0.3 percent narrower than the statewide gap.  

• The district-wide gap in math was 87.9 percent wider than the gap in ELA; the district-wide 
gap in STE was 96.6 percent wider than the gap in ELA. 

• The gap in Grade 10 math in Framingham was 46.3 percent narrower than the gap in Grade 
10 math statewide and 58.9 percent narrower than the gap in math district-wide. The gap in 
Grade 6 math was 33.9 percent wider than the gap in math district-wide; the gap in Grade 8 
STE was 35.5 percent wider than the gap in STE district-wide. The gap in Grade 5 STE in 
Framingham was 34.1 percent narrower than the gap in STE district-wide. The percentage of 
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Framingham students who attained proficiency on the Grade 8 math subtest was 43.9 percent 
lower than that on Grade 7 ELA subtest. The gap in Grade 8 math was 130.7 percent wider 
than the gap in Grade 7 ELA. 

 
Equity of Achievement/Proficiency: 
• The proficiency gap in ELA was 52.4 PI points, in Framingham. In math, the proficiency gap 

was 80.8 points. 

• For Framingham’s students with disabilities, the gap in ELA was 102.0 percent wider than 
that of all Framingham students in 2004; the gap in math was 84.6 percent wider than that of 
all students. For Framingham’s students with limited English proficiency (LEP), the gap in 
ELA was 127.5 percent wider than that for all Framingham students in 2004; the gap in math 
was 82.9 percent wider than that of all students. Less than one third of both students with 
disabilities and LEP students in Framingham attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests. 
The proportion of students with disabilities was 66.2 percent lower than that of regular 
education students in Framingham; the proportion of LEP students was also 66.2 percent 
lower than regular education students. 

• For Framingham’s Hispanic students, the gap in ELA was 90.6 percent wider than that of all 
Framingham students in 2004; the gap in math was 67.9 percent wider than that of all 
students. Less than one third of Hispanic students in Framingham attained proficiency on the 
2004 MCAS tests. This proportion was 52.5 percent lower than that of White students in 
Framingham. For Framingham’s African-American students, the gap in math was 39.3 
percent wider than that of all Framingham students in 2004. More than one third of African-
American students in Framingham attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests. The 
proportion was 39.3 percent higher than that of all African-American students in the state and 
33.9 percent lower than that of White students in Framingham. For Framingham’s Asian 
students, the gap in ELA was 34.2 percent narrower than that for all Framingham students in 
2004; the gap in math was 40.7 percent narrower than that for all students. 

• For Framingham’s students eligible for free or reduced-cost lunch (FRL/Y), the gap in ELA 
was 71.1 percent wider than that of all Framingham students in 2004; the gap in math was 
55.0 percent wider than that of all students. Approximately one third of FRL/Y students in 
Framingham attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests. This proportion was 50.0 percent 
lower than that of FRL/N students in Framingham. 

 

Improvement: 
• The percentage of all Framingham students attaining proficiency on the MCAS test was 8.0 

percent higher in 2004 than in 2001. 

• In Framingham between 2001 and 2004, the ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) increased by 2.8 
PI points, a gain in closing the gap by 15.8 percent. The math Proficiency Index (MPI) 
increased by 4.3 PI points, a gain in closing the gap by 13.3 percent. 

• The gap between the EPI and MPI closed by 1.5 points, for a 10.3 percent gain in 2004 from 
2001. 
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Equity of Improvement: 
• The proficiency gap in ELA closed by 7.9 PI points between 2002 and 2004 in Framingham; 

in math, it closed by 17.9 points. 

• For Asian students in Framingham the EPI decreased by 4.3 PI points, for a 37.7 percent loss 
in closing the gap, and the MPI decreased by 0.5 PI points, for a 3.1 percent loss in closing 
that gap.  

 
 
Participation and Access: 
• Overall, eligible students participated in the ELA and math assessments at required levels in 

Framingham in 2004. 

 
 
 
Summary of Preliminary Findings of Tier II by Domain: 
 
Assessment and Evaluation: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on twenty-three and ‘Poor’ on six of 

the twenty-nine performance indicators in this domain. 
 
• For the review period, the district administrators carefully administered the state assessment 

and disseminated the results to their respective teachers. 
 
• The subgroup results of the MCAS exam remained relatively flat during the review period, 

and the achievement gap between the district's White and Hispanic students showed little 
improvement. 

 
• Teachers were not given specific professional development training in the analysis of test 

results, and the skill level among teachers varied considerably. 
 
• The district used many additional assessment instruments to measure the academic progress 

of their students at all three levels of the school district. 
 
• A monitoring system was in place during the period under review to assure maximum student 

participation in all mandatory assessments. This resulted in a district participation rate which 
exceeded the state average for all subgroup populations. 

 
• Even though the chronic absenteeism rates in grades 10-12 were higher than the state 

average, the rate of absenteeism was lower than the state average in the 2003-04 school year.  
 
• The district had comprehensive transitional bilingual education (TBE) programs in place to 

deal with the large population of ELL students. These included bilingual programs in Spanish 
and Portuguese, an ESL program, a two-way bilingual program in Spanish, and a Sheltered 
English Immersion program (SEI). 

 



  7

• The negotiated cycle of evaluation, a three-year cycle, was not aligned with state law. 
Furthermore, not all teachers had summative evaluations in their personnel files, according to 
negotiated teacher contracts. 

 
• According to interviewees and personnel documents, administrators’ evaluations were not 

consistently completed on an annual basis. 
 
• The superintendent encouraged administrators to “part company” with those employees who 

were not meeting minimal expectations consistently, and principals felt they were supported 
in this expectation.  

 
• The district reallocated resources to establish a co-teaching model at the lower levels of the 

high school in order to address Competency Determination (CD) in Grade 10 and beyond. 
 
• The district goal to address closing the achievement gap was reflected in the District 

Improvement Plan as well as the district-wide school improvement plans, using data-driven 
indicators. 

 
• District data-driven programs and analysis were implemented primarily at the local school 

level under the leadership of principals, allowing for local oversight of programs. However, 
this decentralization also created some inconsistency in the implementation of math and 
Reading curricula. 

 
 
Curriculum and Instruction: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on twenty, and ‘Poor’ on ten, and 

‘Unsatisfactory’ on two of the thirty-two performance indicators in this domain. 
 
• In purchasing programs such as EDM, Investigations, and CMP, the district failed to 

recognize that it needed to align them with the state curriculum frameworks in math. 
 
• Although the district established developmental benchmarks in ELA, consistency in using 

specific core content across all grade levels limited its impact with respect to alignment with 
the state frameworks in grades K-8. 

 
• Evidence of horizontal and vertical alignment of the curriculum was lacking during the 

review period with few exceptions, and district teachers and administrators cited it as a 
weakness. 

 
• Although the district had a three-year technology plan, it had not developed grade-level 

benchmarks for teachers’ integration of technology skills into the curriculum. 
 
• Framingham has a complex TBE program to meet the needs of approximately 1,200 non-

native English speakers. Since the implementation of Question 2, it has developed a system 
to accelerate the transition of students from TBE to ESL, to SEI, classes in order to accelerate 
language proficiency in English. 
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• Teachers and students in all programs used the same standard curriculum with site-based 
modifications, and had the resources to implement the standard curriculum in all schools. 

 
• While the district used student achievement data to make curriculum and content coverage 

decisions, the use of assessment data to plan instruction was inconsistent throughout the 
elementary and middle school levels, where MCAS test scores were largely flat.  

 
• The district’s lack of policy on instructional time in content areas resulted in inconsistent 

time spent on content areas in the elementary schools, the absence of increased instructional 
time to improve student performance at the elementary and middle school level, and the 
continued use of study periods in the middle and high schools. 

 
• During the review period, the district had not offered training that would help LEP students 

mainstream into regular education, by offering training to all relevant teachers in: MELA-O 
testing, SEI strategies, strategies to transition from Fountas-Pinnel phonics instruction to 
mainstream phonics programs, or strategies to help students transition into a new math 
curriculum. 

 
• The Bilingual, ESL, and Sheltered English Programs (all under the TBE program) used 

achievement data to carry out improvement objectives. MCAS scores of LEP students met 
AYP for the review period, and the district’s LEP students outperformed the state average 
and increased MCAS scores on two ELA and one math test at the middle and high school 
levels. 

 
• The district's professional development plan had not been approved annually after 2000.  
 
• The district did not meet the foundation budget requirement for professional development. 

 
 
 
Academic Support Services: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on eight and ‘Poor’ on three of the 

eleven performance indicators in this domain.  
 
• For the review period, the District Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP) had not been 

approved by the school committee. 
 
• For the majority of time under review, the district's Grade 3 ‘Proficiency’ scores were below 

the state average. 
 
• The district employed a number of analytical activities in order to support students who 

scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ or ‘Needs Improvement’ categories. 
 
• The district provided a range of supplemental support programs for students in need. 
 
• Despite the district’s efforts to provide a variety of academic support activities at many grade 

levels, students made minimal progress in ELA at Grade 3 and in math at grades 6 and 8.  
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Leadership, Governance, and Organization: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on one, ‘Satisfactory’ on fifteen, and 

‘Poor’ on two of the eighteen performance indicators in this domain. 
 
• The goals of the District Improvement Plan (DIP) drove the focus and implementation of 

respective district programs. 
 
• The school committee and superintendent prepared and submitted a comprehensive Annual 

Report and Town Meeting Journal to the community. 
 
• The superintendent designed an aggressive, comprehensive recruitment process which was 

facilitated by the director of human resources. 
 
• Although the district widely recruited for new teachers, the district employed 745 teachers, 

74 of whom were not certified. 
  
 

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

the twenty-eight performance indicators in this domain. 
 
• The school and town had agreements regarding sharing and dividing total revenues, 

increasing the town's contribution to be significantly above the minimum required net school 
spending.  

 
• The district expenditures for direct education to the Framingham Public School students were 

adversely impacted by increases in charter school assessments and out of district tuition 
increases. 

 
• Student data were not the key components in budget decisions. Class size was the key focus 

of administration and school committee. 
 
• Audit findings in both the town management letter and the audit of the grants repeated in 

subsequent years.  
 
• The school district and the town did not have a formal written agreement regarding the 

charges paid by the town on the school's behalf.  
 
• For the period under review the district had grants management issues that were cited by the 

town's independent auditor. These findings repeated in more than one fiscal year.  
  
• Capital planning and preventive maintenance planning in the district were addressed yearly 

with a substantial maintenance staff. 
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Part I: Overview of the EQA Review Process and the District 
 

From June 6 through 9, 2005, the EQA conducted an independent Tier II examination of the 

Framingham Public Schools for the period 2001-2004. 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 used 15 

standards. The report is based on the source documents, correspondence sent prior to the on-site 

visit, interviews with the representatives from the school committee, the district leadership team, 

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

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

 

Framingham is a town located in southern Middlesex County in eastern Massachusetts. In 

Framingham, education, healthcare, and social services are the largest sources of employment, 

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

Census, the town has a population of 66,910 people and a median family income of $67,420, 

while the median family income in Massachusetts is $61,664. The town is governed by a 

Manager/Board of Selectmen form of municipal government. There is a seven-person school 

committee in Framingham. Framingham has thirteen schools serving grades PreK-12. The most 

recent Massachusetts Department of Education (DOE) figures indicate that there were 8,065 

students enrolled on October 1, 2004. The demographic/subgroup composition in Framingham 

is: 68 percent White, 18 percent Hispanic, 7.3 percent African-American, 6.4 percent Asian-

American, Limited English Proficiency (LEP), 15.8 percent; Low-Income, 27.3 percent; and 

Special Education (SPED), 17.8 percent. 

 

For the nine-year period, FY1996 to FY2004, Framingham met the state-mandated Net School 

Spending Requirement. For the period between FY1996 and FY2004, Chapter 70 Aid to 

Framingham increased 116 percent (from $3,767,767 to $8,131,670). Framingham’s Required 

Local Contribution increased 38 percent (from $40,758,160 to $56,401,027). Since FY1996, 

Framingham received a total of $61,797,706 in Chapter 70 Aid and was required to raise locally 

$436,561,424. From FY2001 to FY2004, Chapter 70 Aid was $36,368,974 and the Required 
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Local Contribution was $216,248,991. For the period between FY1996 and FY2004, 

Framingham’s foundation enrollment increased 17 percent. Between FY2001 and FY2004, its 

foundation enrollment increased 3 percent. 
 

This report finds Framingham to be a ‘Moderate’ performing school district, marked by student 

achievement that is ‘High’ in ELA and ‘Moderate’ in math on the MCAS tests. More than half of 

all Framingham students scored above standard on the 2004 administration of the MCAS test. 
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Part II: Tier I Analysis of Student Achievement and MCAS Test Data 
 

Framingham 
 
At Tier I, with particular attention paid to the 2004 MCAS test, the EQA review of 

Framingham’s MCAS test results (2001-2004) 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 the MCAS test performance vary among the 
district’s student subgroups? 

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

4. Equity of Improvement: How has the 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 subjected the most current state and 

district MCAS test results to a series of analyses to determine whether there were differences 

between the mean results of district students and those of students statewide or between student 

subgroups within the district. Descriptive analyses of the results of the 2004 MCAS test revealed 

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

To highlight those differences the data was then summarized in several ways: a criterion-based 

summary of student achievement in Framingham; comparative analyses of district-wide, subject-

area, grade, school, and subgroup achievement in relation to that of students statewide, in 

relation to the district averages, and in relation to other subject areas, grades, and subgroups. A 

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

district’s students meeting or exceeding state proficiency standards? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
• Almost half of all students in Framingham attained proficiency on the 2003 MCAS tests and 

more than half attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests. 

• Almost two thirds of all students in Framingham attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS 
English Language Arts (ELA) tests and almost half attained proficiency on the math and the 
science and technology/engineering (STE) tests. 

• Framingham’s proficiency gap in ELA was 4.9 Proficiency Index (PI) points; in math, the 
proficiency gap was 28.0 PI points; and in STE, the proficiency gap was 29.3 PI points. 

• Framingham’s proficiency gap in Grade 10 math was narrower than the gap statewide in 
Grade 10 math.  



Figures/Tables 1 A, B: Student MCAS Test Performance, Overall, 2003 and 2004 

A. 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level
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MCAS 2004 Data 
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Analysis of Figures/Tables 1 A, B:  
• On the 2003 MCAS tests, 46 percent of Framingham students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories. 



• On the 2004 MCAS tests, 54 percent of Framingham students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 
‘Proficient’ categories. 

Figures/Tables 2:  MCAS Test Performance, by Subject, 2004 

MCAS 2004 Data 
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level

100
80
60
40
20

B
el

ow
 S

ta
nd

ar
d 

0
20
40
60
80

100

Stat
e E

LA

Fram
ingh

am
 ELA

Stat
e M

TH

Fram
ingh

am
 M

TH

Stat
e S

TE

Fram
ingh

am
 STE

   
  A

bo
ve

 S
ta

nd
ar

d

 
  Advanced 13 14 18 20 12 11 
  Proficient 50 50 27 28 32 32 
  Needs Improv. 29 29 35 32 35 36 
  Warning/Failing 8 7 20 20 21 20 

Analysis of Figure/Table 2:  
• On the 2004 MCAS ELA tests, 64 percent of Framingham students scored in the ‘Advanced’ 

and ‘Proficient’ categories. 

• On the MCAS math tests in 2004, 48 percent of Framingham students scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories. 

• On the MCAS STE tests, 43 percent of Framingham students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 
‘Proficient’ categories in 2004. 
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Figures/Tables 3 A-F: MCAS Test Performance, by Grade, 2004: 

A. 

MCAS 2004 Grade 03 Reading 
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level
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B. 

MCAS 2004 Data - Grade 04
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level
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C. 

MCAS 2004 Grade 05/08 Science 
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level for the 

Science, Technology and Engineering Test
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D.  

MCAS 2004 Data - Grade 06
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level
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E. 

MCAS 2004 Data - Grade 07/08
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level
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F. 

MCAS 2004 Data - Grade 10
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level
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Figures 4 A, B/Table 4: Proficiency Index (MCAS 2004) by Grade: 
A. 

Proficiency Index by Grade (ELA)
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B. 

Proficiency Index by Grade (Math)

45.0

55.0

65.0

75.0

85.0

95.0

Grade 04 Grade 06 Grade 08 Grade 10

Grade

P
I State

Framingham

  19



  20

 

 
State 
ELA 

Framingham 
ELA 

State 
Math 

Framingham 
Math 

State 
STE 

Framingham 
STE 

Grade 03 85.5 85.1 NA NA NA NA 
Grade 04 81.1 81.6 74.0 76.6 NA NA 
Grade 05 NA NA NA NA 78.7 80.7 
Grade 06 NA NA 68.4 62.5 NA NA 
Grade 07 86.4 86.3 NA NA NA NA 
Grade 08 NA NA 65.2 63.8 62.8 60.3 
Grade 10 83.0 88.4 78.6 88.5 NA NA 

All 
Grades 84.0 85.1 71.3 72.0 70.6 70.7 

Analysis of Figures/Table 4: 
• In all grades, Framingham’s proficiency gap in ELA was 14.9 Proficiency Index (PI) points; 

in math, the proficiency gap was 28.0 PI points; and in STE, the proficiency gap was 29.3 PI 
points. 

• In Grade 10 math, Framingham’s proficiency gap was 11.5 PI points; statewide the 
proficiency gap in Grade 10 math was 21.4 PI points.  



Figure/Table 5: Proficiency Index (MCAS 2004) by School 
ELA vs Math PI (by School)
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2. Equity of Achievement: How does the MCAS test performance vary among the 

district’s student subgroups? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• The performance gap in ELA was 34.3 PI points, in Framingham. In math, the performance 
gap was 52.8 points. 

• For Framingham’s students with disabilities and students with Limited English Proficiency 
(LEP), the proficiency gaps in both ELA and math were wider than those of all students in 
Framingham. 

• Less than one third of both students with disabilities and LEP students in Framingham 
attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests, lower than that of regular education students in 
Framingham. 

• For Framingham’s Hispanic students, the gaps in both ELA and math were wider than those 
of all students in Framingham. 

• Less than one third of Hispanic students in Framingham attained proficiency on the 2004 
MCAS tests, lower than that of White students in Framingham. 

• For Framingham’s African-American students, the gap in math was wider than that of all 
Framingham students in 2004. 

• More than one third of African-American students in Framingham attained proficiency on the 
2004 MCAS tests, lower than that of White students in Framingham. 

• For Framingham’s Asian students, the gaps in both ELA and math were narrower than that 
for all students. 

• For Framingham’s students eligible for free or reduced-cost lunch (FRL/Y), the gaps in both 
ELA and math were wider than those of all students. 

• Approximately one third of FRL/Y students in Framingham attained proficiency on the 2004 
MCAS tests, lower than that of students not eligible for free or reduced-cost lunch (FRL/N) 
in Framingham. 



Figure/Table 6:  MCAS Proficiency Index, by Free/Reduced lunch Status, Student Status, 

and Race, 2004  

ELA vs Math PI (by subgroup)
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   ELA Math # of tests 

A FRAMINGHAM 85.1 72.0  3,621  
B Disability 69.9 48.3  650  
C Regular 92.4 82.1   2,498  
D LEP 66.1 48.8  473  
E African American 82.4 61.0   304  
F Hispanic 71.6 53.0   695  
G Asian 90.2 83.4   195  
H White 88.7 78.1    2,406  
I FRL (Y) 74.5 56.6    1,282  
J FRL (N) 90.8 80.2    2,339  
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Analysis of Figure/Table 6:  

• In Framingham, the proficiency gap in 2004 in ELA was 14.9 PI points for all students; for 
students with disabilities the proficiency gap was 30.1 PI points; for LEP students this gap 
was 33.9 PI points; for Hispanic students it was 28.4 PI points; for Asian students, 9.8 PI 
points; and for FRL/Y students, 25.5 PI points. 

• In Framingham, the proficiency gap in 2004 in math was 28.0 PI points for all students; for 
students with disabilities the proficiency gap was 51.7 PI points; for LEP students this gap 
was 51.2 PI points, for African-American students, it was 39.0 PI points; for Hispanic 
students, 47.0 PI points; for Asian students, 16.6 PI points; and for FRL/Y students, 43.4 PI 
points in 2004. 

• The subgroup performance range between the highest ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) of a 
subgroup and the lowest EPI of a subgroup was 22.5 PI points in Framingham in 2004. In 
math, the subgroup performance range was PI 35.1 points. 

• The average of the differences between the 2004 EPI of the highest-scoring subgroup and 
those of the other subgroups (excluding the lowest-scoring subgroup) was 11.8 PI points in 
Framingham. In math, the average subgroup gap was 17.7 PI points. 

• The performance gap in ELA was 34.3 PI points, in Framingham. In math, the performance 
gap was 52.8 points. 

Figures/Table 7 A-D: Student Population by Reportable Subgroups 

A. 

 

Students by Status
Disability

18%LEP
13%
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69%  
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B. 

Students by Race

White
68%

Hispanic
19%

Asian
5%

African American
8%

  
C. 

 

Students by Free Lunch

FRL (N)
65%

FRL (Y)
35%
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Figure /Table 8:  Student Subgroup MCAS Test Performance, by Student Status, 2004 

MCAS 2004 Data 
Percent of Regular and Disabilites students at each proficiency 

level
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  Advanced 19 23 3 4 3 2 
  Proficient 42 45 18 19 14 21 
  Needs Improv. 30 27 41 39 38 42 
  Warning/Failing 9 5 38 38 44 36 

Analysis of Figure/Table 8: 

• On the 2004 MCAS tests, 23 percent of the students with disabilities in Framingham scored 
in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 45 percentage points lower than that of 
Framingham regular education students. 

• On the 2004 MCAS tests, 23 percent of the LEP students in Framingham scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 45 percentage points lower than that of Framingham 
regular education students. 



Figure /Table 9:  Student Subgroup MCAS Test Performance, by Race, 2004 

MCAS 2004 Data 
Percent of students at each proficiency level by Race
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  Advanced 4 7 22 18 4 4 27 25 
  Proficient 24 32 44 41 20 24 35 42 
  Needs Improv. 41 40 11 31 40 41 27 27 
  Warning/Failing 31 21 22 10 37 31 11 6 

 
Analysis of Figure/Table 9: 
• On the 2004 MCAS tests, 39 percent of the African-American students in Framingham 

scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 20 percentage points lower than that of 
White students in Framingham. 

• On the 2004 MCAS tests, 28 percent of the Hispanic students in Framingham scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 31 percentage points lower than that of White 
students in Framingham. 

 

 

  27



Figure /Table 10:  Student Subgroup MCAS Test Performance, by Free and Reduced 

Lunch Status, 2004 

MCAS 2004 Data 
Percent of students by FreeLunch status at each proficiency level
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  Advanced 4 5 20 24 
  Proficient 24 28 42 42 
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  Warning/Failing 30 27 9 8 

 
Analysis of Figure/Table 10: 
• On the 2004 MCAS test, 33 percent of the FRL/Y students in Framingham scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 33 percentage points lower than that of FRL/N 
students in Framingham. 

 



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

changed over time? 

Preliminary Findings: 

• In ELA, the proficiency gap was 2.8 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 2001; for an 
improvement rate of 15.8 percent. 

• In math, the proficiency gap was 4.3 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 2001, for an 
improvement rate of 13.3 percent. 

Figure/Table 12: Student MCAS Test Performance, Overall, 2001-2004  

MCAS 2001 - 2004 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level
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  Advanced 13 14 18 17 
  Proficient 37 39 35 37 
  Needs Improv. 34 31 30 31 
  Warning/Failing 17 16 15 15 



Figure/Table 13: MCAS Proficiency Index, by Subject, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004 

Prof. Index Trend Data
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Trend Data MCAS, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004 (detail) 

  ELA       Math       
  2001 2002 2003 2004 2001 2002 2003 2004 

Advanced 10.6% 12.7% 16.7% 14.3% 14.4% 15.2% 19.1% 19.5% 
Proficient 50.1% 52.6% 50.1% 50.2% 25.5% 28.0% 26.0% 27.9% 

Needs Improvement 31.0% 27.6% 26.8% 28.8% 36.0% 34.2% 33.3% 32.3% 
Warning/Failing 8.4% 7.0% 6.4% 6.7% 24.2% 22.6% 21.6% 20.3% 
Analysis of Figure/Table 13: 
• The proficiency gap in ELA was 2.8 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 2001 in Framingham. 

• The proficiency gap in math was 4.3 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 2001 in Framingham. 
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4. Equity of Improvement: How has the MCAS test performance for the district’s student 

subgroups change over time? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
• For Asian students in Framingham the proficiency gap in ELA was 4.3 PI points wider in 

2004 than in 2002, for an improvement rate of negative 60.6 percent. 

• The improvement gap in ELA was 7.9 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 2002 in 
Framingham. 

• The improvement gap in math was 17.9 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 2002 in 
Framingham. 

• The performance gap in ELA was 8.0 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 2002 in 
Framingham. 

• The performance gap in math was 15.0 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 2002 in 
Framingham. 

Figures 14 A-D/Table 14: MCAS Proficiency Index, by Subgroup, 2002-2004 
NOTE: In the following graphs, the bars represent the individual district’s performance; the dots represent the 
performance of all the schools in the state. 
A. 
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B. 
Prof Index by Subgroup (Math)
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C. 

Prof Index by Subgroup (ELA)

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

02 03 04 02 03 04 02 03 04 02 03 04

Afr Amer Asian Hispanic White

 
 

  32



D. 
Prof Index by Subgroup (Math)
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State    Framingham    

    ELA Math     ELA Math 
ALL 02 81.4 66.5 ALL 02 85.2 69.1 

  03 82.9 69.0   03 85.7 70.8 
  04 84.0 71.3   04 85.1 72.0 

Regular 02 85.8 71.4 Regular 02 90.0 76.4 
  03 87.9 74.7   03 92.3 78.6 
  04 89.4 77.4   04 92.8 82.1 

Disability 02 57.4 41.0 Disability 02 62.7 45.8 
  03 63.9 45.3   03 69.0 46.6 
  04 65.2 47.9   04 66.3 48.3 

LEP 02 49.9 37.9 LEP 02 60.0 38.6 
  03 44.4 39.6   03 60.7 44.5 
  04 53.4 48.4   04 65.9 48.8 

FRL (N) 02 85.8 72.0 FRL (N) 02 89.3 77.8 
  03 88.5 75.9   03 91.5 79.9 
  04 89.3 78.1   04 91.0 80.2 

FRL (Y) 02 65.3 46.7 FRL (Y) 02 72.3 50.1 
  03 68.2 50.7   03 71.6 51.3 
  04 70.9 53.9   04 74.0 56.6 

Afr Amer 02 64.2 43.7 Afr Amer 02 75.5 54.3 
  03 68.8 48.4   03 82.2 54.8 
  04 71.5 52.3   04 82.1 61.0 

Asian 02 81.9 73.8 Asian 02 92.9 83.9 
  03 82.1 76.6   03 88.9 81.8 
  04 84.3 80.2   04 88.6 83.4 

Hispanic 02 60.1 41.2 Hispanic 02 68.4 48.7 
  03 62.9 45.7   03 72.2 50.2 
  04 65.9 49.3   04 70.2 53.0 

White 02 86.1 72.4 White 02 89.8 76.3 
  03 87.5 74.4   03 89.2 76.6 
  04 88.2 76.2   04 89.1 78.1 
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Analysis of Figures 14 A-D/Table 14:  
• The proficiency gap in ELA for Asian students was 7.1 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 

11.4 PI points. 

• The proficiency gap in ELA for all students was 14.8 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 14.9 
PI points. 

• The gap in math for all students was 30.9 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 28.0 PI points.  

• The subgroup performance range in ELA was 32.9 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 26.9 PI 
points. 

• The subgroup performance range in math was 45.3 points in 2002; in 2004, it was 35.1 PI 
points. 

• The average gap in ELA was 14.6 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 12.6 PI points. 

• The average gap in math was 22.6 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 17.7 PI points. 

• The performance gap in ELA was 47.5 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 39.5 PI points. 

• The performance gap in math was 67.9 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 52.8 PI points. 

• The improvement gap in ELA was 62.3 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 54.4 PI points. 

• The improvement gap in math was 98.8 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 80.8 PI points. 
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5. Participation and Access: Are all eligible students attending and participating in all 

required programs and assessments? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
• Overall, eligible students participated in the ELA and math assessments at required levels in 

Framingham in 2004. 

Table 15: Student MCAS Test Participation by Subject Area 

 ELA Math 
T 99.9% 100.0% 

NTA 0.1% 0.0% 
T = Tested 

NTA = Not Tested, Absent 
NTM = Not Tested, Medical 

NTO = Not Tested, Other 
ALT = Alt. Assessment 

Analysis of Table 15: 
• In Framingham, the 99.9 percent student participation rate on the 2004 MCAS ELA test was 

4.9 percentage points higher than the state’s 95 percent requirement. 

• In Framingham, the 100.0 percent student participation rate on the 2004 MCAS math test 
was 5.0 percentage points higher than the state’s 95 percent requirement. 
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Appendix A: N- values  

1. N-Values by Grade 

YEAR GRADE ELA Math 
2001 Grade 03 646 0 

  Grade 04 668 692 
  Grade 05 0 0 
  Grade 06 0 694 
  Grade 07 590 0 
  Grade 08 543 557 
  Grade 10 399 404 
  All Grades 2,846 2,347 

2002 Grade 03 0 0 
  Grade 04 642 651 
  Grade 05 0 0 
  Grade 06 0 618 
  Grade 07 686 0 
  Grade 08 0 580 
  Grade 10 449 452 
  All Grades 1,777 2,301 

2003 Grade 03 655 0 
  Grade 04 651 655 
  Grade 05 0 0 
  Grade 06 0 612 
  Grade 07 623 0 
  Grade 08 0 737 
  Grade 10 437 436 
  All Grades 2,366 2,440 

2004 Grade 03 712 0 
  Grade 04 638 639 
  Grade 05 0 0 
  Grade 06 0 598 
  Grade 07 580 0 
  Grade 08 0 617 
  Grade 10 475 475 
  All Grades 2,405 2,329 
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2. N-Values by Subgroup and by Race/Level 

   ELA Math STE 
Framingham ALL LEVELS       
Framingham Advanced 242 454 143 

  Proficient 1,289 650 407 
  Needs Improv 720 752 455 
  Warning/Failing 154 473 252 

Regular Advanced 229 427 128 
  Proficient 1,072 553 345 
  Needs Improv 358 514 297 
  Warning/Failing 22 137 85 

Disability Advanced 12 20 14 
  Proficient 122 62 48 
  Needs Improv 198 131 99 
  Warning/Failing 65 213 105 

LEP Advanced 1 7 1 
  Proficient 95 35 14 
  Needs Improv 164 107 59 
  Warning/Failing 67 123 62 

Free Lunch (Y) Advanced 18 51 13 
  Proficient 330 157 80 
  Needs Improv 378 301 193 
  Warning/Failing 106 293 147 

Free Lunch (N) Advanced 224 403 130 
  Proficient 959 490 326 
  Needs Improv 341 449 261 
  Warning/Failing 47 178 103 

Afr American Advanced 8 14 5 
  Proficient 87 47 32 
  Needs Improv 70 84 52 
  Warning/Failing 13 62 36 

Asian Advanced 15 37 4 
  Proficient 86 36 27 
  Needs Improv 25 39 22 
  Warning/Failing 7 7 5 

Hispanic Advanced 11 20 7 
  Proficient 161 73 32 
  Needs Improv 212 169 118 
  Warning/Failing 70 180 86 

White Advanced 206 381 127 
  Proficient 948 491 315 
  Needs Improv 410 457 256 
  Warning/Failing 64 219 122 

 



  38

3. N-values by year: 

 2001 2002 2003 2004 
Advanced 570 576 752 839 
Proficient 2,104 1,580 1,885 2,346 

Needs 
Improvement 1,742 1,277 1,485 1,927 

Warning/Failing 777 645 684 879 
Total 5,193 4,078 4,806 5,991 

 
4. N-values for NTA, NTM, and NTO by Student Status: 

 ELA Math 
T. Disability 1,070 1,431 
T. Regular 5,720 7,150 

T.LEP 583 834 
T = Tested 

NTA = Not Tested, Absent 
NTM = Not Tested, Medical 

NTO = Not Tested, Other 
ALT = Alt. Assessment 

 
Notes: In 2004, for State vs. District performance charts, only data from ELA and math tests for grades 3 
through 10 was included unless otherwise noted. 
 
For Proficiency Indicator charts, Grade 3 was included. Grade 3 does not include an ‘Advanced’ category 
and would therefore skew aggregated proficiency level charts. Subgroup inclusion was based on the 
number of students in a district and the number of schools in a district.   
In calculation for EPI, the following groups were included for each year reported: 
2001:  Gr. 4, Gr. 7, Gr. 10 
2002:  Gr. 4, Gr. 7, Gr. 10 
2003:  Gr. 4, Gr. 7, Gr. 10 
2004:  Gr. 3, Gr. 4, Gr. 7, Gr. 10 
In calculation for MPI, the following groups were included for each year reported: 
2001:  Gr. 4, Gr. 8, Gr. 10 
2002:  Gr. 4, Gr. 8, Gr. 10 
2003:  Gr. 4, Gr. 8, Gr. 10 
2004:  Gr. 4, Gr. 6, Gr. 8, Gr. 10 

 
To be included, a subgroup must have at least 10 times the number of schools in the district to be 
considered reportable. For example, in a school district with four schools, only subgroup categories with 
40 or more students from that district in that category were included. These results include only students 
with test status of Tested, ALT, or NTA with a Scaled Score <> 200 unless otherwise noted. 
 
Rounded differences may result in slight discrepancies. 
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Part III: Tier II Domain Findings and Summary 

  
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 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 
S2 - Participation          
  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 
S3 - Evaluation Processes: Personnel          
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Satisfactory 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 3 
  Poor 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 5 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
S4 - Evaluation Processes: Programs, Services, &
Resource Acquisition          
 Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
 Satisfactory 0 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A 5 
 Poor 1 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 1 
 Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
 

Standard 1. STUDENT ASSESSMENT: For the period of time under examination, district and 

building administrators carefully administered statewide assessments and teachers regularly 

assessed the performance of their students relative to state and local student performance 

standards, and analyzed aggregate and individual assessment results to improve curricula, 

instructional practices, and supplementary and remedial programs.  

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• For the review period, the district administrators carefully administered the state assessment 

and disseminated the results to their respective teachers. 
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• The subgroup results of the MCAS exam remained relatively flat during the review period, 

and the achievement gap between the district's White and Hispanic students showed little 

improvement. 

• Teachers were not given specific professional development training in the analysis of test 

results, and the skill level among teachers varied considerably. 

• The district used many additional assessment instruments to measure the academic progress 

of their students at all three levels of the school district. 

 

Indicators: 

1. The district utilized assessment policies and practices that resulted in the formal, regular 

evaluation of student assessment results.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: A review of documents submitted to the EQA and interviews with Framingham 

administrators indicated that the school district had assessment policies and practices that 

resulted in regular evaluations of student assessment results. 

 

For most of the review period, the director of curriculum acted as the person in charge of the 

dissemination of MCAS assessment results to the district’s twelve schools. At the elementary 

level, the data were first analyzed by the building principals with the assistance of the district's 

technology director and then disseminated and discussed at the building level by regular 

education teachers, special education teachers, English language learner (ELL) teachers, and 

reading specialists. 

 

At the middle school level, principals took the lead in disseminating and discussing the 

assessment results with the assistance of the English and math department heads. When these 

positions were eliminated, principals discussed this with academic learning specialists. Teachers 

were informed of the results at departmental meetings and regular faculty meetings, where they 

participated in further item analysis. 
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At the high school, the English and math department heads, assisted by the upper administration, 

took the lead in the analysis and dissemination of the assessment results. Teachers were involved 

in analyzing the results at regularly scheduled department meetings. 

 

According to interviews with district and school staff, the results of student assessments were 

discussed at all schools on a regular basis. During these interviews, it was learned that with the 

exception of a few administrators who attended Department of Education training sessions on the 

use of TestWiz, the district had not provided specific training in the analysis of assessment data 

to staff members. However, according to those interviewed, key personnel had become proficient 

in data analysis through repeated review of the results. They also told the EQA that the district 

staff felt comfortable in reviewing the results of the MCAS test data and subsequently were able 

to concentrate on certain aspects of the curriculum where weaknesses were shown. 

 
 

2. In order to improve achievement for all students, the district used aggregated and disaggregated 

assessment scores to assess student progress for all populations. Student performance has 

improved across all subgroups.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: During the review period, the district used aggregate and disaggregated MCAS test 

data to assess student progress for all populations including the largest subgroups in 

Framingham, which included Hispanic students (19 percent), special education students (18 

percent), ELL students (16 percent), and those students who qualified for free and reduced lunch 

(35 percent). 

 

At all three levels the MCAS test itself was broken down by specific questions, and teams 

representing the various subgroups examined responses to determine which questions were 

answered incorrectly by members of each subgroup. Interviewees related that in this analysis it 

was apparent, to some degree, which subgroups had improved or not during the period under 

review. Furthermore the achievement gap between the Hispanic students and the native speakers 

of English had not narrowed to any significant degree.  

 



  42

In 2004, at Grade 3, 26 percent of Limited English Proficient (LEP) students were ‘Proficient,’ 

compared to 32 percent of special education students and 73 percent of regular education 

students. The average of all students with respect to reading proficiency on the Grade 3 test was 

60 percent, a decline from 62 percent since 2001.  

 

The achievement gap narrowed slightly for some subgroups during the period under review. 

Grade 4 ELA scores for ELL students improved slightly from 13 percent in the ‘Proficiency’ 

category in 2001 to 16 percent in 2004; Grade 6 Math scores for special education students 

improved slightly from 5 percent in the ‘Proficiency’ category in 2001 to 7 percent in 2004; 

Grade 7 ELA scores for ELL students improved slightly from 17 percent in the ‘Proficiency’ 

category in 2001 to 20 percent in 2004; and Grade 10 ELA scores for special education students 

improved slightly from 23 percent in the ‘Proficiency’ category in 2001 to 25 percent in 2004. 

 

The Department of Education trend data also indicated a marginal gain for students in the 

aggregate in the Proficiency Index in both ELA and math during the period under review. In 

ELA, the Proficiency Index increased by 2.8 points from 2001 to 2004 (from 82.3 to 85.1) and in 

math the increase was 4.3 points (from 67.7 to 72.0) over the same period of time.  

 

Although MCAS test scores had increased, according to the AYP data, performance targets were 

not met by four subgroups in ELA in 2003 and 2004; that included the ELL, special education, 

economically disadvantaged, and Hispanic subgroups. In math, performance targets were not met 

for the same four subgroups listed above, as well as the African-American subgroup in the 

district.  

 
3. District and building administrators carefully and accurately implemented the “Principles of Test 

Administration” in their jurisdictions and provided 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.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In the document review and in interviews with administrators during the period under 

review, district administrators carefully and accurately implemented and adhered to the 

"Principles of Test Administration." They also provided complete and accurate data on student 
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status and participation. According to interviewees, they notified district parents of impending 

tests in a timely and clear manner. 

 

4. In addition to the MCAS, the district regularly employed the use of standardized tests, local 

benchmarks, or other assessments to measure the progress of all student populations at regular 

intervals and used these results to measure the effectiveness of achieving district objectives for 

student learning.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In addition to the MCAS exam, the district used a number of standardized tests to 

measure the progress of all student populations in both ELA and math. According to 

documentation and interviewees those assessments included: Clay's Observation Survey for Pre-

K through Grade 1 students; the Meisel Early Screening Inventory (ESI) in English, Spanish, and 

Portuguese; the Diagnostic Reading Assessment (DRA) used in grades 1-5; Gates-McGinite 

Reading Assessment at the Wilson and McCarthy Elementary Schools in grades 2-4; Reading 

Actively Assessment used in grades 1-5; Flynt-Cooter Reading Assessment used in grades 4-5; 

district-generated common math assessments in grades 1-5 from 2001 to 2003; PSAT tests in 

grades 10-11; SAT tests in grades 11-12; and AP tests in Grades 11-12. According to 

interviewees, more than 95 percent of students enrolled in AP courses took the end-of-course 

examinations. 

 

If at registration it was apparent that the student's first language was not English, a number of 

assessments were administered including a Pre-Language Assessment Scale (LAS) Oral, the 

Massachusetts English Languages Assessment-Oral (MELA-O), and the Massachusetts English 

Proficiency Assessment (MEPA) starting in 2004-2005; appropriate placements were then made. 

 

Besides the standardized tests listed above, the school district also updated the progress of 

student achievement by regularly communicating with parents about their child's academic 

progress. At the elementary level, mandatory face-to-face parent-teacher conferences were held 

both in the fall and in the spring, in addition to two written assessments in January and June. Six 

other opportunities were given to parents during the course of the year to meet with their 

children’s teachers. The middle schools had trimester grading with reports cards and mid-term 
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reports, distributed a total of six times a year, along with two parent-teacher conference 

opportunities. Parent conferences were sometimes convened on a weekly basis, when necessary, 

during the common planning time of each grade-level team. The high school had eight 

opportunities to communicate with parents and scheduled conference days, twice a year, in 

addition to four report cards and four mid-term progress reports that were sent to parents. 

 

5. The district engaged in a formal, documented annual review of student assessment data to 

reallocate staff and prioritize resource distribution to improve achievement for all student 

populations.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The document review and the interview process indicated that the district engaged in 

a formal annual review of student assessment data. This review led to several decisions during 

the period under review including reallocation of staff and the prioritization of resource 

distribution. 

 

An example cited was the addition of a director of minority achievement, to further analyze the 

assessment results of minority students and assist teachers in better reaching those students. The 

district also added a bilingual resource teacher at the elementary and middle schools to assist 

teachers in lesson preparation and better meet the needs of the at-risk population. The district 

also added grant-funded, after-school, extra help programs at each of the middle schools.  

 

Although the programs at each of the schools were individually designed, they were all designed 

to target the at-risk populations. A great deal of funding was also made available at the high 

school to implement a co-teaching model in ELA and math in the CP2 (Level 3) classes to 

improve the Competency Determination rate for the district. 

 

6. The district and each of its schools disseminated assessment analyses to appropriate staff at 

regular intervals. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 



  45

Evidence: In interviews and teacher focus groups, teachers told the EQA that they had several 

opportunities during the school year to look at and analyze the assessment results of their 

students. Building principals and instructional specialists were the disseminating agents at the 

elementary and middle schools. Assessment meetings were held at regular intervals throughout 

the period under review. At the high school, the English and math department heads led the 

analysis sessions with members of their staff, and they also called regularly scheduled meetings 

for this purpose. 

 

7. Assessment trend data indicated that classroom assessment standards, practices, and expectations 

for students were consistently linked with the learning standards articulated in the State 

Curriculum Frameworks. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Available assessment trend data for the period under review indicated that linkages 

did exist between classroom assessments standards, practices, and expectations for students and 

the Framingham benchmarks, the District Improvement Plan (DIP), and the Individual School 

Improvement Plans (SIPs). 

 

Principals told the EQA that it was their responsibility to monitor the relationship between 

student assessments and planning instruction within their buildings. They also stated that it was 

their responsibility to monitor the alignment of classroom instruction to the State Curriculum 

Frameworks. Teachers in the EQA focus groups stated that they were expected to think about 

this linkage in their daily lesson plans.  

 

At the high school, curriculum mapping was required of all teachers to insure alignment to the 

State Frameworks. Teachers were also required to generate and use common departmental 

exams. At the elementary and middle school, common planning times were established to insure 

the consistency of instruction and alignment to the State Curriculum Frameworks. 

 
 

Standard 2. PARTICIPATION: For the period of time under examination, the district and all 

of its schools had policies, procedures, and practices that met federal and state participation and 
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attendance standards. Data on participation in state and local tests was were monitored and 

assessed to ensure participation and opportunity for all students and all subgroups. 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• A monitoring system was in place during the period under review to assure maximum student 

participation in all mandatory assessments. This resulted in a district participation rate which 

exceeded the state average for all subgroup populations. 

• Even though the chronic absenteeism rates in grades 10-12 were higher than the state 

average, the rate of absenteeism was lower than the state average in the 2003-04 school year.  

• The district had comprehensive transitional bilingual education (TBE) programs in place to 

deal with the large population of ELL students. These included bilingual programs in Spanish 

and Portuguese, an ESL program, a two-way bilingual program in Spanish, and a Sheltered 

English Immersion program (SEI). 

 

Indicators: 

1. The district and each of its schools had clear management systems in use that required all 

students to participate in all mandatory and appropriate assessments that resulted in a two- or 

three-year average participation rate of 95% in the state assessment. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district’s 99 percent participation rate on the MCAS assessment was well above 

the state mandated rate of 95 percent. The only subgroup participation rate below 95 percent was 

the ELL student subgroup at 83 percent; most of those students, though, had not been in the 

country for two years. 

 

During the review period, the district had management systems in place which required all 

students to participate in mandatory assessments. District policies and procedures for mandatory 

participation were found in the Policy Manual of the Framingham Public Schools. 

  

In the interview process, the EQA learned that all students and their parents were made aware of 

the assessments throughout the year by newsletters which were written in several languages 
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including English, Spanish, and Portuguese. They were sent home to parents, disseminated 

through the local print media, and distributed through special assemblies. 

 

The high school Student/Parent Handbook made reference to the fact that all high school 

academic departments had developed and administered departmental mid-year and final 

examinations. 

 

2. The district and each of its schools had systems in use that required all students to participate in 

district and school-based assessment programs or benchmarks. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: According to administrators, the Framingham School District had systems in place to 

require all students to participate in all state and district-wide assessment programs. Interviewees 

told the EQA that only those students medically excused or who had a waiver through the TBE 

department, were not required to take the MCAS test.  

 

Students who were absent due to a short-term illness or because of a family emergency, and had 

missed a particular assessment, had arrangements made for them to take the test as soon as 

possible. These arrangements would vary from school to school; however, often the classroom 

teacher took the responsibility of administering the assessment to the student(s). Some schools 

involved the building's guidance personnel, special education teachers, and assistant principals in 

making these arrangements. 

 

3. The district maintained clear and accurate records on student waivers for LEP and ALT status for 

MCAS assessment. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: According to interviewees, the district maintained clear and accurate records on 

student waivers for LEP and ALT status for MCAS assessment. The Department of Education 

data on test participation for 2004 evidenced that most TBE students had participated in MCAS 

testing. 
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4. The district and each of its schools had systems well-documented policies, procedures, or 

practices that supported equitable participation in quality educational programs for all students. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Records on student waivers pertaining to LEP and ALT status for the review period 

were examined. The records were organized and documented with the names of the students 

granted LEP waivers and alternative MCAS assessments. The special education liaison 

communicated all information regarding alternative assessments to the building principal who 

was responsible for keeping all the records. 

 

5. The district and each of its schools had clear management systems in place that required all 

students to attend school, and these systems were actively implemented and resulted in a student 

attendance rate of 93% or higher. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The Department of Education’s documentation indicated that the district exceeded the 

state’s daily attendance figures for each year under review. The Framingham student attendance 

rate for the four-year period was 94.2 percent. 

 

In reviewing the documents for the review period, clearly articulated attendance policies were in 

place at all levels. Although the process varied from school to school, every school in the district 

had a clear management system in place to deal with students absent in a given day. Parental 

contact by telephone through office personnel, an automated system, or involving the town's 

attendance officer was an essential part of the system in all schools. Absence notes from parents 

that detailed the reasons for the absence were required at all district schools. The attendance rates 

for the district's students varied from 95.8 percent at Grade 3 to 91.3 percent at Grade 12, with 

each grade having a rate higher than the state average. 

 

In schools where bilingual speaking personnel were necessary to communicate effectively with 

Spanish and/or Portuguese parents, bilingual employees were employed and made available to 

communicate with the parents. 
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6. The district and its schools had and enforced, when necessary, clear consequences for students 

with chronic absenteeism. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: A review of the district policy manual and school handbooks reflected interventions 

and clear consequences for students who were chronically absent. A review of the data at the 

elementary and middle school levels indicated that chronic absenteeism was not problematic and 

that all percentages were below the state average. In individual student cases when necessary, 

administrators made phone calls, wrote letters, and called parents in for meetings. Sometimes 

intervention involved the district's resource officer who visited the home and/or initiated court 

involvement through a Children in Need of Services (CHINS) petition. Principals also worked on 

a regular basis with the attendance officer and the school based adjustment counselors to address 

the problem of absenteeism with particular students. 

 

At the high school, the chronic absenteeism rate was above the state average of 18.5 percent; at 

Grade 10, chronic absenteeism was 21.7 percent; at Grade 11, it was 26.3 percent; and at Grade 

12, it was 25.4 percent. Vice-principals in charge of each grade and the respective student’s 

guidance counselor were directly involved in the follow-up of excessively absent students. 

Assignment to Saturday School was the initial penalty for poor attendance, but loss of credits 

was often the consequence. Non-promotion to the next grade level was a district consequence. In 

addition, enrollment at the Thayer Campus Alternative School was a regularly implemented 

option for students with chronic absenteeism during the period under review.  

 

7. The district maintained and used accurate records on attendance, suspensions, discipline, and 

dropouts by student subgroup populations and frequently analyzed these records to improve 

participation, involvement, and achievement for all students. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district maintained student records with respect to attendance, suspensions, and 

dropouts through the use of district wide Rediker computer software. Through Rediker software, 

administrators, guidance counselors, and the resource officer reviewed statistical analysis of 

subgroups and individual students. According to interviewees, these analyses were reviewed 
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regularly and appropriate steps were taken to improve participation and achievement for all 

students. 

 

An analysis of the DOE data on these areas indicated that retentions, out of school suspensions, 

and in-school suspensions were below the state average for the district and the major subgroups. 

Examples of this data from the Rediker Software were furnished to the EQA team by the district 

and cited as follows: 

 

Framingham 3-year rate State Average Hispanic rate State Hispanic 

rate 

Retentions 1.2 2.6 2.5 5.3 

Out-of-school 

suspensions 

3.8 6.7 5.4 11.9 

In-school 

suspensions 

3.8 4.9 5.4 8.8 

 

The dropout figure for Framingham, 3.7 percent, was slightly higher than the state rate of 3.5 

percent. However, high school administrators told the EQA examiners that potential dropout 

students were monitored closely by vice-principals and guidance counselors, and many choices 

were available besides the off-campus Alternative School. These alternative choices included: 

the Resiliency for Life program, the Mazi Program sponsored by local businessmen, the Step-

Up-to-Excellence Program linking teachers with at risk students, and organizations that had 

subgroup-specific affiliations whose members served as positive role models to respective 

students in need. 

 

High school administrators pointed out to the EQA examiners that a good number of the students 

who eventually dropped out of school were recent immigrants, particularly from Brazil, who 

entered this country at 16, 17, or 18 years of age. Although these students would start attending 

school because it was their only access to education in the United States, they would often drop 

out of school without finishing high school. 
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8. The district maintained and used clear and accurate program and individual records of all English 

language learners (ELLs) to improve student performance during the period under examination. 

This resulted in sustained, continuous improvement in English proficiency, as indicated by 

assessment trend data.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: District administrators stated that they consistently analyzed individual and group 

records of their ELL students. The ELL population of the district was close to 16 percent, larger 

than the state average of 5 percent. The assessment trend data indicated improvement on MCAS 

tests during the review period, evidenced by the 25.7 percent Composite Performance Index 

(CPI) increase in ELA from 2003 to 2004, and a 25.2 percent improvement in math.  

 

The district policy was to assess the level of competency of each ELL student during registration 

at either the Parent Information Center for grades PreK-8 or at the high school for grades 9-12. A 

Pre-LAS was administered for K-1 students and a LAS and a MELA-O to all other students. 

After consultation with the parents, the student was placed in the most appropriate learning 

setting. Parents also had the option to place their child in a Sheltered English Immersion (SEI) 

classroom.  

 

According to interviewees, all ELL students were closely monitored and assessed until they 

reached the "transition" phase when they were moved into mainstream classes. According to 

TBE administrators, this process usually took one to three years. After one year of bilingual 

education at the high school, students were transitioned to mainstream classes.  

 

According to interviewees, Framingham’s ELL demographics have changed in recent years from 

mostly Hispanic students to an equal number of Hispanic and Brazilian students who speak 

Portuguese. 

 

In SEI, all instruction was in English and the native language was used for clarification purposes 

only. At the high school, most immigrant students required classes in Spanish or Portuguese, and 

remained in bilingual classes for a year before proceeding to Sheltered English Immersion 

classes.  
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The district had 120 bilingual teachers and an additional 20 bilingual aides to manage the more 

than 1,200 ELL students. Additionally the Barbieri Elementary School enrolled two-thirds of its 

630 students in a two-way bilingual (Spanish/English) program.  

 

 

Standard 3. EVALUATION PROCESS/PERSONNEL: For the period of time under 

examination, the district used student assessment data in its development, implementation, 

evaluation, and analysis of school and district personnel. The evaluation process focused on 

accountability for administrators, teachers, and instructional support staff, and one of the goals of 

the process was the improvement of achievement for all students. 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• The negotiated cycle of evaluation, a three-year cycle, was not aligned with state law. 

Furthermore, not all teachers had summative evaluations in their personnel files. 

• According to interviewees and personnel documents, administrators’ evaluations were not 

consistently completed on an annual basis. 

• The superintendent encouraged administrators to “part company” with those employees who 

were not meeting minimal expectations consistently, and principals felt they were supported 

in this expectation.  

 

Indicators: 

1. The district and each of its schools implemented systems for the evaluation of personnel 

performance that were linked to student achievement data and resulted in sustained or continued 

improvements in the quality of teaching and learning. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: The district and each of its schools implemented systems for the evaluation of 

personnel performance, but evaluations were only indirectly linked to student achievement data. 

According to principals, they developed improvement goals at the beginning of each year with 

the superintendent and were evaluated on the completion of those individual goals. When asked 

about their evaluations, with respect to the completion of annual goals, principals stated that 
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although personnel goals were connected to SIP goals, they were not necessarily measurable 

with respect to performance on the MCAS exam. Although the superintendent and the principal 

discussed MCAS goal-setting informally, the superintendent did not require any data or evidence 

to demonstrate that goals had been completed or linked directly to improved student 

performance.  

 

The district had over twenty-five directors/coordinators and assistant directors/coordinators, in 

addition to principals and assistant or vice-principals. According to the human resources director, 

the assistant principals and some of the directors/coordinators were evaluated according to their 

union contract, which stipulated annual evaluations.  

 

Some administrators in Framingham were covered by a contract between the Framingham 

School Committee and the Administrator’s Union while others were not covered by such a union 

contract. According to state law, all administrators were to have annual evaluations. The union 

contract stated that administrators were evaluated annually according to the Principals of 

Effective Leadership which were listed in the contract book. However, the non-union 

administrators (directors or coordinators) did not have a specific procedure for evaluations, 

although School Committee policy CBG and CBG-E1 clearly establishes a specific procedure for 

evaluation of the Superintendent, a non-union administrator. Additionally, according to the 

district, personnel service contracts executed between the Superintendent and other non-union 

Administrators outline a process for an annual evaluation. School Committee policy GCN-GDN 

also outlines a procedure for non-union administrators. Although this process is not as formal as 

that for the Superintendent, it is written and has been established. However, according to 

interviews, non-union administrators were rarely, if ever, evaluated. Lack of annual evaluations 

for many administrators was evidenced in the personnel files of district administrators.  

 

The previous superintendent had evaluated the principals in 2000-2001. However, principals 

were not routinely evaluated in the 2001-2002 and 2002-2003 school years. All principals were 

evaluated in 2003-2004. 

 

Teachers were evaluated in a three-year cycle which was out of compliance with state law. The 

three-year cycle consisted of one year of observations and a summative evaluation based on 
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observations as well as two years of goal-setting and project work. Although teachers could 

choose to have annual classroom observations, few participated in this option unless required by 

the principal. When asked whether changing this three year cycle to match the components of 

state law was brought up for union bargaining, the human resources (HR) director stated that 

although it was mentioned in 1997, it was not brought up in the most recent contract, which took 

18 months to settle. 

 

Although the evaluation system may have resulted in sustained or continued improvements in the 

quality of teaching and learning, MCAS test data evidenced improvement for some, but not all 

students. According to the 2004 AYP data, although Framingham met overall AYP goals in 2004 

for ELA and mathematics, the district did not meet its performance targets in ELA or math for 

the following populations: LEP, special education, low income, and Hispanic subgroups. In 

mathematics, special education students did not meet overall AYP goals in 2004.  

 

2. The district utilized evaluation procedures for administrators that were aligned with the 

requirements of the MGL Chapter 71, §38 and 603 CMR 35.00.  

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: As cited, the evaluation procedure for some administrators was aligned with the 

requirements of the MGL Chapter 71 & 38 and 603 CMR 35.00. Although principals had multi-

year contracts, annual evaluations were required. During the review period, principals were not 

evaluated each year, according to documentation in their personnel files. With one exception, 

principals were not held to improving student achievement based on measurable goals. When the 

EQA checked for current state certification for the positions held, one principal and one central 

office administrator were found to have expired certifications. After the site visit the district 

stated that these licenses were found within the content of the personnel file and not attached to 

outdated licenses. 

 

In Framingham, administrators other than principals were divided into two categories: those 

covered by an association-negotiated contract and those who were non-union administrators. 

Non-union administrators contracts all have language requiring an annual evaluation in May, 

June or July prior to the Superintendent determining the salary adjustment that will be offered to 
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said administrator. The contract language ensures that the Principles of Effective Administrative 

Leadership (as established by the Board of Education) will guide the process. The district aligns 

its non-union administrator evaluations with M.G.L. Ch. 71, §38 via contract language rather 

than policy. Also, School Committee policy GCN-GDN outlines a yearly evaluation process for 

non-union administrators. 

 

3. The form and content of the district’s evaluation process for administrators was informative, 

instructive, and used to promote individual professional growth and overall effectiveness. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: Most of the administrators' evaluations were written in narrative form by either the 

superintendent or assistant superintendent. Director/coordinators frequently wrote the 

evaluations of the assistant directors within each program. In some cases, a template was used to 

write a description of performance, but other evaluations were two-page narratives. Most 

evaluations were descriptive or informative, citing what had been accomplished. In 2000-2001, 

narrative evaluations categorized what had been accomplished by each principal under the 

Principals of Effective Leadership. In some evaluations, the Principles of Effective Leadership 

were mentioned in the narrative but the performance narrative was only indirectly linked to each 

leadership principle.  

 

Overall, performance narratives were informative but not instructive. They generally indicated 

that the principal should continue the good work without describing what specific 'next steps' 

were necessary in order to increase productivity and/or efficiency. Evaluations were not used to 

promote growth and overall effectiveness with the exception of one case where specific 

improvement was cited, and this administrator was no longer employed in the district.  

 

4. Administrators in the district were held accountable for student assessment results in their yearly 

evaluations. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Principals told the EQA that they were held accountable for annual goals and for 

completing SIP goals. Principals did not agree whether or not stated goals were directly or 
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indirectly linked to the evaluation of performance, but principals did agree that although they 

were expected to improve student performance, they were not held to specific, measurable goals 

on the basis of MCAS test results. However, according to one principal and confirmed by the HR 

manager, during the period under review, one principal had been dismissed for failure to meet 

performance standards which included test results.  

 

According to the HR manager, principals' contracts were renewed on the basis of performance. 

In addition, increased compensation was based on performance. Based on her review of principal 

contracts, she stated that not all salary raises were the same. 

 

5. The district utilized an evaluation procedure for teachers that was aligned with the requirements 

of the MGL Chapter 71, §38 and 603 CMR 35.00.  

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: As cited, the evaluation procedure for teachers was not aligned with the requirements 

of the MGL Chapter 71 & 38 and 603 CMR 35.00 because the regular cycle for evaluation and 

summative evaluations had a three-year cycle instead of the two-year cycle required by law. Of 

31 personnel files of professional status teachers randomly examined, 7 files or 23 percent 

contained expired teacher certifications. 

 

The current contract allowed teachers of professional status to develop goals and to carry out a 

project for two of the three years of the cycle. According to the teachers’ contract, the principal 

was to complete a form for each year in the three year cycle. However, when the EQA team 

examined a random sample of 31 out of 400 possible teachers’ personnel files of professional 

status teachers, they found that 68 percent of the teachers, twenty-one of the thirty-one teacher 

files selected, had not been evaluated in a timely manner. 

 

When the HR director and principals were asked about these results, they expressed little 

surprise that the evaluations of professional status teachers were not completed each year. 

Principals told the EQA that they focused their efforts on completing the required annual 

evaluations of non-professional status teachers.  
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6. The form and content of the district’s evaluation process for teachers was informative, 

instructive, and used to promote individual professional growth and overall effectiveness. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Overall evaluations of teachers were descriptive, informative, and described 

classroom observations and summative evaluations in ‘Skillful Teacher’ language. They 

generally used the components of Principles of Effective Teaching as a way to categorize 

teaching skills. However, with respect to being instructive and suggesting ways to increase 

efficiency, effectiveness, and student learning, only 7 out of 31 (23 percent) were instructive. 

With respect to promoting individual professional growth and overall effectiveness, 22 out of 31 

evaluations (71 percent) were considered to promote continued professional growth. 

 

7. Teachers in the district were held accountable for student assessment results in their respective 

schools and classrooms. These results were cited in the evaluation process.  

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: According to principals, used properly, the teacher evaluation form was an effective 

tool for evaluating teachers. According to interviewees, non-professional status teachers were 

carefully evaluated and were generally not hired back for year three if they were not meeting 

performance expectations.  

 

When the EQA examiners read some of the teacher evaluations from the selected personnel files, 

they found that even in evaluations that had been critical of the teachers’ observed performance, 

the principal had still checked the box in the form next to: “Has met the Principals and Standards 

of Effective Teaching.” When the HR director was asked about this practice, she acknowledged 

that the practice needed improvement. According to the HR director, the newly hired coordinator 

of curriculum and staff development was assigned to read all of the teacher evaluations 

submitted by principals. When a written evaluation was not acceptable, principals now 

anticipated that they would be called about it. 

 

As cited, principals had the option to keep a professional-status teacher who was not meeting 

performance expectations on a direct observation cycle for all three years of the evaluation cycle. 
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When asked how many teachers were on this cycle, principals told the EQA that this affected 

about two teachers on each school’s faculty. The district’s teacher evaluation form included the 

option for the principal to write an improvement plan if a professional status teacher’s 

performance was not meeting expectations. When asked about the number of teachers on 

improvement plans during the period under review, the HR director stated that this affected 

about 4 out of 400 professional status teachers across the district or one percent of the total 

teachers in Framingham. 

 

8. When evaluations were not satisfactory, after following due process, the district had and applied 

consequences for compensation, advancement, and employment. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: According to principals, it was easy to not rehire non-professional status teachers 

when they were not meeting performance expectations. With respect to veteran teachers, 

administrators presented anecdotal evidence to the EQA that principals had a clear directive from 

the superintendent to remove and/or council teachers to retire and/or look for work elsewhere. 

When nine principals were asked how often this occurred, they cited two instances in 2004-2005 

at different schools. 

 

According to principals, when a teacher’s performance did not meet expectations and 

improvement plans were written, if the teacher did not make adequate progress on the 

improvement plan, it would lead to dismissal. According to one principal who was involved in 

such a case, she felt supported in this effort by both the administration, especially the HR 

director, and the union leadership. The human resource director cited other instances where pay 

increases were withheld from professional-status teachers who were not meeting performance 

expectations. She told the EQA examiners that two professional status teachers had been 

dismissed during the period under review. 

 

Administrators also cited cases where teachers left employment of their own accord when they 

were not a “good fit” for the position currently held because of feedback from principals. 

According to the human resource director, Framingham hired about 100 new teachers per year; 

between the years 2001 to 2004, 15-20 teachers resigned each year. According to the HR 
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director, most teachers left due to retirement from the veteran staff; about five teachers per year 

left for other reasons. The district added that fifteen to twenty teachers per year were not 

reappointed, thirty to forty teachers per year retired with the remainder resigning for a variety of 

reasons including leaving the teaching field. 

 
 
Standard 4. EVALUATION PROCESS/PROGRAMS, SERVICES, AND RESOURCE 

ACQUISTION: For the period of time under examination, the district used student assessment 

data in its development, implementation, evaluation and analysis of programs, services, and 

resource acquisition. The evaluation process focused on accountability for administrators, 

teachers, and staff, and one of the goals of the process was the improvement of achievement for 

all students. 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• The district reallocated resources to establish a co-teaching model at the lower levels of 

the high school in order to address Competency Determination (CD) in Grade 10 and 

beyond. 

• The district goal to address closing the achievement gap was reflected in the District 

Improvement Plan as well as the district-wide school improvement plans, using data-

driven indicators. 

• District data-driven programs and analysis were implemented primarily at the local 

school level under the leadership of principals, allowing for local oversight of programs. 

However, this decentralization also created some inconsistency in the implementation of 

math and Reading curricula. 

 

Indicators: 

 

1. The district and each of its schools implemented a data-driven system for the evaluation of 

programs and services, and resource acquisition that was linked to student achievement data. 

Rating: Poor 
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Evidence: To some degree, the district and each of its schools implemented a data-driven system 

for the evaluation of programs and services during the review period. From grant analysis and 

administrator interviews, it was apparent that some district-level analysis has been conducted, 

such as the 2001 analysis of MCAS test data for ISSPs; however, most analysis conducted during 

the review period was at the school or program level. 

 

The district’s at-risk population included a large growing population of Brazilian families with a 

need for bilingual support. Although there is open enrollment in all of the elementary and middle 

schools, economically disadvantaged and linguistically diverse students were still primarily 

located in specific schools. Data-driven models were applied to address Title I economic-based 

and Title III linguistic-based grants that supported at-risk populations at all schools. The Title I 

grants often required use of pre- and post-test assessment analysis.  

 

Curricular history and decisions also led to school differences. Decisions made prior to the 

review period resulted in schools using two different math programs at the elementary level. 

Everyday Math was used at four elementary schools and Investigations was in use at the other 

four elementary Schools. There were also three different phonics-based learning programs at the 

elementary schools: Wilson Fundations, Bradley’s Won Way, and Fountas and Pinnell, in part 

because some schools used some programs as part of ELL transitioning. Principals and teachers 

at the middle school level expressed less concern about math than about reading (and phonics) 

performance among students from diverse backgrounds. The district conducted research 

reflecting minimal global difference between MCAS test scores based on math curricula. 

Nonetheless, during the review period, an elementary school closed, and some targeted programs 

shifted school locations, impacting the individual students and teachers who had to adjust to 

different curriculum.  

  

The school committee created a district-wide emphasis on closing the achievement gap between 

at-risk students and the rest of the students within the district. This emphasis was part of the 

district and all school improvement plans with indicator-specific goals based on data. In 2000, a 

new middle school was opened to reduce class size, and the Wilson reading program was 

purchased and implemented at the middle school level. At the high school level, data analysis 

allowed for the identification of students who were at risk of failing to earn Competency 



  61

Determination (CD). As a result, the district established MCAS test prep courses with a DOE 

MCAS test grant (2001), and implemented co-teaching for lower level courses, pairing either a 

regular education teacher with a special education teacher, or an ESL teacher with a special 

education teacher. The district also established an Academic Development Center with targeted 

tutoring, in 2003. The MCAS ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ scores for Grade 10 students were 

already 12 and 10 points above the state average in 2001 in math and ELA respectively, but then 

improved by 15 more points in math and 9 points in ELA by 2004. However, that positive trend 

at the high school did not continue throughout the district. The MCAS test scores for the middle 

school (Grade 8 math and Grade 7 ELA) were four and three points below the state average in 

2001 in math and ELA, respectively, but then improved by only four points in math and 7 points 

in ELA by 2004. This data illustrated that despite many gains at the high school level toward 

closing the achievement gap, the gap was actually increasing for the entire district on the MCAS 

math test in Grade 8, not just for at-risk students. 

 

2. District and school administrators used student assessment and other pertinent data to measure 

the effectiveness of the district’s instructional, supplemental, and support programs and services.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For most of the review period, ELA was the district-wide targeted curricular focus, 

and since the end of 2003, math has been the focus. Instructional and supplemental programs 

which support those foci at the school level include: Rigby Balanced Literacy, Wilson Reading 

phonics, Fountas and Pinnell, Fundations, and Won Way. The school-based delivery of programs 

led to inconsistency with respect to content exposure, which has continued with the two major 

math programs in which Everyday Math (EDM) was used at four elementary schools and 

Investigations at the other 4. There was also a variety of supplemental programs such as ALEKS, 

and Math Mates at the Cameron Middle School, but not at the other schools. There were also 

Title I supports at the elementary levels, but the program varied from school-wide support to 

targeted assistance, to no Title 1 funding at all. 

 

The bilingual program in Framingham was well organized, able to reach out to the linguistically 

diverse in the district, and had established Structured English Immersion (SEI) classes, ESL, and 

TBE class environments. The program obtained Title III grant money and has done analysis of 
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the program, finding achievement gaps within the Spanish-speaking population and used the 

MELA-O (Massachusetts English language Assessment-Oral) and LAS (Reading and Writing) 

for assessment during the review period. There were three MELA-O trainers, and they have 

trained a person from each school within the standard curriculum. 

 

During the review period, principals were trained with TestWiz in order to disaggregate local 

MCAS data, though other assessments were also used to address the specific school needs during 

the review period. Other assessments the district used at varying levels included: Stanford 

Achievement Test, McGinitie reading comprehension, QRI, DRA, mathematics benchmarks (at 

all schools), Grade 8 algebra placement test (at all middle schools), as well as the MELA-O and 

MEPA for ELL students used by the elementary and middle schools.  

 

Individual school needs and resources gave rise to many of the differences between schools, and 

the district made efforts to evaluate these differences as indicated by comparative data. An 

example of need-based programming and evaluation was evidenced in the Wilson Elementary 

School. It was one of two schools with school-wide Title I assistance during the review period, 

since 65 percent of its students’ first language was not English and 58 percent of its students 

were low income. A data-driven model, along with strong leadership by an elementary principal 

of the year in Massachusetts, supported test improvements overall but especially on the Grade 3 

Stanford Achievement Test, whose scores went from 12 percent of students in the top quartile in 

1996 (the lowest percentage in the district), to 77 percent in the top quartile in 2002 (the second 

highest percentage for elementary schools in the district. This represented a vivid example of 

targeted improvement, but the fact that the school surpassed almost all other elementary schools 

in the district also signaled the disparity in schools’ use of data. 

 

3. The evaluation results of the district’s instructional, supplemental, and support programs and 

services were used to inform decision making and resulted in sustained or continued 

improvements in the quality of teaching and learning. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The evaluation of the results of the district’s programs and services led the district to 

sustain programs such as Balanced Literacy and the bilingual program. The Balanced Literacy 
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program was initiated in 1997, and the district opened a balanced literacy center, and obtained 

guided reading tables, easels, and other materials to support and sustain the program. The 

bilingual program directly trained teachers to support students on the MCAS test writing prompt 

and modeled the process at each school. 

 

District MCAS analysis also led to evaluation and changes in school curricula and emphasis. In 

math at the elementary level, the two different programs, EDM and Investigations, were 

examined to determine effectiveness for MCAS test improvement. Administrators found that 

there was no significant difference between the two programs, and teachers and principals 

confirmed that was the case in the classroom as well, though some differences were evident. At 

the middle school level, Prentice Hall’s Connected Mathematics Project (CMP) was in use 

during the review period. Impact and Holt Mathematics were being piloted in 2004-05. Also, 

MCAS ELA test results were divided into subtopics and non-fiction test results were weak across 

the district. A professional development plan was in place and district money granted to allow 

grades 6-8 teams time to focus on supplementing ELA work around non-fiction reading skills. 

 

The district built a sensory integration clinic at the Wilson Elementary School, based on the 

assessments and parental requests. A vision center run by the New England Eyes Institute was 

established at the Fuller Middle School for the assessment and screening of student vision, based 

on the analysis of students with headaches and poor performance. 

 

4. District and school administrators used student assessment and other pertinent data to measure 

the effectiveness of acquired resources, including capital improvements and projects, equipment, 

materials, and supplies.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Despite the decline in the school district’s population, from 8,364 students in 2002-03 

to 8,065 in 2004-05, demographic shifts and academic needs such as class and school size were 

addressed. The Cameron Middle School opened in 2000 as a state-of-the-art middle school that 

had as one of its primary feeder schools, the largest population of at-risk students. Cameron was 

designed to ease the large middle school population, and it gained one class per year until it 

reached capacity in 2002. The opening of Cameron also allowed for smaller class sizes 
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throughout the middle schools. The average size of the Grade 6 classes at Cameron was 13, 

creating a positive teacher-student ratio that impacts teaching and learning. The school had a 

well-equipped computer lab as well as a library with plenty of computers, a mobile wireless 

Macintosh lab, and portable smart boards. During the review period, the decision was made to 

use the direct instruction-based ALEKS math program during the enrichment period of the day, 

for students at risk, on the MCAS. It was not implemented until the final review year, but 

administrators stated it has shown positive results. Expectations were high for the new school, 

and when they were not met, the principal of the school was replaced quickly in fall 2003. 

 

Technological development also continued during the review period, from the elementary to the 

secondary levels. Potter Road and Stapleton elementary schools were older schools in the district 

but each had two mobile wireless Mac classrooms that could be transported to classes as needed. 

One principal mentioned that he was committed to thinking of technology as integrated into all 

classes. As the needs of special education students were evaluated, funds were distributed to 

support district-wide assistive technology for students with special needs in 2004. The state-of-

the-art high school improvements were also being initiated during the review period with school 

goals in mind regarding student achievement and access to technology. 

 

5. The results of the district’s evaluation of acquired resources, including capital improvements and 

projects, equipment, materials, and supplies, were used to inform decision making and resulted 

in sustained or continued improvements in the quality of teaching and learning. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: During the review period, resources for the district became more limited and 

decisions had to be made based on evaluation of priorities. For example, Juniper Hill Elementary 

School was forced to close during the review period due to budgetary issues. Despite this 

closing, class size at the middle school level was reduced, many directors’ positions were 

partially funded by grants, though not all, and an emphasis on recruitment of primarily young, 

qualified teachers, maintaining and even expanding support staff such as Literacy and Math 

specialists and aggressive recruitment of highly qualified administrators continued.  
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The district’s commitment to closing the achievement gap and meeting its Competency 

Determination requirement in an environment of a tighter budget is evident in the costly 

reallocation of funds needed to implement co-teaching at the lower-level grades of the high 

school, as well as MCAS test materials being obtained for the new MCAS support classes. The 

district continued to pursue state and federal grants, but prioritized supporting programs from the 

district budget such as Minority Achievement, despite exhausting grant money.  

 

Other decisions based on evaluation of resources addressed specific needs in the district. Because 

younger teachers were targeted for recruitment, one issue that faced many schools in 

Framingham was the large turnover of young female teachers due to pregnancy and childcare. 

FHS has planned and opened a childcare center outside of the years during this audit. This center 

was opened to help working parents return to work in an environment that allowed them to be 

close to their children. .In addition, the district targeted the best teachers for their open positions 

and for recruitment, not only new teachers. The turnover rate was almost equal for males and 

females. Females are not the only care providers; we have had and continue to have same sex 

partners and fathers leave the district due to childcare.  

 

Programs and materials were obtained to deal with student needs in reading, such as a Reading 

Recovery specialist and literacy specialist at the middle school level during the review period. At 

the high school level, another challenge was the need to increase the number of minority students 

in Advanced Placement courses. Only 6 percent of the AP students were Hispanic compared to 

18 percent of the district, and only 3 percent of the AP exams were completed by African-

Americans, compared to the 7 percent district population. It was also difficult to determine the 

percentage of Brazilian students taking the tests, since they are considered White. The high 

school established an AP support program that could identify potential students and offer them 

the courses and support needed to qualify for the AP courses. 

 

6. When evaluations indicated that programs, services, and resource acquisition were not effective 

and efficient, the district made appropriate modifications and/or changes. 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: ELA was the primary focus of the district’s MCAS test analysis and implementation 

during most of the review period. As a result of the demographic and systematic changes, the 

district is phasing out the METCO program. The efforts at the high school to improve scores 

were additive, but programs had to be eliminated to allow for them. A co-teaching model 

replaced single teacher classes in the high school, because the data indicated they did not allow 

for an effective student-teacher ratio. Electives were also sacrificed for students who did not pass 

the MCAS test, to devote more time for MCAS test preparation classes to support students 

achieving Competency Determination. Department heads at the middle schools were eliminated 

Middle School Literacy Specialists were in place prior to and after the elimination of department 

heads. 
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Domain B: Curriculum and Instruction 

 
 Standards ▼        Indicators ► 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total

Domain B - Curriculum & Instruction        
S5 – Curriculum           
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
  Satisfactory 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 N/A 3 
  Poor 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 N/A 5 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
S6 - Instruction: Expectations & Policies           
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Satisfactory 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 7 
  Poor 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
S7 - Opportunity & Access To Quality 
Education Programs           
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
  Satisfactory 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 N/A 6 
  Poor 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 1 
  Unsatisfactory 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 1 
S8 - Professional Development & Training           
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
  Satisfactory 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 N/A N/A 4 
  Poor 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 N/A N/A 2 
  Unsatisfactory 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 1 
 

Standard 5. CURRICULUM: For the period of time under examination, the district, each of its 

schools, and programs utilized curricula that were aligned with the State Curriculum 

Frameworks in the core academic subjects of English Language Arts (ELA), mathematics, 

science and technology (and other tested core academic subjects as added). The curricula were 

current, academically sound, and clearly understood by all who administered and taught in the 

district. 

 
Preliminary Finding(s): 

• In purchasing programs such as EDM, Investigations, and CMP, the district failed to 

recognize that it needed to align them with the state curriculum frameworks in math. 

• Although the district established developmental benchmarks in ELA, their impact was 

limited because of a lack of consistency in core content across all grade levels in grades K-8. 

• Evidence of horizontal and vertical alignment of the curriculum was lacking during the 

review period with few exceptions, and district teachers and administrators cited it as a 

weakness. 
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• Although the district had a three-year technology plan, it had not developed grade-level 

benchmarks for teachers’ integration of technology skills into the curriculum. 

• Framingham had a complex TBE program to meet the needs of approximately 1,200 non-

native English speakers. Since the implementation of Question 2, it had developed a system 

to accelerate the transition of students from Transitional Bilingual Education (TBE), to 

English as a Second Language (ESL), to Sheltered English Immersion (SEI) classes in order 

to accelerate language proficiency in English. 

• Teachers and students in all programs used the same standard curriculum with site-based 

modifications, and had the resources to implement the standard curriculum in all schools. 

 
Indicators: 

1. The district had written curricula for all grade levels and tested core content areas that were 

clearly aligned with the State Curriculum Frameworks.  

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: The district had two policies which directed the process of curriculum development 

and curriculum and course outlines, which were both dated April 27, 1993. The first policy on 

curriculum development directed the superintendent to develop curriculum through the Director 

of Curriculum/Staff Development (CSD), the Director of Educational Operations (EO), and the 

Curriculum Advisory Committee (CAC): “The school committee shall be notified when these 

subcommittees are created and to what purpose.” Any changes were to be presented to the 

superintendent and school committee for discussion and review. According to the policy, by a 

majority vote, the school committee could have recommended changes and deletions to portions 

of the proposed curriculum. The second policy on course outlines stipulated that guides be 

developed by teachers who were to use them on representative committees. Guides were to 

“serve as a framework from which a teacher will develop units of study, individual lesson plans 

and approaches to instruction which will serve pupils’ particular needs at a particular time.” The 

policy further mandated that, “in all cases, sufficient latitude should be permitted to provide the 

teacher with the time to teach the current, topical, and incidental which add to motivation and 

meaningful teaching and learning.” 

 

According to interviewees, curriculum documents were revised in 1997-98 and 2003. Despite 

district policy, according to interviewees, many of the curricular decisions were site-based as 
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well as program dependent, and, therefore, not consistent across all schools either vertically or 

horizontally. For example, during the review period, the district implemented two parallel math 

curricula: Everyday Mathematics (EDM) and Investigations in grades K-5; district committees 

felt both were aligned with the state curriculum frameworks. Currently, four elementary schools 

were using one program and four were using the other.  

 

Since about 1999, the district used the Connected Mathematics Program in grades 6-8. 

According to interviewees, it was selected and implemented without teacher input, and 

professional development was minimal because district leadership felt it was aligned with the 

curriculum frameworks. In fact, lack of alignment with the state frameworks led to increased 

site-based variability with respect to implementation across three middle schools. Faculty were 

modifying with many different materials. In 2004, to remedy the problem of inconsistency across 

middle schools in math, the district hired a curriculum director with PALMS and CESAME 

expertise. The district also piloted two programs: Impact Mathematics and Holt Mathematics. 

According to interviewees, the district developed an integrated math program for most Grade 8 

students, and an Algebra 1 program for those who qualified through a post-test, teacher 

recommendation, and/or parental input. However, from 2001-04, the number of Grade 8 students 

taking Algebra I remained constant at 30 percent.  

 

Although teachers used the same curriculum benchmarks in ELA, all content-specific decisions 

were school- or classroom-based. Therefore, according to administrators, literacy specialists, and 

teachers, there was little consistency from school to school at the elementary level. In ELA, the 

district developed a K-5 framework in the mid-1990s that was based on a balanced literacy 

approach. Teachers received initial training through Project ELLIE and continued with a 

literacy-based model from Lesley College. As a result, the district used a developmental 

structure of benchmarks which did not specify specific readings, but did include resources such 

as spelling and writing activities. At the beginning of the review period, teachers kept student 

portfolios, but according to interviewees, this practice declined during the review period in the 

absence of a district curriculum coordinator. Some ELA component decisions were 

philosophically different and site-based, such as the use of a phonics program. All students in the 

TBE/ESL/SEI program used the Fountas-Pinnell Phonics Program, regardless of the school 

location of the program. Some schools used other phonics systems including Rose Bradley’s 
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Won-Way Phonics, Wilson Fundations, and Wilson Phonics. All teachers used Marie Clay 

running records and observation surveys in the primary grades, and initiated Developmental 

Reading Assessment (DRA) testing by the beginning of Grade 1. The use of DRA testing to 

analyze ongoing student progress was the most consistent practice in ELA across the district. All 

teachers used leveled libraries for ELA content and according to interviews, across all levels of 

the district. 

 

Although special education teachers and TBE teachers made student specific decisions to use 

specific resources for reading and math instruction, interviewees at all levels told the EQA that 

teachers from these programs had the same developmental training in ELA and math, and used 

the same district skill benchmarks as regular education teachers. Therefore, according to 

interviewees, teachers in these programs used the same resources in Spanish and Portuguese 

when available, correlated with school-based curriculum decisions. The one exception was the 

use of Fountas-Pinnell Phonics, throughout the TBE program, regardless of what was used in 

regular education and special education throughout the school. 

 

2. Each school in the district had a curriculum leader to oversee the use, alignment, quality, 

currency, and consistency of the district’s curricula. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: All administrators agreed that the curriculum leader in each school was the principal. 

Every elementary and middle school has a literacy specialist. Three content specific curriculum 

resource teachers (Math, Science, and Language Arts/Social Studies) serviced all elementary and 

middle schools during the period under review. According to administrators, Framingham hired 

about 100 new teachers per year to maintain a total of 700 teachers. Administrators claimed 

principals frequently visited classrooms to make sure that the curriculum was being 

implemented. Framingham had over 25 administrators, called coordinator or director, who work 

with the principals on curriculum implementation, conduct professional development workshops, 

and evaluate teacher performance in conjunction with the principals. According to interviewees, 

resources for special education teachers were included within the regular school-based budgets 

and special education funds supported supplemental programs and services.  
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As cited, horizontal articulation of the curriculum was strong within schools but according to 

interviewees, not consistent across the eight elementary schools in either ELA or math. 

According to interviewees, there was little vertical articulation of the curriculum in ELA or math 

between elementary and middle schools and between the middle schools and the high school. An 

exception was the science curriculum, which had a K-8 curriculum specialist and a consistent 

curriculum with specific content articulated at each grade level and used across grade levels from 

school to school. Examples of inconsistencies were ELA portfolios with school-based 

requirements that were transferred to middle or high schools. According to interviewees, the 

district had conducted multiple studies on the readiness of students to transition to Grade 6 math 

and on MCAS test performance in Grade 4, although they had come from different feeder 

schools using distinctive math programs. However, the district provided only anecdotal 

information with respect to these studies. According to elementary and middle school 

interviewees, the use of two different math series had not impacted student MCAS test 

performance or transitions to the middle school. 

 

At the high school, the district offered a variety of programs for non-native speakers of English 

and special education students. In addition, the high school primarily had three levels of classes 

listed in the Program of Studies with AP classes offered in a variety of content areas. The district 

continued with department heads at the High School and also had a coordinator of student affairs as well 

as 4 assistant principals. 

 

During the review period, Framingham had often shifted TBE programs from one school to 

another. Examples cited were the movement of the TBE program from the Cameron to the Fuller 

Middle School and elementary programs to the Barbieri Elementary. It is important to note that 

the TBE programs all used the Fountas-Pinnell Phonics Program and different elementary 

schools used either EDM or Investigations. Therefore, as TBE programs moved from one school 

to another, teachers and students needed to adapt to using new curriculum approaches and 

programs. Furthermore, TBE students who were mainstreamed in each school at various grade 

levels needed to transition to using a different approach to decoding and word-attack skills in 

ELA.  
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3. The district had an established, documented process that involved teachers in the annual review 

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

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: According to interviewees, during the review period, the district involved teachers in 

the annual review of MCAS exam results. The director of curriculum disseminated MCAS 

results to principals who used TestWiz to perform item-analysis. Principals used weekly after-

school meetings to discuss curriculum and MCAS exam results at the elementary level and on 

grade-level teams. Remaining department heads at the high school reviewed results during 

common planning time, and high school teachers used departmental time, led by department 

heads. In addition, directors and coordinators often performed their own analysis, such as the 

documentation evidenced by the TBE department. On the other hand, the Title I director and 

special education director left analysis of data up to the principals who had school-wide or 

targeted assistance programs in Title I or self-contained programs in special needs. 

 

According to teacher interviewees, literacy specialists in each school led the analysis of data for 

trends, patterns, and test-item analysis. According to interviewees, an example of an analysis that 

resulted in change happened in 2003, when excessive numbers of students at Grade 8 scored less 

than ‘Proficient’ in math because, according to teachers, they were not answering open-ended 

questions. Therefore, teachers told the EQA that they began to focus specifically on this skill, 

and they stated that there was marked improvement. However, the actual MCAS exam data 

reflected no improvement; 64 percent of Grade 8 students scored in the ‘Warning’ and ‘Needs 

Improvement’ categories in 2003, compared to 65 percent in 2004.  

 

Another example cited was the performance of ESL students in ELA long composition. 

According to interviewees, students starting at the ESL 2 level received writing instruction in 

English using text structures for writing different types of long essays. Administrators praised 

their LEP students’ performance as above the state average. According to the 2004 MCAS 

results, 23 percent of the LEP students in Framingham scored in the ‘Advanced’ and/or 

‘Proficient’ categories. This percentage was higher than the performance of LEP students across 

the state but was 45 percentage points lower than that of Framingham students in regular 

education. 
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4. The results of student assessment data (i.e., longitudinal, demographic, disaggregated, 

diagnostic, and/or surveys) indicated that the district implemented an established process to 

ensure the scope, sequence, and alignment of learning goals, competencies, and expectations 

from one grade to the next in grades K-12 in ELA, mathematics, science and technology (and 

other tested core academic subjects as added). 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: As cited, the use of student assessment data was primarily the responsibility of the 

principals during the review period, and they underwent TestWiz training in 2003. In 2002, the 

district hired a new superintendent and the previous curriculum coordinator was in the process of 

retiring. Therefore, during the review period, there was a gap between the retirement of the 

previous curriculum director and the hiring of a new director, when the schools were primarily 

left to site-based coordination. This included demographic, disaggregated, and diagnostic data, 

and the alignment of learning goals, scope and sequence, and expectations from one grade to the 

next. During the first half of the review period, administrative and principal interviewees 

indicated that district-wide coordination was weak, and curriculum practices became less 

consistent across grade levels. In fact, prior to 2003, the district did not document information on 

curriculum committees, professional development committees, the analysis of MCAS test data, 

and professional development participation. According to interviewees, literacy specialists in 

math and ELA worked hard to remain on course in each school but as teachers, they did not have 

the authority to coordinate curricula between schools; this task was left to the principals and 

program coordinators.  

 

In science, since there was a district K-8 coordinator and a science department head, alignment 

and consistency did not decline compared to ELA and mathematics. For the period under review 

there was also a three year technology plan in effect which continued to move the district 

forward in technology implementation. During the 2000-2001 school year, two full-time and 

certified technology integration specialists were available to district teachers and staff for 

integrating technology into curriculum. With the budget reductions in 2001-2002, the staff was 

reduced to one full-time employee. Due to the further budget cuts during the 2002-2003 school 

year to maintain core curriculum services, this remaining position was cut. 
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5. The district’s curricula in all tested content areas were aligned horizontally to ensure that all 

teachers of a common grade level addressed specific subject matter following the same time line, 

and vertically to ensure complete coverage, eliminate redundancies, and close any gaps. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: As cited, the district’s curriculum in ELA and math was aligned within schools but 

not consistently across grade levels in the district or vertically in grades K-12. According to 

interviewees, elementary schools used the same developmental structure of skills and 

developmental competencies, but used very different resources in ELA and math to develop 

skills and competencies. According to interviewees from the middle school and secondary levels, 

there was very little vertical articulation in grades 6-12 and very little communication among 

middle schools or between the middle schools and the high school.  

 

6. Modifications to the curriculum resulted in improved, equitable achievement for all student 

populations. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: According to 2004 AYP data, although Framingham met overall AYP goals in 2004 

for ELA and math, the district did not meet its performance targets in ELA for the following 

subgroup populations: LEP, special education, low-income, and Hispanic subgroups. In math, 

special needs students did not meet overall AYP goals in 2004. Additionally, the following 

subgroup populations did not meet their performance targets in math: LEP, special education, 

low-income, African-American, and Hispanic. Special education students did not meet their 

AYP improvement targets in 2003-04.  

 

The proficiency gap in Framingham was 52.4 PI points in ELA and 80.8 PI points in math. In 

Framingham, the average gap in 2004 ELA was 14.9 points for all students. For specific 

subgroups, the gap was 30.1 points for students with disabilities; 7.6 points for regular education 

students; 33.9 points for LEP students; 28.4 points for Hispanic students; 9.8 points for Asian-

American students; 25.5 points for students eligible for free or reduced lunch. 
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In 2004, the gap in math was 28 points for all students. For specific subgroups, the gap was 51.7 

points for students with disabilities, 17.9 points for regular education students, 51.2 points for 

LEP students, 39.0 points for African-American students, 47 points for Hispanic students, 16.6 

points for Asian-American students, and 43.4 points for students eligible for free or reduced 

lunch. 

 

The most frequently cited curriculum modifications at the elementary level were pull-out, 

inclusion, and tutoring services in reading for those who did not make adequate progress. 

Examination of elementary teacher schedules showed wide disparity with respect to the time 

spent in teaching math.  

 

At the middle level, there were variations in schedules and time spent in teaching ELA and math, 

with wide variations of the use of one of the scheduled time blocks, “E period.” Some schools 

considered it a study hall, where students could complete homework, and others used it for 

additional ELA and math instruction.  

 

At the high school, since implementing a co-teaching model in ELA and math, and with the 

addition of academic assistance tutoring labs, the district began to see progress in closing the 

achievement gap, which in 2001-04 was not meeting DOE threshold criteria (less than 93 percent 

attainment of Competency Determination, CD, at Grade 10) and according to the 1995 Vanguard 

award, was currently at 95 percent with respect to Competency Determination attainment. 

 

7. Staffing levels were adequate to deliver the district’s curriculum to all students, as indicated by 

equitable rates of improvement for all student populations. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Only two elementary schools out of eight and only one middle school out of three had 

negative scores, which was an indicated by differing rates of performance across student 

populations.  

 

According to interviewees, staffing levels were adequate during the school day to accommodate 

the needs of learners. Title I grant money provided extra personnel to those schools in a school-



  76

wide or targeted assistance model. Principals in schools without Title I programs such as 

Hemenway, Brophy, and Stapleton, told the EQA that they found it more difficult to provide 

tutorial or remedial services to those students not making adequate progress without additional 

personnel. According to elementary principals, they could not consistently offer more time for 

learning in after-school programs or summer settings for all the students who needed it.  

 

Class size was consistent across the district with the exception of TBE programs in the event that 

students moved in to Framingham during the school year and needed to be accommodated in 

existing classroom programs. According to principals interviewed, the district targeted the 

middle and secondary levels with more staff during the review period to address Grade 10 

Competency Determination proficiency issues. 

 
8. The district established practices that adequately provisioned for and supported the curriculum 

and its overall effectiveness in all assessed subject areas and all levels. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: During the review period, the district appointed a new superintendent, experienced a 

gap in leadership without a curriculum director, and appointed a number of new principals. The 

district closed one elementary school and shifted TBE and special education programs across the 

district. According to interviewees, the district focused its resources at the secondary level in 

order to begin closing the achievement gap by implementing a co-teaching model to increase CD 

attainment. 

 

According to interviewees, district-wide professional development and district-wide curriculum 

coordination and consistency remained problematic. The district had just begun to train regular 

education teachers in SEI strategies and in administering the Massachusetts English Language 

Assessment-Oral (MELA-O). According to interviewees, the District Curriculum 

Accommodation Plan (DCAP) was written in 2001 by central office staff and submitted to the 

principals to implement.  

 

As cited, although curriculum was aligned within each building, horizontal and vertical 

alignment in the district was a weakness which impacted students who moved most frequently 

from school to school. Although there was little intra–district mobility, according to 
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interviewees, groups of students were moved during the review period, requiring major 

adjustments in instruction. Examples included: students from Juniper Hill School and those in 

TBE or special education programs that were moved as a unit from one school to another; TBE 

students who moved from the Cameron to the Fuller; and the TBE students who moved to the 

Barbieri. In such moves, teachers who were transferred also had to learn to use new curricula in 

ELA and math. Some of the students needing the most support, according to MCAS test results, 

had the challenge of making additional transitions to a new school.  

 

 
Standard 6. INSTRUCTION: EXPECTATIONS AND POLICIES: For the period of time 

under examination, the district used the analysis of student data achievement to develop policies 

and documents that expressed high expectations for student achievement and clear expectations 

for staff in the use of effective instructional methods strategies and practices to teach all students. 

 

Preliminary Findings: 

• While the district used student achievement data to make curriculum and content coverage 

decisions, the use of assessment data to plan instruction was inconsistent throughout the 

elementary and middle school levels, where MCAS test scores were largely flat.  

• The district’s lack of policy on instructional time in content areas resulted in inconsistent 

time spent on content areas in the elementary schools, the absence of increased instructional 

time to improve student performance at the elementary and middle school level, and the 

continued use of study periods in the middle and high schools. 

• During the review period, the district had not offered training that would help LEP students 

mainstream into regular education, for example, by offering training to all relevant teachers 

in MELA-O testing, SEI strategies, strategies to transition from Fountas-Pinnell phonics 

instruction to mainstream phonics programs, or strategies to help students transition into a 

new math curriculum. 

• The bilingual, ESL, and SEI programs (all under the TBE program) used achievement data to 

carry out improvement objectives. MCAS test scores of LEP students met AYP for the 

review period, and the district’s LEP students outperformed the state average and increased 

MCAS test scores on two ELA tests and one math test at the middle and high school levels. 
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Indicators: 

 

1. The district had policies in place that expressed rigorous/high expectations for teachers, their 

work as professional educators, and the effectiveness of the instructional process. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: An administrator focus group indicated that the district had four types of practices 

that expressed high expectations for teacher performance: (1) provision of data and instructional 

support, (2) supervision and evaluation process, (3) recruiting, and (4) district communication. 

By reviewing documents and interviewing district administrators, the EQA team found some, but 

not all, of these practices supported by specific policies. Practices not supported by specific 

policies were often inconsistently or unevenly implemented, or dependent on administrator 

decisions. 

 

The district provided TestWiz training to the principals and the principals’ designees with the 

expectation that each school would use the data to analyze student achievement and issue school-

based decisions. Most principals in the focus group stated that they reviewed MCAS test scores 

with each grade level or department in order to communicate instructional strengths and 

weaknesses. School-based decisions expressing high expectations for teacher performance 

included the provision of school-based professional development, the use of curriculum 

specialists, and the use of the supervision and evaluation process. Principals indicated that the 

district supported them in these three areas by providing resources and support to demand high 

teacher performance. 

 

Administrators told the EQA examiners that the supervision and evaluation process, when 

adhered to, expressed high expectations for teacher performance. The process included a 

summative evaluation every year for non-professional status teachers, a summative evaluation 

every three years for professional-status teachers with a choice of annual observations or two 

years of working on a goal based project. However, the EQA team found the evaluation process 

to be noncompliant with state regulations, since professional-status teachers were not evaluated 

biannually. The EQA team also found some inconsistencies between schools with respect to the 
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frequency and the prescriptive quality of evaluations. Standardized test scores were not utilized 

as a part of the evaluation process. 

 

Administrators in the focus group stated that the recruiting, hiring, and orientation practices for 

new teachers expressed high expectations for teacher performance. They reported that the human 

resources department recruited and hired experienced, knowledgeable teachers and that the 

district provided a three-day orientation with the expectation those principals would provide 

further school curriculum training as needed. 

 

The District Improvement Plan (DIP) and School Improvement Plans (SIPs) expressed high 

expectations for teacher performance, although one middle school had no SIP from 2001-04 

because of a transition of principals. At Framingham High School (FHS) the faculty handbook 

and school-based policies and expectations clearly express high expectations for educators. 

 

Part of the EQA process was to observe classroom teaching in Framingham, since the district did 

not meet the CD threshold criteria set by the Department of Education. The EQA team identified 

secondary-level schools to visit, selected classrooms to observe for 20-minute segments of a 

given lesson, and then used a checklist of measures to record observations in four areas with 

respect to the Principles of Effective Teaching: classroom management, instructional practice, 

expectations, and climate. The EQA recognized that not all measures implemented in a 

classroom would be witnessed in a 20-minute observation, but recorded those that were 

observed. Since the same tool was used when making classroom visits in other school districts, 

consistent expectations for a time-bound observation were held. 

 

The EQA audit team assigned to Framingham chose to observe classes at the middle and high 

school levels in order to most directly observe students’ preparation toward attaining CD. Of the 

31 classrooms observed, 12 were ELA classes, 14 were math classes, and five were neither math 

nor ELA. At grades 6-8, classrooms were observed at each of the three middle schools, nine 

classrooms were observed at the main FHS building, and two classrooms were observed in the 

Alternative Program at the Thayer campus. Effective classroom management measures were 

observed 77 percent of the time; good instructional practice measures were observed 61 percent 
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of the time; measures of high expectations were observed 49 percent of the time; and measures 

of a climate conducive to learning were observed 75 percent of the time.  

 

The table below lists the results of the secondary classroom observations in Framingham: 
 

Middle 
School 
Names 

# 
ELA 

# 
Math 

# 
Other 

Total # 
Classes 

x 2 questions on 
Classroom 

Management 

x 11 questions on 
Instructional 

Practice 

x 4 questions on 
Expectations 

x 3 questions 
on Climate 

Cameron 2 2 2 6 11/12 92% 54/66 82% 15/24 63% 17/18 94% 

Fuller 3 1 2 6 10/12 83% 48/66 73% 20/24 83% 17/18 94% 

Walsh 4 4 0 8 10/16 63% 41/88 47% 11/32 34% 15/24 63% 

Middle 
Totals 

9 7 4 20 31/40 78% 143/220 65% 46/58 58% 49/60 82% 

 
 

High School 
Names 

# 
ELA 

# 
Math 

# 
Other 

Total # 
Classes 

x 2 questions on 
Classroom 

Management 

x 11 questions on 
Instructional 

Practice 

x 4 questions on 
Expectations 

x 3 questions 
on Climate 

Framingham 
High 

2 6 1 9 16/18 89% 44/99 44% 10/36 28% 17/27 63% 

Alt. High  
School 

1 1 0 2 4/4 100% 21/22 95% 5/8 63% 4/6 67% 

High School 
Totals 

3 7 1 11 20/22 91% 65/121 54% 15/44 34% 21/33 64% 

 

Aggregate # 
ELA 

# 
Math 

# 
Other 

Total # 
Classes 

x 2 questions on 
Classroom 

Management 

x 11 questions on 
Instructional 

Practice 

x 4 questions on 
Expectations 

x 3 questions 
on Climate 

Totals 12 14 5 31 51/66 77% 208/341 61% 61/124 49% 70/93 75% 

 

2. The district expected that teachers used current assessment information to plan instruction and 

provided teachers with support and training in this process. MCAS and other trend data indicated 

that the district’s practices, provisioning, and support for the instructional program were 

sufficient, as indicated in student achievement that consistently equaled or surpassed the state 

averages across grade levels. 

Rating: Poor 
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Evidence: The EQA auditors found that teacher use of assessment data to plan instruction was 

inconsistent. Improvement of MCAS test scores was primarily flat at the elementary and middle 

school level. The district provided teachers with two of district-wide professional development 

and two half-days for school-wide professional development. This would total 3 days of 

professional development. Curriculum specialists and elementary principals received additional 

early-release days for professional development. The district trained principals and one school-

based designee with training in using TestWiz. Principals were expected to use assessment 

information to provide all teachers with instructional support and training and to ensure that 

teachers used data to inform instruction.  

 

The district’s practices for provisioning, and support for the instructional program were 

sufficient at the high school, as evidenced by increased student achievement. High school 

teachers in content areas used student assessment data to improve instruction, and the district 

supported the high school in making adjustments to the instructional program by implementing 

the co-teaching model, reducing class size, and developing additional programs, such as the 

academic support center, to support student achievement. 

 

At the elementary and middle school level, there was less consistency in teachers’ use of 

assessment data to plan instruction and the district’s support for the instructional program. The 

district provided support from curriculum specialists and expected that principals would use 

early-release days and common planning time to discuss data on student achievement and 

improving instruction. However, the use of data and the provision of teacher support differed in 

the elementary and middle schools. Inconsistencies in the various types of assessments used 

among the schools and the differences in the ELA and math curricula also contributed to the non-

uniform data use and needs of the district to improve instruction. Principals indicated that the 

amount of data used to improve instruction and district support were adequate, although they 

also told the EQA about a need for more after-school programs. Only Title I schools had an 

academic after-school program with late bus transportation. Principals felt that more students 

needed extended learning time in an after-school setting than what was currently provided for in-

grant funding. 
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District ELA test scores at the elementary and middle school levels were at or below state 

averages and have remained flat for the review period. At Grade 10, ELA scores were higher 

than the state average and were improving. At Grade 3, ELA MCAS test scores were slightly 

lower than the state average and were flat, with approximately 60 percent scoring in the 

‘Proficient’ category each year from 2001-04. Special education students’ scores improved from 

23 percent proficiency in 2001 to 40 percent in 2004. In Grade 4, ELA test scores were 

approximately the same as the state average and were relatively flat, with 55 percent scoring in 

the ‘Proficient’ category each year from 2001-04. In ELA, Grade 7 scores were slightly lower 

than the state average and have also remained relatively flat throughout the review period, with 

approximately 65 percent of students scoring ‘Proficient’ or above. On the other hand, Limited 

English Proficient (LEP) students’ scores in Grade 7 exceeded the state average every year, and 

rose from 33 percent in the combined categories of ‘Proficient’ and ‘Advanced’ in 2003 to 50 

percent in 2004. District progress in ELA was evident at the high school level. At Grade 10, ELA 

scores were higher than the state average and have risen slightly, from 60 percent scoring in the 

combined ‘Proficient’ and ‘Advanced’ categories in 2001, to 69 percent in 2004. LEP students 

outperformed the state, and improved from 18 percent ‘Proficient’ in 2002-03 to 29 percent in 

2004. No LEP student scored in the ‘Advanced’ category during this period.  

 

District math test scores at the elementary and high schools in grades 4 and 10 were higher than 

the state average and improving; but the middle school math scores were lower than the state 

average and flat. At Grade 4, MCAS test scores in math were slightly higher than the state 

average, and improved every year under review, with 48 percent of students performing in the 

‘Proficient’ and ‘Advanced’ categories, an increase from 35 percent in 2001. Special education 

scores improved dramatically in Grade 4 math, with zero students performing in the ‘Warning’ 

category, a drop from 38 percent in 2003. At Grade 6, the district’s MCAS math scores were 

lower than the state average, and decreased from 39 percent scoring ‘Proficient’ and ‘Advanced’ 

in 2002 to 34 percent in 2004. In Grade 8, math scores were also lower than the state average and 

remained flat, with 35 percent of students scoring in the ‘Proficient’ and ‘Advanced’ categories 

in 2004. As with the ELA scores, most of the improvement in math scores was evident at the 

high school level. At Grade 10, math scores were significantly higher than the state average and 

increased every year for the review period, from 57 percent scoring at the ‘Proficient’ and 
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‘Advanced’ levels in 2001, to 72 percent in 2004. In 2004, 44 percent of the students scored in 

the ‘Advanced’ category. 

 

The use of TestWiz generally stopped at the principal level. The use of student achievement data 

to plan instruction and provide teachers with support and training was school-based. In focus 

groups, principals stated that they used item analysis with members of their staff to communicate 

instructional areas in need of improvement and plan professional development, but 

implementation varied. Administrators reported that they shared item-analysis data with groups 

of teachers, but the outcomes of practice were not consistent across elementary and middle 

schools. Framingham High School had a more systematic method for using data analysis to 

improve instruction through co-teaching and department communication. For example, the math 

department used item analysis to create a set of regular memos to math instructors showing how 

FHS students answered MCAS exam questions.  

 

Student achievement data was not incorporated into the evaluations of principals or teachers, 

although the human resources director stated that student achievement was a factor in decisions 

to renew contracts of principals and to remunerate principals. At the elementary and middle-

school levels, decisions about supportive school programs were school-based and dependent on 

the availability of Title I and grant funds. The high school had more programs to support 

students in need of MCAS test preparation, and these programs were funded wholly or in part by 

the LEA. 

 

The ELA curriculum guidelines outlined high expectations for teachers on the use of formative 

and summative assessments. The district established benchmarks on all district-wide assessments 

including the MCAS test, Clay’s Observation Survey (K-1), Guided Reading levels (K-4), DRA 

(1-3), Reading Actively Assessment (3-5), and Flynt-Cooter (4-5). According to interviewees, 

the district’s math curriculum guidelines were rewritten to identify content coverage needs across 

the different elementary math programs. 

 

3. Instructional time in each assessed content area met or exceeded state requirements in each 

subject area and at each level. 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: During the review period, the district met time on learning requirements set by the 

state. A review of the district calendar showed that there were 180 days of instruction, and school 

times and schedules indicated that it met the minimal required hours (900 for elementary schools 

and 990 for high schools) for all schools.  

 

4. The district provided instructional leadership and support for strategies, techniques, and methods 

that resulted in improved student achievement. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Principals reported that the district’s provision of curriculum specialists and 

expectations of the principals to identify and plan professional development for staff were the 

primary ways that the district provided support for strategies, techniques, and methods to 

improve student achievement. The district added literacy specialists at the middle schools in 

2002 to help teachers develop more effective lesson plans, and added math specialists in 2004. 

The district also provided mandatory professional development during the allotted one and a half 

days as well as optional professional development opportunities after school and in the summer, 

based on the DIP.  

 

District practices allowed site-based management. Buttressed by district support, the principal 

was the primary instructional leader of the school. The district attempted to support instruction 

for the various math and ELA curricula in the elementary and middle schools with teacher 

specialists, department heads at the high school level, and program directors and administrators. 

Principals made site based instructional leadership decisions to improve student achievement, 

including: Framingham High School’s collaborative co-teaching model, Fuller Middle School’s 

flexible team scheduling model, and Hemenway Elementary School’s weekend professional 

development courses also available to other district teachers. One middle school principal told 

the EQA examiners that testing and data analysis was used to inform teaching at the middle 

school level through collaboration and planning at grade-level meetings, faculty meetings, and 

during common planning time. 

 



  85

The district’s ELA Proficiency Index remained flat in 2002-04, shifting from 85.2 to 85.1, and 

the district’s math proficiency index rose from 69.1 in 2002 to 72 in 2004. Most of the 

improvement occurred at the high school level. The district’s aggregate population met the 

Composite Performance Index (CPI) target in math and ELA in 2003-04, but all subgroups did 

not meet the target. ELA and math targets were not met for LEP, special education, low-income, 

and Hispanic students. Math targets were not met by African-American students. In 2004, the 

district met its overall AYP in ELA, but not in math. For the most part, the district was meeting 

its AYP improvement targets, with the exception of special education students in math. Overall, 

although the district was meeting its AYP performance targets in ELA and math in the aggregate, 

it was not meeting its performance targets in ELA and math for most of its subgroup populations.  

 

Elementary and middle school performance in math and ELA remained a district priority, 

according to interviewees. Administrators and teachers reported that the district had evaluated 

student results by program, comparing Everyday Math and Investigations, and found no 

difference between the effectiveness of the two programs. The district did not provide the 

requested documentation of the study, and the district did not conduct a study of the ELA 

curriculum during the review period.  

 

5. The district analyzed student achievement data and allocated instructional time in the tested core 

content areas that resulted in improved rates of proficiency for all students. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: The district did not produce a policy on instructional time at each content level for the 

review period. The district wrote a policy on instructional time in content areas to go into effect 

in the 2005-06 school year. Time spent on learning in ELA and math was inconsistent in the 

elementary schools. Elementary schedules were teacher and principal decisions. A review of 

elementary schedules revealed inconsistent time allotted for instruction in math, ranging from 19 

to 75 minutes per day. The EQA team examined 41 teacher schedules from the different 

elementary schools. The range of math time listed on student schedules was 19-45 minutes in the 

10 kindergarten classes. Six Grade 1 classes allotted a range of 28-50 minutes for math. In Grade 

2, the range was 40-60 minutes. In grades 3-5, the range was 45-71 minutes. All of the schools 
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allotted at least an hour a day for ELA instructional time on the elementary level, but the specific 

amount of time allotted to reading, phonics instruction, and writing instruction varied.  

 

Middle school schedules were flexible, with 45 minutes per day spent on content areas in two 

schools. The third middle school suggested 56 minutes per content area, with flexible team 

scheduling, so actual time could have varied. The high school blocks were two 88-minute 

periods and three 56-minute periods per 7-day cycle. Content area instruction averaged 48 

minutes per day, although the school assigned additional ELA or math instructional periods for 

students identified as at risk of failing the MCAS test in a given content area.  

 

Middle and high school administrators described enrichment periods at their schools, which the 

EQA team identified as study halls, and which are no longer permitted according to state law. 

However, the district stated that Fuller Middle School did not have any enrichment periods or 

study halls. As part of their school improvement plan, they did have a sustained silent reading 

time to promote middle school reading. Cameron and Walsh Middle Schools did have a period 

that called “enrichment.” During this period, students were with core academic subject area 

teachers who continued teaching the material that they used during their regular block, as well as 

doing additional reading, writing and MCAS prep. The enrichment period was a rotating block of 

time that was an extended period for the academic subjects. It was, according to the district, 

never used as a study hall. There was no evidence that the elementary and middle schools 

increased instructional time as a result of data analysis for 2001-2004. During the review period, 

the high school identified ways to increase instructional time. The vice principal also noted that 

the high school decreased the number of school assembly times and school announcements in 

order to limit interruptions to instruction. In addition, the high school eliminated electives for 

low-performing students to increase instructional time in MCAS-tested content areas.  

 

6. The district recognized the importance of instructional stability by not only maintaining accurate 

information on staff attendance but also by evaluating the effects of staff attendance on student 

achievement. 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The district maintained accurate information on staff attendance. The district did not 

formally evaluate the effects of staff attendance on student achievement. However, the district 

recognized the importance of staff attendance and its impact on instructional stability. The 

district’s human resources department tracked staff attendance and sent a complete substitute 

teacher list for all schools to principals daily. Contract between the Framingham Public School 

Department and the Framingham Teachers Association, Article XXIX, Temporary Leaves of 

Absence, paragraph B in part states, “The Framingham Teachers Association agrees to establish 

an Ethics Committee which shall investigate any abuses and make recommendations to the 

Director of Human Resources.” In addition, the contract between the Framingham Public School 

Department and the Framingham Teachers Association, Article XXX, Sick Leave, paragraph I 

states, “Abuse of sick leave can lead to disciplinary action.” Also, the contract between the 

Framingham Public School Department and the Framingham Teachers Association, Appendix A, 

paragraph D states, “The Committee reserves the right to withhold increments and adjustments 

for those teachers who do not receive favorable recommendation for increases from their 

Director, Supervisor or Principal.” The school committee policy included policy regarding staff 

attendance which included a required doctor’s note for an excess of five sick days, discipline for 

abuse of sick leave and reduced pay for staff taking personal leave on a per diem basis, as well as 

disciplinary actions for tardiness. 
 

7. The district and its schools had consequences, policies, and practices that addressed patterns of 

staff attendance and chronic staff absenteeism. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In a focus group, principals indicated that they addressed patterns of problematic staff 

attendance as allowed by the contract. Principals told the EQA examiners that the human 

resources department provided support in monitoring staff attendance and addressing staff 

concerns. Principals indicated that chronic staff absenteeism was not a problem in their schools. 

District absences per teacher averaged approximately five days due to illness, one half-day for 

professional development, and one and a half days for “other” reasons, not including jury or 

military duty. The average for combined sick and personal days was approximately 6.5 per 

teacher, with most schools ranging from 7-8 days to 9.7 days per teacher. 
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8. Educational technology was available and used as an integral part of the instructional program. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district increased the availability and use of technology for the review period. 

Every school had a web page and the district provided staff with electronic mail addresses. The 

district had approximately 3,000 workstations during the review period. Almost all computers 

were connected to the Internet. Schools recently constructed and newly renovated were better 

equipped with stationary computers than others, but even the older schools like Potter Road and 

Stapleton elementary had mobile, wireless Macintosh labs that could be transported for 

classroom use. The technology director noted that there were more computers for student use in 

the higher grades. Principals and teachers in focus groups stated that access to educational 

technology was not consistent and that principals and teachers decided how technology was 

integrated into the general instructional program.  

 

The EQA examiners observed computers for student use in all schools. Equipment used included 

Apple computers, PCs, assistive technologies, and LCD projectors. The EQA team observed the 

use of mobile Macintosh wireless stations, integrated technology, and computer labs. The EQA 

examiners also observed reading labs with books on tape, as well as music and sound labs with 

modern equipment in some schools.  

 

The district’s technology director noted that the district matched school-dedicated funds when 

schools purchased hardware and software. The district provided on-site technology support staff 

for schools. The district installed a software toolkit on each computer, including Internet access, 

and applications such as Inspiration and Success Maker. Educational software and technology 

was provided to schools that submitted requests. Soliloquy, a read-aloud program, and ALEKS, a 

math study program, were examples of independent educational programs used in some of the 

elementary and middle schools. The special education department contracted with DK and Easter 

Seals for individualized student assistive technologies and could request LEXIA and other 

technology from the district office.  

 

The district had a three-year technology plan for 2002-05, which was being rewritten for the next 

three-year cycle at the time of the review. Principals stated that the district has assisted their 
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efforts to increase the accessibility and use of technology in their schools. Schools with older 

technology and fewer computers understood when their schools would receive updated 

equipment. Principals reported that the integrative use of technology was a school-based decision 

and primarily dependent on teacher initiative and knowledge.  

 

The elementary schools had no technology curriculum or plan, so the use of technology was not 

systemically implemented or integrated into instruction at this level. A principal reported that the 

middle school students had a trimester of computer instruction in grades 6-8. High school 

students were required to pass a semester-long computer course as a requirement for graduation. 

 

9. Student achievement data indicated that the district provided effective instruction, programs, and 

services to all English language learners. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The English Language Learner (ELL) populations in the district were diverse and 

changing. According to administrators, students spoke over 50 languages in the district. Spanish 

was the prominent second language until the recent growth of the Brazilian population. Spanish 

and Portuguese speakers were approximately equal in the district at the time of the review, each 

representing approximately 8 percent of the total First Language Not English (FLNE) 

population.  

 

In order to provide appropriate instruction and services to the ELL population, the district 

followed several steps to identify and educate ELL students. The Pre-Language Assessment 

Scale (LAS) was administered to FLNE students, and the student was subsequently placed in the 

appropriate program. Students in ELL programs regularly took the MELA-O and the 

Massachusetts English Proficiency Assessment (MEPA) to monitor their progress. Native 

language tutors were assigned to students in low-incidence ELL populations. The Spanish and 

Brazilian program sequence was TBE to ESL to SEI to mainstream. There was also a two-way 

bilingual program at the elementary level and middle levels.  

 

One challenge was finding qualified teachers for ELL students. An administrator focus group 

stated that the majority of paraprofessionals were not highly qualified, and a majority of 
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uncertified teachers were in the bilingual program. The focus group reported that the district 

supported paraprofessionals and teachers in acquiring certification and attempted to identify and 

recruit qualified new hires.  

 

The district provided special needs services for ELL students using district and contracted-out 

services such as Pre-K-8 Portuguese and Spanish bilingual special education teachers, although 

few were certified. Tutors were provided at the high school level. The district contracted out for 

low-incidence language special needs populations with local organizations. The district also 

contracted with Catholic Charities for this purpose.  

 

To provide the needed ELL programs, the district divided the different bilingual programs 

between schools at the elementary and middle school levels. The Barbieri Elementary housed the 

two-way Spanish bilingual program. The Dunning provided the low-incidence ELL program 

staffed by native language tutors. The Potter and Wilson Elementary Schools housed the 

Portuguese bilingual program. The Hemenway, Stapleton, and McCarthy Elementary Schools, 

and the Cameron Middle School, housed special needs, but no LEP, programs. The TBE 

department supervised bilingual, ESL, and SEI programs and supported the schools with ESL 

curriculum specialists. 

 

The bilingual, ESL, and Sheltered English Immersion programs used achievement data to 

analyze student performance, identify areas for improvement, set performance targets, determine 

improvement objectives, identify strategies to accomplish them, and create a timeline for 

implementation. The director and assistant director of the bilingual, ESL, and SEI programs 

consulted with the superintendent, consultants, parents, teachers, and department heads to 

develop this plan. The director and assistant director of bilingual, ESL, and SEI programs 

confirmed that the plan was being implemented. They told the EQA that the decrease in MCAS 

test scores resulted from a change in participation requirements in 2003, requiring nearly all 

bilingual students to take the MCAS test. In prior years, students living in the United States for 

fewer than three years were exempt from taking the MCAS test in English. The department noted 

that it has studied, without firm conclusion, reasons for the gap between the Spanish and English 

speakers enrolled in the two-way bilingual program.  

 



  91

During the review period, the district had not offered training for regular education teachers in 

MELA-O testing or SEI instructional strategies.  Additionally, the district had not offered 

training to teachers for helping ELL students to transition from Fountas-Pinnell phonics 

instruction to other phonics programs, such as Wilson-Reading. The district also did not offer 

formal training for teachers in helping students switch from different math programs, such as 

from the Investigations to Everyday Math, when an ELL program was moved to a different 

elementary school. 

 

MCAS test scores for LEP students met AYP but did not meet the CPI targets in ELA and math 

for the review period. Elementary ELA and math scores were below state averages, with little or 

no improvement. The LEP students in the district outperformed the state and increased MCAS 

test scores on two ELA tests and one math test. On the Grade 7 ELA MCAS test, LEP student 

scores exceeded state LEP averages every year and rose from 33 percent ‘Proficient’ and 

‘Advanced’ in 2003 to 50 percent ‘Proficient’ and ‘Advanced’ in 2004. At Grade 10, LEP 

students outperformed the state LEP averages in ELA and improved from 18 percent ‘Proficient’ 

in 2002 and 2003, to 29 percent ‘Proficient’ in 2004. None scored in the ‘Advanced’ category 

during this period. At Grade 8, math scores for LEP students also improved every year from 

2001-04, and 15 percent of LEP students scored at ‘Proficient’ and ‘Advanced’ when compared 

to the state LEP average of 10 percent. 

 

 

Standard 7. OPPORTUNITY AND ACCESS: TO QUALITY EDUCATION PROGRAMS: 

For the period under examination, district and school policies, practices, procedures, and 

programs encouraged and supported equitable access to and participation in high quality 

educational programs for all students.  

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• The district’s dropout rate was slightly above the state average, and many ELL and 

former ELL students were highly represented in this category.  

• Framingham reversed its low CD score trend by the end of FY05. It reallocated resources 

focused on using a co-teaching model for lower level classes and invested in an academic 

support center at the high school. 
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• The district’s practices for the transition of students from one level of schooling to 

another were both customary and well-organized during the review period. 

• The district had practices in place to deal with the needs of its transient student 

population. 

 

Indicators: 

1. All of the students in the district graduated in their senior year. All senior students met or 

exceeded the state’s Competency Determination. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

 

Evidence: During the review period, all the students in the district who began the year as seniors 

did not graduate, nor did all of these students meet or exceed the state’s Competency 

Determination. According to DOE data, only 90.8 percent of Framingham High School’s 425 

students in the Class of 2003 earned Competency Determination; 37 students in that class did not 

attain CD. The Class of 2004 had similar numbers. Of its 460 members, 89.8 percent earned CD, 

while 47 seniors did not attain CD. These figures were well below the 93 percent minimum state 

requirement, which resulted in the district being placed below the state threshold for Competency 

Determination. 

 

During the interview sessions, high school administrators told the EQA examiners that several 

factors contributed to the low figures. According to interviewees, the leading factor was English 

proficiency for many of the students in this category. One administrator stated that, “The ELL 

students in this category didn’t have a chance to pass the MCAS competency determination 

because of the language barrier they face daily.” Interviewees related that several of the students 

in each of those years received Certificates of Attainment and provided anecdotal evidence that 

they passed the GED exam at a later date. According to interviewees, another group of students 

in this category left school before graduation, and another group was in DYS custody. 

 

Interviewees shared with the EQA team the Competency Determination results for the Class of 

2005. The statistics reflected a dramatic increase: 447 of the 468 seniors, or 95.5 percent, earned 

CD, and only 12 members received Certificates of Attainment. According to interviewees, this 

reversal was due to the district’s decision to increase emphasis and resources on outreach for at-
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risk students, assisting them with earning the Competency Determination. Since the 2003-04 

school year, a co-teaching model had been used at the high school for nearly all the Level 3 

classes in the major disciplines. In those Level 3 classes with one teacher, the class sizes were 

restricted to fewer than ten students. The EQA examiners saw a number of co-taught classrooms 

during their observations of ELA and math classes at the high school. LEA funds supported this 

initiative. The MCAS grant funds that the district received during this period were funneled to 

the Thayer campus Alternative School which had many at-risk students. 

 

2. The district had documented policies, practices, or procedures that addressed and supported 

students in transition from one level to another, one program to another, one school to another 

(intra district), and students entering the district after the start of school (inter district), tracked 

dropouts and maintained these data over time (3 years).  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Although there was no evidence of documented policies for students in transition, the 

interviews revealed that the district had practices and procedures in place which resulted in 

smooth transitions for students and their parents. 

 

According to interviewees, the Parent Information Center helped disseminate information about 

registering children for Framingham Public Schools. The information was written in several 

languages, and the staff at the center was bilingual. Extensive pre-school and Kindergarten 

screening was included in the transitioning process so that every child was provided with 

services needed for success in school. Although Framingham allowed parents to choose 

elementary and middle schools, interviewees stated that most parents selected their neighborhood 

school. Parent newsletters were regularly published to keep the lines of communication between 

the parents and the schools open and accessible. 

 

At each elementary grade level, students had an opportunity to meet and discuss classroom 

procedures and expectations with the teacher to whom they were assigned for the following year. 

It was revealed during the interview process that a transition from one elementary school in the 

district to another was sometimes problematic because of the different curricula offered among 

the eight elementary schools. 
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As students transitioned from Grade 5 to middle schools and from the middle schools to the high 

school, the district held orientation programs which included letters of invitation, tours of the 

new school, and special assemblies to acquaint the new students with procedural matters and 

expectations. Also included were special Parent Open Houses. The first day of school in the fall 

was devoted to transitioning the respective grades 6 and 9 students to their new schools. Some of 

the secondary transitional practices included meeting the student’s new guidance counselor, new 

team at the middle school, and new homeroom advisor at the high school. 

 

The high school also offered a “senior helper” program during the review period in which each 

fall a senior was assigned to a particular freshman to acclimate that student to the new 

surroundings. Interviewees reported that for students entering the district from another district or 

country, classes or course placements were based on a review of the academic progress from the 

sending school, discussions with parents, and testing, if required, to determine the academic 

placement of the student. Additionally, a counselor was assigned to each incoming student to 

assist in the transition. As documented by established written protocol and confirmed by 

interviewees, when students entered the district with learning or emotional disabilities, the 

special needs department convened planning sessions to determine the most appropriate 

academic setting for the student. High school administrators told the EQA examiners that the 

district tracked students who dropped out of Framingham High School during the review period 

and furnished statistical rates to the DOE annually. 

 

3. Disaggregated trend data (minimum of 3 years) indicated no significant differences or 

disproportionate rates of discipline referrals, retentions, suspensions, exclusion, or dropout rates 

among students of all subgroup populations. 

Rating: Poor  

 

Evidence: DOE trend data indicated that Framingham was below the state average for aggregate 

and disaggregated averages of retentions, out-of-school suspensions, in-school suspensions, and 

exclusions. For example, the Hispanic student out-of-school suspension rate was 5.4 percent 

compared to the state’s rate of 11.9 percent, and the district’s African-American student retention 

rate was 2.7 percent when compared to the state’s rate of 5 percent.  
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However, disaggregated data which the district furnished to the EQA team showed that during 

SY04, subgroup data on discipline was disproportionate for African-American and Hispanic 

students. For example, 101 of the 363 suspensions issued were to Hispanic students, representing 

27 percent of the total number of suspensions, and 18 percent of the population. Similarly, 53 

suspensions were issued to African-American students, which represented 14 percent of the 

suspensions and 7 percent of the population. Interviewees expressed surprise about this 

discrepancy, stating they assumed that the referrals, suspensions, and other disciplinary actions 

had been proportional to the student subgroup populations.  

 

When asked about the disproportional dropout rate, the interviewees confirmed that the ELL 

students or former ELL students made up a large percentage of those students who did not finish 

high school because many came from difficult living conditions at home, many had to work to 

support themselves or their families, and many had been undocumented residents in the US. 

 

4. The district used aggregated and disaggregated student achievement data on participation and 

achievement to adjust instruction and policies for populations at risk and evaluated the 

effectiveness of these adjustments. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Interviewees told the EQA examiners that local analysis of student performance data 

resulted in a number of adjustments in instructional practices to better meet the needs of the at-

risk population. The district instituted a system-wide initiative in the summer of 2002 to help 

close the achievement gap between the white and ELL students by offering professional 

development in differentiated instruction to all teachers. Each school’s improvement plan was to 

reflect that goal from year to year throughout the review period. 

 

Other adjustments that the district made to instructional practices during the review period 

included: Title I schools began using a co-teaching integrated model with their Title I support 

teachers to reach the low-income, at-risk students; DRA testing was implemented in all 

elementary schools in the fall of 2002; Reading Recovery specialists were hired and used to 

assist at-risk students on a one-to-one basis; literacy specialists were added at the middle schools 
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in 2002 to help teachers formulate more effective lesson plans; math specialists were added in 

2004; after-school, extra-help programs began at all three middle schools; the high school began 

to assign two teachers to co-teach most of the Level 3 ELA and math courses in 2003; peer 

tutoring continued for at-risk students; and ESL math classes were added to the high school 

course of studies. However, the Spanish Reading Recovery program was eliminated during the 

review period. Interviewees told the EQA that that the effectiveness of these programs and 

services was monitored and adjustments to the offerings were made as needed.  

 

5. Enrollment data indicated equitable participation in higher level, advanced, and AP-type courses 

in all assessed grade levels and programs. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: During the review period, the Framingham district heterogeneously grouped all of its 

students in grades K-7; Grade 8 math offerings included Pre-Algebra and Algebra. ESL classes 

at all levels were divided by competency level. The high school courses were offered at three 

levels: Honors, College Preparatory I, and College Preparatory II. The district also offered 21 AP 

courses to juniors and seniors. 

 

Interviewees indicated that the leveled and AP courses had guidelines and prerequisites 

consisting of teacher or counselor recommendations, minimum grade point averages, and 

prerequisites, mainly for math courses. All agreed that the ultimate authority on course selections 

or level placements rested with the student’s parents. Interviewees agreed that all courses were 

open to all students. 

 

An analysis of the AP enrollment data showed disproportional subgroup representation. In 2003-

04, 81 percent of AP students were White, while they constituted 68 percent of the total school 

population; 6 percent of the AP students were Hispanic, though constituting 18 percent of the 

population; and 3 percent were African-American, though constituting 7 percent of the 

population. 

 

High school administrators stated that although students enrolled in AP courses were not 

required to take the standardized AP exams, more than 95 percent of the enrolled students took 
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them annually. Interviewees related that the district had funds available to pay the examination 

fees for students who were financially needy. Annually, more than 88 percent of those students 

who took the AP exams scored a 3 or better and more than 35 percent of those students attained 

the top score of 5.  

 

6. The district had documented policies and practices to respond to student behavior and support 

student needs in an equitable manner. The collective district policies, procedures, and practices 

addressed issues in the areas of discipline, retention, suspension, exclusion, and dropout 

recovery. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: During the review period, the district had policies in place and printed in the 

respective school’s student and parent handbook that addressed behavioral issues. Discipline 

codes spelled out the offenses which would result in disciplinary action, including suspensions 

and exclusions, at each level. Building administrators stated that the published rules were 

uniformly enforced and, as already cited, the suspension, retention and exclusion rates were 

below the state averages. Parental notification and direct involvement was evident and 

considered essential in all disciplinary matters. 

 

Interviewees related that the respective school councils annually reviewed and revised the code 

of conduct in each student and parent handbook. The district also published policies and 

practices of promotion and retention specific to each grade level. Students in crisis or 

experiencing difficulty in their learning process were able to access the services of the guidance 

and adjustment counselors in every building. As cited, the Framingham dropout rate was slightly 

above the state average (3.7 percent to 3.5 percent). However, as was pointed out earlier in this 

standard, many programs were available for potential dropout students to salvage their high 

school education, including the off-campus alternative school. 

 

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

students. These policies, and programs promoted transient student involvement in quality, 

challenging programs and extra curricular activities. 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: Although the document review phase of the EQA examination did not reveal any 

district policies addressing the needs of transient students, the interview process indicated that 

the district had several practices in place to address the needs of these students throughout the 

review period. 

 

At the elementary and middle school levels, interviewees stated that because the district allowed 

school choice within the district, students moving from one area in the town to another could 

choose to remain in their present school and the town would provide transportation. According to 

interviewees, unless one needed to access a special TBE or special needs program, intra-district 

mobility did not occur to any great degree during the review period. 

 

Interviewees stated that the number of transient students had grown steadily during the review 

period, particularly students moving into the district from Brazil. In all cases, the students and 

their parents followed the extensive registration process which always included testing and 

parental conferences. After the process was completed, students were assigned to the most 

appropriate academic program with supplemental services added if needed. 

 

The number of homeless students rose during the review period and the district maintained its 

program for homeless students through the McKinney-Vento Homeless Program. The program 

listed the rights of the parents and students considered homeless and measures that the district 

would take to properly educate each and every student, which could include after-school, extra-

help sessions and one-on-one tutorial services. Interviewees felt that the program had been very 

successful in assisting children in extreme need of educational services.  

 

8. The district had policies and practices that assigned faculty to students and courses that 

maximized all faculty talents and skills and promoted high levels of student achievement. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: A review of district documentation did not reveal existing policies on the assignment 

of faculty members to students to maximize faculty talents and skills. However, in interviews, 

district administrators stated that each elementary principal, in concert with teachers, carefully 
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examined placements annually so that students were assigned to the best teacher available for 

their learning style. Interviewees stated that, although a certified teacher could request a transfer 

to an open position within the district, it was the respective building principal’s decision to 

determine who taught in his or her school so that all teachers’ skills were maximized. However, 

according to the Framingham teacher contract, it was the School Committee’s responsibility, in 

making involuntary transfers, to “give consideration to the professional background and other 

attainments of the teacher.” In addition, the contract stated that the “principal … will be 

consulted” about the transfer. The contract did not specify that this was solely the principal’s 

decision.  

 

According to interviews with middle school administrators, each middle school principal 

carefully organized the teams at each grade level to maximize strengths in teaching styles. The 

grade-level team then discussed their teaching and made adjustments to promote the highest 

level of student achievement for their team. 

 

At the high school, the respective department heads issued recommendations for teacher 

assignments and partnering for the co-teaching model. They considered teacher strengths and 

teaching styles when designing matches. They also balanced teacher schedules from within the 

leveled system as frequently as possible. 

 
 
Standard 8. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING: For the period of time 

under examination, the district adopted and implemented a Professional Development Plan 

developed through the analyses of data for all administrators, teachers, and other professional 

staff, paraprofessionals, and professional support teams.  

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• The district's professional development plan had not been approved annually after 2000.  

• The district did not meet the foundation budget requirement for professional 

development. 

 

Indicators: 
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1. The district had an annually approved professional development plan for all administrative and 

instructional staff employed by the district. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: Documentation and administrator interviews indicated that the district developed a 

long term professional development plan from 2000 to 2004, which also covered the year of the 

EQA review. Interviews with administrators indicated that the school committee had approved 

this plan in 2000; however, the school committee did not continue to formally approve the plan 

every year. Documentation and interviews with administrators indicated that the district’s former 

director of curriculum and staff development coordinated the district's professional development. 

The district could produce little documentation for professional development activities, extension 

courses, and enrollment in the activities.  

 

Interviewees told the EQA that the district offered many individual choices for professional 

development, but few were centrally developed or mandated district-wide. Most professional 

development activities were building based and the district did not retain documentation on staff 

participation prior to 2003. All staff had the opportunity to take courses for credit or gain PDPs 

for re-certification. Three professional days were implemented for all new teachers for the 

review period. The district used four half-days of early-released time, and another two full days 

for formal professional development training; the other eight half-days were used for parent 

conferences or for a combination of both. 

 

2. The district’s plan met or exceeded state requirements for resources committed to professional 

development, and the plan was evaluated for its effectiveness in advancing student performance. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

 

Evidence: Documentation indicated that for the entire review period, the district had not met the 

state requirements for resources committed to professional development. In FY01, the total funds 

required for professional development were $613,650, and the district spent $150,211 less than 

required. In FY02, the total funds required for professional development were $847,500; and the 

district spent $382, 617 less than required. In FY03, the total funds required for professional 

development were $1,057,875, and the district spent $730,123 less than required. EQA 
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examiners did not find documentation for the evaluation of the district's professional 

development plan.  

 

Interviews with administrators indicated that evaluation of the district’s professional 

development opportunities for the review period, 2001-04, was unavailable. A change in 

administrative personnel in FY04 took place in the curriculum and staff development office. 

During this time period and prior to this date, no written evaluation was provided, and it was 

unclear that professional development had ever been evaluated. In FY04, participants had 

evaluated individual professional development activities. 

 

3. The district’s Professional Development program was informed by all of the following: 

evaluation results of personnel, programs, and services (i.e., teacher evaluations, curriculum 

alignment, instruction, assessment results, MCAS remediation needs), student assessment data 

by student subgroups, and district and school improvement plans and goals. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Documentation and interviews with administrators indicated that the district's 

professional development plan was informed by the DIP and individual SIPs. Specifically, the 

professional development plan for 2000-04 stated in the second goal, "Develop extension courses 

to further accomplishment of district and building goals." Teacher and principal focus groups 

and documentation indicated that professional development was informed by programs, 

instruction, and services. Some examples were evident at the Hemenway School, where 

professional development offerings in differentiated instruction, multiple teaching strategies, 

flexible grouping, and meeting the needs of learning disabled students were documented. At this 

school, instruction in content areas was based on the Multiple Intelligence Program. 

Documentation and interviews with administrators indicated that the District Improvement Plan, 

2003-2004, stated that analyses of MCAS test performance by objectives were used to inform 

instruction and identify students’ misunderstandings. At the building level, student readiness for 

units of instruction had been assessed. At the high school level, workshops were given in the 

summer of 2002 that included curriculum development for integrated math, benchmarks for 

curriculum maps, advanced placement for curriculum development and differentiated instruction 

for heterogeneously grouped classrooms. At the middle school level professional development 
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included world language curriculum map revision for grades 6-8, and literacy through inquiry. 

Documentation and interviews with staff indicated that the district modified the ESL and general 

bilingual program to meet the requirements of the Question 2 legislation. 

 

2004 MCAS data indicated that 23 percent of LEP students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories. This percentage was better than the state average yet below that of the 

Framingham regular education students. During the review period, the district MELA-O trainers 

provided training in this assessment for staff in each building. The bilingual program also 

provided training in supporting students on the MCAS writing prompt. For the review period, 

documentation and interviewees indicated that the district provided professional development 

workshops in differentiated instruction and inclusion practices in order to assist special education 

students in the mainstream classes. Documentation and interviews with administrators, however, 

indicated that the professional development programs and services were not directly informed by 

personnel evaluation results. 

 

4. The district’s professional development programs included 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. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Documentation, interviews with administrators, and teacher focus groups indicated 

that professional development training opportunities spanned many topic areas that included 

current research applications, teaching techniques, curriculum frameworks, community and 

parental involvement and decision making, and skills required for the effective implementation 

of education reform. Some examples of professional development training in curriculum 

frameworks were courses such as Taking Ownership in the Math Curriculum Frameworks, 

Implementing a Primary Literacy Program, and Reading Recovery. Documentation and 

interviews with coordinators and guidance personnel indicated that the district held PTO 

meetings and held family math and literacy nights to inform parents about the curriculum. These 

events were well attended and resulted in increased parent volunteerism. Parents also 

participated in school advisory councils for regular and special education programs.  
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Documentation and administrator interviews indicated that the district had a Family Leaning 

Center, sponsored by Title I funds. From this center a variety of free parenting classes, 

discussion groups, and family nights were held throughout the year. Infant and toddler 

playgroups were held to give parents opportunities to network with other parents. This center 

also had a parenting resource lending library. Through the Partners in Education Program, the 

district developed and maintained relationships with businesses, colleges, and organizations to 

bring resources and volunteers into the district. Examples of these partnerships included Staples, 

Genzyme Corporation, Wellesley College, the Jewish Coalition for Literacy, and Target Stores.  

 

 

5. The district’s programs included: data analysis skills for staff, the use of item analysis, and 

disaggregated data to address all students’ achievement, accommodations for diverse styles of 

learning, and skill building in curriculum development, delivery, and instructional techniques. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Documentation, interviews with administrators, and teacher focus groups indicated 

that the district's programs included accommodations for diverse learning styles, skill building in 

curriculum development, and instructional techniques. Principals and other members of the 

administrative team received training in TestWiz at the Department of Education training 

sessions. These administrators disseminated the MCAS test results to teachers. The district did 

not provide TestWiz training for all teachers; however, according to interviewees, key personnel 

who had the training became proficient through repeated review of MCAS test data. They 

worked with teachers who also became more skilled at item analysis and more focused on 

students’ responses and achievement levels.  

 

Department heads, curriculum resource specialists, special education, and bilingual specialists 

then translated these findings into goals, actions, and activities intended to advance student 

achievement. Curriculum adjustments were made based on data analysis, including a language 

arts concentration on reading comprehension and answering open-response questions. According 

to interviewees, grade-level meetings, common planning time, and faculty meetings were used 

by staff to collaborate on instructional techniques, pace of learning, and curriculum content. 

Other outcomes based on data analysis included increased differentiated instruction, inclusion 
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classes with partial and full models, and training in Wilson reading. Elementary school staff 

worked together to compare the two math series used at the elementary level and devised a 

common vocabulary that teachers would use at all the elementary schools. At the high school, a 

co-teaching model was used for instruction across the major content areas. According to a very 

brief, two-page document provided by the special education director, data analysis helped 

teachers to focus on guiding instructional practice and remediation services for students. 

 

6. Administrators and teachers advanced their knowledge and skills on a regular basis by enrolling 

in courses that were directly related to their professional assignments.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Documentation, interviews with administrators, and teacher focus groups indicated 

that administrators and teachers advanced their knowledge and skills on a regular basis by 

enrolling in courses and workshops that were directly related to their professional assignments. 

Documentation indicated that the district offered college extension courses as well as workshop 

opportunities for staff to obtain professional development points needed for recertification. 

Teachers had individual professional development plans that charted their professional 

development points and specific course work. The Human Resources Director maintained a 

record of these activities and made adjustments to salary enhancements, according to contract 

provisions. Interviews with administrators and teacher focus groups indicated that $300 per year 

had been available for course reimbursement to staff. The district had affiliations with Wellesley 

College, Salem State, and Framingham State College. Building supervisors approved all 

individual professional development plans. 

 

7. Teachers were involved in the development, implementation, and assessment of the district’s 

professional development program. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: District administrators indicated that the district had not evaluated the Professional 

Development Plan. The school committee had approved The Professional Development Plan 

2000-2004 in 2000; however, they had not approved it annually after that time. The former 

director of curriculum and staff development had been in charge of the plan from 2000-03, prior 
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to leaving the Framingham district. Prior to her replacement in 2004-05, there was a lack of 

documentation with respect to the formation or actions of a formal professional development 

committee in the district. Interviews with administrators and documentation indicated that staff 

filled out individual evaluation forms after they participated in professional development 

activities, but they could not be produced. 

 

Current documentation, interviews with administrators, and teacher focus groups indicated that 

the teachers were currently involved in the development and implementation of the district's 

professional development program. Teachers had the opportunity to lead workshops or take 

course offerings in the district. Building-based professional development was tied to district 

goals and to individual building based themes. According to interviewees, the new director of 

curriculum and staff development organized a professional development committee that has 

subsequently developed a new multi-year professional development plan for the district.  
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Domain C: Academic Support Services 
 

 Standards           Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 Total
Domain C - Academic Support Services        
S9 - Student Academic Support: Programs        
 Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 Satisfactory 1 0 1 1 0 1 4 
 Poor 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 
 Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
S10 - Student Academic Support: Program
Management & Evaluation        
 Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
 Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 0 N/A 4 
 Poor 0 0 0 0 1 N/A 1 
 Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 

 

Standard 9. STUDENT ACADEMIC SUPPORT PROGRAMS: For the period under 

examination, the district provided appropriate academic support services in ELA, math, and 

other core content areas for students who were not meeting state performance expectations.  

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• For the review period, the District Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP) had not 

been approved by the school committee. 

• For the majority of time under review, the district's Grade 3 ‘Proficiency’ scores were 

below the state average. 

 

Indicators: 

 

1. The district monitored student progress through the assessment of individual student 

performance data and provided students who were not proficient with additional programs and 

support to assist their progress. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the review period, the district monitored student progress through assessment of 

performance data and provided students who were not ‘Proficient’ with additional programs and 

supports to assist their progress. Interviews with administrators and principal focus groups 

indicated that MCAS test performance data was analyzed using TestWiz. Performance data were 
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disseminated by principals to teachers who used item analysis and were assisted by program 

directors, department heads, and literacy and math specialists at the building base level. At the 

high school, a co-teaching model of instruction at lower academic levels was implemented in 

2002 in order to strengthen service delivery in all major content areas. The high school created 

an Academic Development Center which provided short-term and long-term peer tutoring in all 

academic subjects for any student in need of an individualized learning environment. Bilingual 

classes and special education classes were provided for students, as were partial and full 

inclusion classes.  

 

Extra academic support was provided by the Title I teachers during the school day for qualifying 

schools. All schools had reading specialists and volunteer tutors who supported students. 

Programs such as Reading Recovery and the Wilson Reading Program were also utilized for 

students who were making little progress in reading. The elementary schools had after-school 

programs that were community based such as the YMCA program. Through the 21st Century 

Community Learning Grants 2002-2003, after-school learning programs were initiated at each 

middle school. These programs targeted a majority of students who performed in warning or 

needs improvement category on MCAS. The main focus of these classes was the improvement of 

math skills and problem solving skills. For the entire period under review, the high school had 

the Resiliency for Life Program that assisted under-served and at-risk populations with social, 

psychological, and academic support.  

 

In the process of making classroom observations, the EQA audit team included observations at 

the Thayer Campus of the high school. This was an alternative setting that provided a 

programmatic, small-group, and support setting of instruction for at risk students. 

 

2. The district adopted and implemented a District Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP) as a 

component of the District Improvement Plan (DIP) to assist principals in ensuring that all efforts 

were made to meet students’ needs in regular education. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: The DCAP document submitted to the EQA audit team was undated; however 

documentation and interviews with administrators indicated that the present special education 
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director and the former Title I director wrote the DCAP in 2001-2002, and this plan had not been 

approved by the school committee. Interviewees stated that the DCAP was given to building 

principals and teachers, and it had not been revised since that time. Interviews with 

administrators revealed that most of them were silent in regard to the DCAP document; however 

they were familiar with services given in the least restrictive setting. Administrators stated that 

the DIP had overarching goals as well as their individual school improvement plan and that each 

building had a student assistance team. These teams were comprised of guidance personnel as 

well as regular and special education staff and specialists who developed Individual Student 

Success Plans (ISSPs) that reviewed a student's lack of progress in the general curriculum. These 

groups would meet to discuss ongoing modifications of tasks, skills, and materials in the regular 

education classroom. These teams would meet on a regular basis to discuss and determine the 

appropriate supplementary resources, referrals, programs, and services. 

 

3. Components of the DCAP included the following:  

a. direct and systematic instruction in reading; 

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

interfered 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. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Documentation in the DCAP indicated that the district used a balanced literacy 

program and a wide variety of curricular and instructional materials. School-based decisions 

were used to determine what this program would look like in each school. The DCAP cited the 

support of literacy specialists, Title I teachers, ELL supportive services and Reading Recovery to 

support students. Other programs cited were: Wilson Fundations, Rose Bradley’s Won Way 

Phonics, Fountas-Pinnell phonics, silent reading, Title I assistance, and small group instruction.  

 

Documentation in the DCAP indicated that the district used student/teacher behavior contracts 

and emphasized reinforcement of desired student behaviors. Guidance counselors, school 
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adjustment counselors, social workers, psychologists, and nurses were available to assist students 

with behavioral needs. Additionally, special education teachers, paraprofessionals, and behavior 

intervention specialists provided support services. Documentation in the DCAP and teacher 

focus groups indicated that the district had a mentoring program for the period under review. The 

district developed a mentor program handbook which outlined roles and responsibilities of 

mentors in their interaction with new teachers. All mentors received training that stressed their 

supportive role on how to be a resource to provide instructional support and advice on promoting 

relationships within the school, the district, the parents, and the community. For the entire period 

under review, the district had a mentoring program for new teachers. This program focused on 

curriculum and instructional practice, reflective practice, peer observation, and school culture. 

Documentation in the DCAP indicated that professional development programs emphasized the 

need for methods and techniques to include modifications in curriculum, materials, and 

instructional practice for diverse learners, including those with special needs and English 

Language Learners (ELL). 

 

4. At each grade level, the district used data available from classroom teachers, standardized tests, 

and local benchmarks to identify all students who are not meeting grade-level performance 

expectations and provided these students with sufficient supplementary and/or remedial services. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the review period, the district used data available from classroom teachers, 

standardized tests, and local benchmarks to identify students not meeting grade-level 

expectations and provided these students with supplementary and/or remedial services. 

 

Documentation and interviews with administrators and teachers indicated that the district 

developed common benchmarks in curriculum for math and ELA that aligned with the 

Massachusetts State Frameworks. Documentation and interviews with administrators indicated 

that the district used the Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) in grades 1-5, the Marie 

Clay Observation Survey, and the Rigby and running records for reading. The Woodrow Wilson 

School used the Gates McGinitie Comprehension Test in reading. In 2001-2002, common 

assessments designed by the district were used for math at the elementary level. The high school 

level also created common assessments for math, and other tests included the PSAT, SAT and 
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AP assessments. The special education department provided inclusion services as well as 

specialized speech and language services and instruction in substantially separate settings. The 

Transitional Bilingual Education (TBE) Department administered the Massachusetts English 

Language Assessment-Oral (MELA-O), the Language Assessment Scale (LAS), and the 

Massachusetts English Proficiency Assessment (MEPA) tests, and provided appropriate 

classroom settings for students according to their language proficiency and dominance. 

Interviewees stated that Title I grant money provided extra personnel to those schools named as 

school-wide or targeted assistance models. Other schools not receiving these funds found it more 

difficult to provide remedial services to students not making adequate academic progress. 

According to elementary principals, they cannot consistently offer more time for learning needs 

in after-school or summer programs. 

 

 

5. Early intervention reading programs in literacy were provided at the primary level to ensure that 

by the end of Grade 3 students were reading at the ‘Proficient’ level on the MCAS test.* 

 *This indicator is not applicable to secondary and Vocational schools and districts. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: Documentation and interviews with administrators and teacher focus groups indicated 

that the district's early intervention program in literacy provided at the primary level did not 

ensure that by the end of Grade 3 students were reading at the ‘Proficient’ level. MCAS exam 

data indicated that for the period under review, Grade 3 reading scores trended flat and slightly 

below the state level. In 2001, the district's performance level in reading was 62 percent 

‘Proficient’ compared to 62 percent at the state level; in 2002, the district was at 63 percent and 

the state at 67 percent; in 2003, the district was at 58 percent and the state at 67 percent; and in 

2004, the district was at 60 percent and the state at 64 percent. Interviews with administrators 

indicated that the district used a variety of programs and instructional approaches for reading and 

phonics instruction. Reading Recovery was used in grades 1-2. Other programs utilized were 

Wilson Fundations, Rose Bradley’s Won Way phonics, Fountas and Pinnell phonics, silent 

reading, Title I assistance, and small group instruction. ELL students used only Fountas-Pinnell 

Phonics. Systemically, decisions on methods and materials were made by individual building-

based personnel. 
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6. The district's MCAS success plan was approved by the Department of Education, implemented 

the way it was designed to be, and contained the elements articulated in MGL Chapter 69, §11 

(in applicable districts only). 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Documentation and interviews with administrators indicated that the district had an 

MCAS Success Plan that was approved by the Department of Education, and contained the 

appropriate and required elements. When the district received MCAS grants, these funds were 

used to develop or enhance academic support programs for students scoring in Levels 1 or 2. The 

district had identified students in need of remediation and support by using student achievement 

data and had provided them with additional services to assure improvement in their academic 

performance. 

 

*This indicator is not applicable to secondary and vocational schools and districts. 

 

 

Standard 10. STUDENT ACADEMIC SUPPORT: PROGRAM MANAGEMENT AND 

EVALUATION: For the period under examination, the district engaged 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 were offered. 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• The district employed a number of analytical activities in order to support students who 

scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ or ‘Needs Improvement’ categories. 

• The district provided a range of supplemental support programs for students in need. 

• Despite the district’s efforts to provide a variety of academic support activities at many grade 

levels, students made minimal progress in ELA at Grade 3 and in math at grades 6 and 8.  

 

Indicators: 
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1. The district engaged in a documented, formal, comprehensive analysis of the results from student 

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

programs and support services offered. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Documented during the period under review were several forms of comprehensive 

analysis of student assessments and needs that took place at all three academic levels in the 

Framingham Public Schools. Examples at the elementary school included: Title I program 

reviews; a survey of teachers; an analysis of ISSPs that included reform strategies and parental 

involvement; an in-depth assessment of MCAS test performance, which incorporated item 

analysis; and an assessment of the After School Group programs. 

 

At the middle schools, examples of analytical activities included: TestWiz training for principals, 

vice-principals, and literacy specialists; an analysis of student performance on the Stanford 

Reading Test at one school with particular emphasis on those students whose reading scores 

were two years below grade level; the administration’s review of results from the Analytical 

Reading Inventory; a review of the various after-school programs; and an in-depth concentration 

on MCAS test results. 

 

At the high school activities included a review of Grade 8 MCAS test performance; a meeting 

with middle school personnel to analyze Individual Education Plans (IEP), 504 plans, and an 

after-school initiative called the Eagles Program; high school staff reviewed Grade 10 MCAS 

test results and designed individualized plans; implementation of the Resiliency for Life program 

for at-risk students with a GPA below 2.0; creation of the Academic Development Center; an 

individual analysis of academic performance for Grade 8 students; attendance disciplinary 

reports; socio-economic status; and results of English as a Second Language (ESL) intervention 

programming.  

 

2. The district used MCAS grant funds to develop or enhance academic support programs for 

students scoring in 'Warning/Failing' and 'Needs Improvement' categories. 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The district used MCAS grant funds and other supplementary grants to enhance 

academic support for students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ and ‘Needs Improvement’ 

categories. At the high school, an Academic Success Grant of $236,000 was used for after-

school and Saturday school programs. One component of the Resiliency for Life Program paid 

at-risk students to attend summer school. A Career Connections grant operated during fiscal 

years 2001-03 and provided paid internships, as well as academic support to students. Of those 

who participated, 100 percent passed the MCAS test. MCAS funds were also used for MCAS 

test prep classes in the afternoon and during one evening each week. 

 

At the middle schools, MCAS grants funded various after-school programs. The initiative was 

supplemented by a 21st Century grant and supported the R.A.P. program, which employed high 

school students as tutors. Title I funds were assigned to targeted schools for supplemental math 

and reading services for children. 

 

At the elementary schools, MCAS grants funded an after-school program as well. This was 

supplemented by a McKinney-Vento grant which provided transportation for homeless students 

in need of after school assistance for reading and math. A number of business partners also 

contributed significantly to maintain supplementary programs. 

 

3. District and/or school administrators evaluated the overall effectiveness of its grant-funded 

MCAS success program. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: District and school administrators used many grants to support MCAS exam 

programs. At the middle schools, the 21st Century R.A.P. program employed pre-/post-testing 

activities to assess student progress. This model was replicated in the Title I program for 

designated students. The Stanford Reading Inventory was administered at one middle school to 

determine whether grade performance had improved. The program evaluation process included 

parent, teacher, and student surveys. Additional teacher input was accessed through team 

meetings and curriculum meetings. 
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The elementary schools used many of the same approaches as the middle schools, for example: 

pre- and post-testing, parent surveys, and teacher surveys were utilized. At the high school, a 

pre- and post-test profile was developed for each student which included grades, attendance, 

discipline, and MCAS test results. Progress reports were developed by teachers and forwarded to 

the administration and the parents. Additionally, parent surveys were integral to the process. 

When necessary, parent meetings with at-risk students from the Resiliency for Life Program 

were scheduled. To ensure high attendance, child care and dinner was provided. A Step Up to 

Excellence program was provided during FY01 to FY04, to enhance parent and teacher 

communication. An alternative school on the Thayer Campus was also established to address the 

needs of designated students. 

 

4. The district used a range of supplemental support programs to advance student performance for 

those students in need. These programs were designed to address a variety of learner needs and 

styles in the assessed content areas. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district used a range of supplemental support programs to advance students in 

need. Many examples were shared during focus group interviews at all levels. For example, at 

the elementary schools, Reading Recovery for grades 1 and 2 was implemented. Family nights 

were designed to focus on a content area at each meeting, one for reading and one for math. Title 

I services were directed at math and reading reinforcement. Special education teachers were 

trained in using Wilson Reading, Wilson Fundations, Won Way phonics, and Fountas-Pinell 

phonics. A balanced literacy approach to teach reading was introduced. Literacy and math 

specialists were assigned to each school. In math, at the middle and elementary levels, the 

software programs Problem Solver and Success Maker” were added as supplemental programs. 

 

At the middle schools, a number of support programs were available to students including 

Reading Counts where students visited the library, took a test on a computer, and immediately 

received results in order to progress to the next level; the assignment of literacy specialists to 

each school to co-teach and/or model lessons; Sustained Silent Reading (SSR) programs to instill 

a love for reading during leisure time; the Wilson Reading program to supplement phonics in 

grades 3-12; an additional Guided Reading Program for those students who did not participate in 
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world language experiences; Math Mate, introduced in FY03, to provide an extra credit incentive 

for students. Other programs were the Parent Improvement Program (P.I.P.), an evening training 

experience for ESL parents who wanted to assist their children with mathematics and reading; an 

extensive school volunteer program that provided one-on-one tutorials for students; many of the 

after-school clubs (math and science) that supported content; math support software programs, 

Success Maker, ALEKS, and C-Camp; Title I services and Citizen Schools programs to formally 

target math, reading and science; and regularly scheduled family nights, to focused on one 

specific content area each evening. 

 

At the high school, supplemental support programs included: additional classes for MCAS tests 

in English and math; a Homework Club supervised by certified teachers; a writing laboratory; an 

Academic Development Center; an AP prep program; a study skills program for all freshmen; a 

special education program which incorporated study strategies; and a co-teaching model which 

received national recognition. 

 

5. Evaluations of academic support programs indicated that overall programs were efficient, 

managed effectively, and resulted in moving students from ‘Warning/Failing’ and ‘Needs 

Improvement' to the 'Proficient' category.  

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: The evaluations of academic support programs resulted in moving students from 

‘Warning/Failing’ and ‘Needs Improvement’ to the ‘Proficient’ category. Personnel in the 

Framingham Public Schools employed several strategies at all three levels. Some high school 

examples included: a vice-principal assigned to follow the same class from Grades 9-12; semi-

annual and annual reviews which focused on grades, attendance, and discipline; academic 

performance analysis emanating from the principal and focused on grade distribution by teacher, 

race, and ethnicity; post-secondary plans to ascertain trends and patterns; and close monitoring of 

MCAS exam progress toward meeting competency determination. 

 

According to interviewees, at the middle schools, individual classroom performance replicated 

the high school model; individuals trained in the use of TestWiz became trainers for faculty and 

all were responsible for monitoring student progress and for identifying trends. 
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Despite these efforts, student performance in Grade 3 ELA, Grade 6 math, and Grade 8 math 

exhibited no student progress. However, Grade 4 ELA, Grade 4 math, Grade 7 ELA, Grade 10 

ELA, and Grade 10 math students in the aggregate exhibited movement to the 

‘Advanced/Proficient’ categories. 
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Domain D: Leadership, Governance, and Organization 
 

 Standards      Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total
Domain D - Leadership, Governance, &
Organization           
S11 - Organizational Leadership: Direction,
Goal Setting, Policies, & Planning           
 Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 8 
 Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
 Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
S12 - Organizational & Human Resource
Management           
 Excellent 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
 Satisfactory 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 7 
 Poor 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
 Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 

Standard 11. ORGANIZATIONAL LEADERSHIP: DIRECTION, GOAL SETTING, 

POLICIES AND PLANNING: For the period under examination, the district, each of its 

schools, and programs implemented improvement plans that were based on a comprehensive 

vision or mission, clear priorities for student achievement, and the analysis of recent and long-

range student performance data. The district maintained organized, accessible, thorough, and 

complete documentation on past and current initiatives, practices, policies, procedures, and 

achievements of the district and its students. The implementation of improvement plans was 

consistently assessed and modified based on the ongoing analysis of student achievement data. 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• The goals of the District Improvement Plan (DIP) drove the focus and implementation of 

respective district programs. 

• The school committee and superintendent prepared and submitted a comprehensive Annual 

Report and Town Meeting Journal to the community. 

 

Indicators: 

 

1. The district had a clearly understood vision and/or mission, goals, and priorities included in the 

District Improvement Plan (DIP). The plan and the analysis of student achievement data drove 
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the development, implementation, and modification of educational programs, services, and 

practices. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: An interview with the superintendent of schools and related documentation revealed 

that goals in the DIP became more inclusive and evolved over time. The FY02 DIP capitalized 

on previously established district goals. Eight goals were developed by the superintendent in 

collaboration with the school committee. At least six of these goals were related to student 

academic performance. Examples of student performance goals included: Goal 2, to benchmark 

identified performance measures with comparable school districts; Goal 3, to improve the 

mathematics achievement of all students; Goal 5, to close the achievement gap between African-

American, Latino, Brazilian, and White students as measured by MCAS and SAT examinations 

and other measures of achievement; Goal 7, to provide differentiated instruction appropriate for 

the needs, experiences, and interests of all students; and Goal 8, to modify the district's bilingual 

education programs to comply with the law established by the Public Referendum on November 

5, 2002. Each goal was accompanied by a list of objectives and activities for the year. 

 

The FY03 DIP evolved from the previous year’s DIP and collapsed the eight initiatives into four 

goals and objectives. Goal 1 was to integrate the goals of differentiating instruction, mathematics 

achievement, and to close the achievement gap. This goal was driven by the results of the MCAS 

exam. A task force was established, led by the new director of curriculum. Success to date was 

assessed and other systems were studied. The district established criteria for assessing periodic 

progress and developed action plans with timelines. The timeline for this goal extended from 

FY03 through FY07. Also, the directors of Transitional Bilingual Education (TBE) and Minority 

Achievement initiatives were added as task force members. 

 

2. School Committee members were informed and knowledgeable about their  responsibilities 

under Education Reform, and relied on student achievement and other data as the foundation of 

their policy making and decision making. 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: An interview with the superintendent and interviews with four members of the school 

committee revealed that a number of activities took place in order to keep all parties 

knowledgeable about responsibilities under Education Reform. A one-and-a-half day retreat was 

held in September. A representative from the Massachusetts Association of School Committees 

(MASC) reviewed roles and responsibilities. One of the objectives of the retreat was to maintain 

open lines of communication between the superintendent and the school committee. Other 

central office administrators (policies, budget, and curriculum) presented on an as-needed basis. 

 

A weekly update, including references to new legislation or new interpretations, was forwarded 

to the school committee by the superintendent. The current superintendent took the goals from 

the previous administration and refocused, refined, and designed action plans based on MCAS 

test performance. 

 

The school committee renewed membership in the MASC, attended the annual and regional 

conferences, and relied upon legislative updates as provided by their association. They also 

directed the superintendent to preface recommendations for change with accompanying 

enrollment data and student achievement results. 

 

3. The district maintained organized, accessible, thorough, and complete documentation on past and 

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

students. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Interviews with members of the school committee and superintendent revealed that 

school committee meetings were regularly scheduled and held more frequently during budget 

deliberations. At these sessions, one segment was reserved for public comment and another 

section acknowledged district and individual student(s)/staff achievements. Achievements were 

also published in the local newspaper, MetroWest. A weekly packet that summarized current 

activities was prepared by the superintendent. This information was also sent to central office 

administrators and all principals. 
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The Annual Report and Town Meeting Journal publicized school accomplishments and exposed 

readers to the status of several programs. District-wide initiatives and individual school reports 

were also included in the publication.  

 

4. An approved School Improvement Plan (SIP) for every school, aligned with the district’s plan, 

was in use and based on the analysis of student achievement data.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The SIP for every school was aligned with the DIP and incorporated student 

achievement. Each school's plan was reviewed with the principal by the superintendent before it 

was presented to the school committee for approval. The SIPs generally encompassed three years 

with status reports formally presented on at least an annual basis. The principal's performance 

review took into account SIP goals. During the latter part of the period under review, the 

superintendent evaluated the elementary school principals and the assistant superintendent 

evaluated the high school and middle school principals. 

 

One of the primary goals of the DIP and SIPs was the emphasis on math achievement. Status 

reports were shared at various administrative council meetings to ensure that this priority 

received duly noted attention. MCAS test results were analyzed by the superintendent with the 

assistance of the director of curriculum. Information and interpretation was then shared with 

principals who were responsible for dissemination with department chairs/teams and teachers. 

Standards were reviewed at each grade level and served as benchmarks which were built around 

the state's curriculum frameworks. 

 

A review of SIPs for the period under review revealed that all but one school incorporated 

academic and measurable goals.  

 

5. District administrators, building administrators, and teachers demonstrated that they had the 

skills to use aggregate and individual test analyses to inform and assess the effectiveness of the 

planning process, and to improve instructional programs and services for all student populations. 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: Interviews with the superintendent and principals revealed that during the first three 

years for the period under review, most analytical activities were site-based with principals 

working directly with teachers. The new curriculum director played a more dominant role than 

the former in collaborating with the superintendent and working with principals. Principals, vice-

principals, and/or department chairs received training in TestWiz and shared the information 

with teachers. 

 

With the emphasis on math, a reorganization of services was implemented with a K-8 specialist 

and a grades 7-12 coordinator. This vertical and horizontal alignment was designed to ensure 

continuity of instructional content and practice. Currently, all new teaching personnel were 

informed of this objective during orientation. At the high school, a co-teaching model was 

implemented at the lower tracks to improve instructional services across the content areas of 

mathematics, science, social studies, foreign language, and ELA. 

 

6. District leaders monitored student achievement data throughout the year, considered the goals 

identified in the DIP, and individual SIPs, and implemented programs, policies, and services that 

were most likely to result in improved student achievement. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: District leaders monitored student achievement for the period under review. An 

interview with the superintendent and a review of the school committee and district goals for 

2003-2004 revealed that in Goal 1: To integrate the goals of differentiating instruction, 

mathematics achievement, and closing the achievement gap, attention was directed at improving 

student performance. Principals were directed by the superintendent to align respective SIPs with 

the Framingham DIP. To ensure understanding, goals were discussed at administrative council 

meetings and at curriculum meetings. MCAS exam results were referenced, and principals 

indicated that supplementary tests were administered and interpreted on an on-going basis. As a 

result, literacy and mathematics specialists became more prominent and a co-teaching model at 

the high school was set in place. 

 

7. All of the district’s administrators were appropriately certified. 

Rating: Poor 
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Evidence: A review of personnel files and Attachment B (School District Teacher Certification 

Survey) revealed that the superintendent, assistant superintendent, and the curriculum director 

were appropriately certified. However, in an on-site review of certifications, examiners found 

that the director of business administration and one elementary principal had expired certificates. 

After the site visit the district stated that these licenses were found within the content of the 

personnel file and not attached to outdated licenses. People in some administrative positions were 

not required to have specific certifications, such as the human resources director and the 

technology director. 

 

8. The leadership reported annually to the school committee, staff, and community concerning the 

extent to which the implementation of the DIP and SIPs did/did not result in improved student 

achievement. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The school committee and superintendent submitted an Annual Report and Town 

Meeting Journal to the community at large. The superintendent also prepared a budget packet for 

all town meeting members. A school community profile was prepared for area realtors. Each 

document incorporated, to a degree, the following features: an overview of the budget; district 

goals; a district status report by the superintendent; bilingual, ESL, and Sheltered English 

Immersion Programs; a report on buildings and grounds; individual school reports; a report from 

the business administration department; a report on curriculum and staff development; and a 

report on family and student support programs. 

 

At school committee meetings, provisions were made to report on the status of the DIP and SIPs 

and the status of school committee and district goals which embraced student achievement and 

received semi-annual and annual attention. The superintendent also met with Parent Teacher 

Organizations (PTO) presidents on a monthly basis, shared information on the schools, and 

referred to student achievement. Individual school PTO presidents then reported to their 

respective constituents. 
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9. The superintendent's performance was evaluated annually based on the district’s state assessment 

results and implementation of the DIP. This evaluation served as the basis for setting 

compensation and improving the future job performance of the superintendent. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: One school committee evaluation of the former superintendent was on file for school 

years 2001-2003. The current superintendent was evaluated for the 2003-2004 school year. The 

process employed by the district was one in which the school committee and superintendent 

mutually established district goals. His performance was measured against these goals. A 

standard rating instrument complemented this exercise and included the following categories: 

Relationships to School Committee; Community Relationships; Staff and Personnel Relations; 

Educational Leadership; and Business and Finance. School committee members would rate and 

submit a narrative on each category, a summary was developed by a sub-committee, a meeting 

was held with the superintendent, and a final document was made public at a school committee 

meeting and in the Annual Report to the town. The DIP and student achievements were 

referenced in the evaluation. The result of this meeting between the school committee and 

superintendent served as a foundation for future concentration of district energies and resources. 

 

 

Standard 12. ORGANIZATIONAL AND HUMAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT: For the 

period under examination, the district had organizational structures, policies, collective 

bargaining agreements, procedures, and practices with clear lines of authority, responsibility, and 

accountability. Teacher retention/turnover rates were within reason. Together, these elements 

promoted efficient and effective district operation and facilitated achievement for all students. 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• The superintendent designed an aggressive, comprehensive recruitment process which was 

facilitated by the director of human resources. 

• Although the district widely recruited for new teachers, the district employed 745 teachers, 

74 of whom were not certified. 

 

Indicators: 
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1. The superintendent effectively delegated the educational and operational management of the 

schools to the building principals and program directors. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: According to interviews with the superintendent and principals, the principal was 

responsible for recommending a final candidate to the superintendent. This included the hiring of 

teachers, paraprofessionals, and other support staff. Essentially, the human resource office was 

responsible for collecting for teachers' resumes, transcripts, and references and preparing a 

packet for principals. The principals had the authority to design a screening committee to 

coincide with their needs. 

 

The principal was responsible for the observation and evaluation of all staff. Principals were 

trained in the Principles for Effective Teaching. The principal made the recommendation to the 

superintendent when non-professional status teachers were to be elevated to professional status. 

Lastly, according to principals, they had sole control of their building budget, line item, and 

bottom line. They worked directly with the director of business administration to ensure 

agreement on finances. 

 

2. The district leaders ensured that:  

a. all principals were aware of and understood published policies and district improvement 

plans, and 

b. the district used system-wide and intra-district communication systems to keep all faculty 

and staff informed and to provide avenues for response.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: According to an interview with the superintendent, the superintendent presented 

proposed school committee policies to district administrators for input. The school committee 

worked closely with MASC regarding updates and revisions. A review of the policy manual 

indicated that adopted dates and revised dates were also included. 

 

The superintendent made certain that principals understood these policies and the DIP by placing 

these topics on administrative council agendas. The policies were explained and re-explained or 
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re-interpreted. Copies were maintained at the superintendent's office and in each school. There 

was a policy subcommittee of the school committee which was responsible for yearly updates. 

Additionally, the DIP goals were constantly referred to at district curriculum meetings. 

 

Faculty and staff were apprised of the contents of the DIP through faculty meetings. Although 

faculty had limited opportunity for input, they were formally represented on local school 

improvement councils which developed the SIPs. Other examples of system wide and intra-

district communications included: emails; weekly updates by the superintendent to the school 

committee, central office, and principals; central office biweekly meetings; quarterly meetings 

with the administrative council; monthly meetings with elementary and middle school principals; 

and monthly meetings with PTO presidents. 

 

3. The district was organized in a manner that addressed all aspects of administrative actions and 

had lines of responsibility. Job descriptions for all personnel were current, published, and 

available to all faculty and staff. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: According to an interview with the superintendent and a review of the document, the 

Organizational Chart for the Framingham Public Schools was adopted as policy during the 2002-

2003 academic year and has not been altered since that time. A number of middle management 

positions were in place and the superintendent indicated there was no need to add more. Direct 

reporting from designated middle management positions was not clear for all positions.  

 

All job descriptions were located in the human resources office. They were updated on an as-

needed basis. If any employee wanted access, all that was necessary was a telephone call, an 

electronic mail, or a fax. Accommodations were made instantaneously. 

 

4. The district had practices for the recruitment and hiring of staff that involved administrative and 

staff participation. The process was perceived as fair and open and focused on identifying and 

acquiring the most qualified individuals for each position. 

Rating: Excellent 
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Evidence: The director of human resources served as the facilitator in a comprehensive 

recruitment process. Seventeen colleges and universities were visited prior to the close of the 

calendar year to recruit teachers. The director and designated principals attended four recruiting 

fairs, two of which were designed for minorities. As a result, the number of minority employees 

had been increased. A concerted effort was made to market the Framingham Public Schools with 

emphasis on salary, a health benefit package which paid 90 percent, and close proximity to 

Boston and Providence. An extensive district website was also developed. Most contracts were 

signed in the March/April timeframe. 

 

To attract highly qualified administrators, the pay scale was very competitive. For example, the 

high school principal's salary was $130,000. The district paid 90 percent of the cost of health 

care. Advertisements were placed as early as possible in the Boston Globe, Education Week, and 

in state association journals. A Leadership Academy was also sponsored locally to give aspiring 

candidates training in Framingham's expectations. 

 

The principal organized a search committee to fit local needs. However, for district positions, the 

director of human resources chaired a search committee made up of parents, staff/teachers, a 

school committee member, an administrator, a community member, and when appropriate, high 

school students. Three-to-five finalists were then forwarded to the superintendent. The 

superintendent's objective was to "hire the best." The superintendent, director of human 

resources, and an association representative concurred that the aforementioned processes were 

open and fair. 

 

5. The district employed qualified teachers who were certified in the area(s) of their primary 

assignment or responsibility. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: According to an interview with the director of human resources and a review of 

Attachment B (School District Teacher Certification Survey), the district employed 745 teachers, 

74 of whom were not certified. The director indicated that 85 percent were employed in the 

bilingual or special education programs. According to the director, the district also had a number 

of teachers working under waivers for critical shortage areas such as math and science. 
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6. The district maintained waivers for staff regarding certification and progress toward certification. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: According to an interview with the director of human resources and a review of 

documentation provided by that office, 79 teachers were under waiver for the 2003-2004 

academic year. Of the 79 teachers on waivers, 22 were employed in the TBE program. 

According to interviewees, progress toward certification was monitored by the directors of 

programs or the principals. If a teacher was making progress toward certification, a contract was 

re-issued. According to the director, if a teacher was not making progress during a two-year 

period, a contract renewal would not be offered. 

 

7. The district actively undertook efforts to provide teachers new to the district and to the 

profession with coaches and mentors in their respective roles. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: According to an interview with the superintendent and the director of human 

resources, a three-day orientation program was held in August of each year for all teachers new 

to the district. Attendance was compulsory. A review of the orientation program revealed that the 

following topics were addressed during the first two days: goals of the district; salary and fringe 

benefits; curriculum; professional development; special education programs; bilingual programs; 

and a presentation by the Framingham Teachers Association. The third day was reserved for 

individual schools where principals reviewed specific assignments, school regulations, and 

procedures. 

 

The program was informally evaluated with central office personnel talking with principals to 

determine what worked and what did not work. 

 

The mentor program in the Framingham Public Schools has existed for over 10 years. It has 

evolved over this period. The orientation and training was provided by two master teachers. 

Teachers applied to become mentors and were recommended by their principal. Training lasted 

one semester and included the following topics: duties and responsibilities, recruitment and 
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selection; matching; training; and compensation, teachers were paid a stipend of $250 for each 

semester. Recommendations for program improvements were made informally by principals and 

a formal response was accessed from mentors and mentees. Mentors were not evaluated.  

 

8. The district ensured that all personnel records were carefully compiled, maintained, and available 

to all appropriate faculty and staff. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: According to an interview with the director of human resources, personnel records 

were compiled and maintained in the human resources office. Documents included in the folders 

were typically forwarded by the principal and the teacher. Faculty could access their files by 

calling the office. Accommodations were made within 24 hours. 

 

Criminal Offender Record Information (CORI) results were also maintained in the human 

resources office, but in a separate file. All employees and volunteers were obligated to complete 

an application which was electronically submitted. A response was obtained in two to three days. 

The process was monitored by the director and procedures were governed by school committee 

policy. Employees had full and immediate access to their files. The files were updated every 

three years in accordance with school committee policy, and the superintendent was informed by 

the director whenever an unusual occurrence was identified. 

 

9. District employment policies and practices identified and encouraged skilled, qualified personnel 

to be appointed to and remain in the district’s employ, which resulted in a low rate of teacher and 

administrative turnover among qualified staff.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The superintendent revealed that qualified faculty members were encouraged to 

remain in the district through an attractive salary and fringe benefit package which included such 

benefits as: a competitive salary with built-in five percent step increases; a super max 

component; health insurance which was 90 percent paid for by the town; tuition reimbursement; 

and classroom supplies reimbursement. The buildings were clean, new teachers were mentored, 

and professional development programs were in place. A Leadership Academy was sponsored by 
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the district which gave in-house administrator aspirants an opportunity to gain insight into 

Framingham's expectations. 

 

To attract and retain qualified administrators, a competitive salary was maintained, tax sheltered 

annuities were offered, and the organizational chart facilitated and confirmed direct access to the 

superintendent. If an administrator justified a greater salary increase than what was proposed, 

consideration was entertained. 

 

According to the superintendent, teacher turnover was approximately 30 percent per year. The 

majority of teachers left the system due to retirement; there were 10-15 non-renewals each year. 

Informal exit interviews revealed that some math and science teachers left the state due to 

cumbersome state licensure requirements. Others resigned due to the high cost of living in the 

metro-west region. Administrators were in agreement that those who did leave were "not 

unhappy." However, according to the representative from the teachers association, teacher 

turnover was a serious concern in the district. 

 



Domain E: Business and Financial Management 

 

 Standards           Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total
Domain E - Business & Financial
Management            
S13 - Budget Preparation & Development            
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 9 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
S14 - Financial Asset Management            
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
  Satisfactory 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 N/A 7 
  Poor 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 N/A 2 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
S15 - Supplemental, Capital, & Facilities
Asset Management            
 Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
 Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 N/A 8 
 Poor 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 N/A 1 
 Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 

 

Standard 13. BUDGET PREPARATION AND DEVELOPMENT: For the period under 

examination, the district has had a budget preparation and development process that ensures 

ensured 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 appropriations meet the educational and achievement needs of 

all students.  

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• The school and town had agreements for sharing and dividing total revenues, increasing the 

town's contribution to be significantly above the minimum required net school spending.  

• The district expenditures for direct education to the Framingham Public School students were 

adversely impacted by increases in charter school assessments and out of district tuition 

increases. 

• Student data were not the key components in budget decisions. Class size was the key focus 

of administration and school committee. 
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Indicators: 

1. There were clear, documented policies and procedures for the development of the district’s 

budget to ensure input from all staff. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the period under review, the school committee had a policy manual that was 

classified according to the National School Board Association (NSBA) classification system. 

Section D, Fiscal Management, detailed the district’s budget development policies. 

 

The district business administrator began the collection of budget requests from the principals, 

and the district administrators with budget authority called responsibility centers. The district 

administration set a per pupil expenditure amount for each school based on the October 1 

enrollment. The principals developed their respective budget based on this per pupil figure. In 

addition, they requested additional expenses for salary or operating expenses with justification 

and rank order of importance from "A" to "D"; "A" being needed and "D" being a new 

program/personnel request. When reductions occurred, the superintendent met with principals 

and directors to review the available funds and to decide on reductions on a consensus basis. The 

expectation was for the principals to discuss the budget development needs with their respective 

school councils and staff.   

 

2. Relevant budget development decisions were premised on a clear, documented systemic analysis 

of student performance data as well as other pertinent information.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For FY01 to FY03, the district based its decisions on site-based management, 

including professional development offerings and program and budget decisions. In addition to 

these site-based decisions, the school committee and administration focused on maintaining 

small class sizes at all levels. The school added literacy specialists at the elementary and middle 

school levels. Focuses on mathematics lead the district to purchase Everyday Math and TERC 

Investigations at different schools. In addition, the school administration created the director of 

minority achievement position, responsible to analyze and assess the needs of the minority 
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students in the district and to assist teachers in reaching these students. The district added two 

bilingual resource teachers at the elementary and middle schools. The district also provided 

funding for after-school extra programs at each of the middle schools. At the high school, the 

district provided funding to institute a co-teaching model for most level three classes to address 

the district's Competency Determination.   

 

3. The district’s budget development process was clear, document and integrates integrated district 

and school improvement plans, long-term goals, and action plans.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the period under review the school improvement plans were derived from the 

district improvement plan (DIP) and the school committee’s goals and objectives. One of the 

school committee's goals was to focus on math that led the district to purchase Everyday Math 

and TERC Investigations at different elementary schools. The district's technology and capital 

plan were reviewed each year and subsequently funds were allocated for technology, and the 

capital needs were communicated to the town for inclusion in the town's capital planning.  

 

4. The district allocated its resources based on the ongoing analysis of student assessment data in 

the aggregate and disaggregated by student subgroups to improve achievement for all student 

populations.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district first allocated its funds based on a per pupil expenditure. It then allocated 

grant and local funds based on subgroup data. The school district's alternative high school at the 

Thayer campus had its own responsibility center that allocated funds. The district also created an 

autism program and as described previously, the district added a director of minority 

achievement to address the minority students’ needs in the district. Bilingual resource teachers 

were added at the elementary and middle school levels. Additionally, the district developed 

MCAS test prep courses at the high school in 2001. In the 2003 school year, the high school 

created an Academic Development Center that provided tutoring. The district purchased the 

Wilson Reading program to increase the number of minority students in the advanced placement 
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classes. The high school created a bridge program that provided additional courses to help 

students succeed in advanced placement classes. 

 

5. The district, as part of its budget process, implemented a review process to determine the cost 

effectiveness of all of its programs, initiatives, and activities. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the period under review, the Town of Framingham passed an initiative at their 

2001 annual town meeting called “Benchmarking.” This was a town-wide initiative to analyze 

the town’s services, including the school district, for cost effectiveness that according to district 

and town administrators had just begun in fiscal year 2005. The district closed the Juniper Hill 

School in 2004 for budgetary purposes. The district analyzed class size and based on a review of 

school committee minutes, when the budget was discussed, the school committee reviewed their 

policy on class size targets and amended them to budget availability. The district analyzed the 

school choice possibility and bus transportation offerings. The high school eliminated electives, 

and the district eliminated department heads at the middle school level and substituted literacy 

specialists as a cost effective way to meet the educational needs of the district. In FY03, the 

district prepaid special education tuitions for FY04 with funds available from the FY03 budget.  

 

6. The district’s budget document was clear, complete, current, and understandable and provides 

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

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For FY02, through FY04, the format of the budget booklet material included trends 

on expenditures for the two previous years as well as the proposed budget. Each booklet included 

a summary written by the school committee chairperson. It included a budget introduction by the 

superintendent that gave an overview of the major budgetary increases proposed as well as 

reductions, when taken.  

 

7. The budget and district’s expenditures were adequate to provide for appropriate levels of 

staffing, professional development, materials, supplies, and equipment.  

Rating: Poor 
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Evidence: For the period under review, based on a review of the Department of Education data 

submitted by the district, the district’s budget was adequate for staffing, supplies, professional 

development, materials, and equipment. For fiscal years 2001 to 2003, the school district froze 

the budget due to inadequate funds to finish the year without a deficit. Based on a review of the 

school district's End of Year Pupil and Financial Report's Schedule 8, Professional Development 

Expenditures, the school district did not meet the Department of Education's foundation budget 

requirement for professional development. In FY01, the school district was required to spend 

$613,650 and reported expenditures were $463,439; not meeting the requirement by $150,211. In 

FY02, the district was required to spend $847,500 and reported expenditures were $464,883; not 

meeting the requirement by $382,617. In FY03 the district was required to spend $1,057,875 and 

reported expenditures were $327,752l not meeting the requirement by $730,123. 

 

According to district administration, Framingham’s out of district tuition expenditures and the 

charter school tuition were reducing the funds available for direct instruction in the district, 

based on a review of the End of Year Pupil and Financial Report, Schedule 1 Expenditures by 

School Committee, the 9000 series, Programs with Other Districts. In FY01, the total 

expenditures were $5,411,392; expenditures for FY02 were $6,820,541, a 26 percent increase 

from the previous fiscal year; in FY03, expenditures were $7,227,438, a 6 percent increase from 

FY02; and expenditures were $6,702,058 in FY04, a 7 percent decrease from FY03. According 

to the district administration, the school district prepaid tuition in FY03 for FY04 expenditures. 

The increase from FY01 through FY04 was 24 percent. The Schedule 1, Expenditures by 

City/Town, tuition to charter schools’ expenditures were $14,044 in FY01; expenditures were 

$17,710 in FY02; in FY03, $965,915; in FY04, $1,672,987. 

 

Staffing was adequate because the school committee and administration focused on maintaining 

small class sizes. The high school instituted a co-teaching model.  

 

8. The community provided financial resources to ensure an educational program of quality, as 

evidenced by a sufficient district revenue levy. 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: For the period under review, the school and town had an agreement for the allocation 

of the funding sources available for operations. They agreed upon fixed costs for the town and 

school. After this, all the revenues available were allocated according to the percent of budget. 

Based on a review of DOE data, the district exceeded the net school spending requirement by 

$12,362,538 in FY01; $13,476,799 in FY02; $18,266,364 in FY03; and $18,211,242 in FY04.  

 

The district and town did not have a written agreement regarding charges paid by the town on 

behalf of the school. This was cited by the independent auditing team from Melanson, Heath and 

Company, P.C. The auditors were unable to verify that the charges paid by the town were 

accurate in absence of this agreement. According to the district administration, the town charged 

the school for expenses based on a percent of the total budget for the school and town, including 

health insurance. The health insurance charges changed in FY03. In addition, in FY03, the 

school district had a reduction in state aid by approximately $700,000 due to charter school 

reimbursements having been eliminated. The town agreed to share the reduction equally with the 

school district, resulting in a $350,000 budget reduction rather than a $700,000 reduction. The 

school and town divided the Medicaid receipts at the same percentages.  

 

9. The school committee:  

a. reviewed and approved a budget for education in the district according to the process 

and timeline developed with the superintendent, 

b. worked to ensure that necessary funds were appropriated for the district, and  

c. maintained the balance between needs and resources in the distribution of monies, 

and oversaw the operation of the annual school budget. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the period under review, the school business administrator provided a budget 

timeline to the school committee that detailed when budget discussions and presentations were to 

occur. There was no formal vote on the timeline, however, according to the town charter, it was 

required that a budget be presented by the last Tuesday in April. The school committee 

advocated for the school budget at school committee meetings, joint meetings with the town 

finance committee and board of selectmen, and at the town meetings. Based on a review of the 

school committee meeting minutes, the school committees advocated for programs and budgets 
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to be passed as recommended by the superintendent. The school oversaw the operation of the 

budget through the approval of accounts payable warrants and payroll warrants.  

 

10. The district and its leadership actively pursued and developed community partnerships to expand 

interest and involvement in the educational system and to support the educational needs of the 

students and the financial needs of the system budget and special education  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district had several partnerships with local businesses including but not limited 

to: Bose Company, Staples, the Carlisle Foundation, Middlesex Savings Bank, Genzyme 

Corporation, Starbucks, Framingham State College, and Massachusetts Bay Community College. 

A review of the school committee minutes for the years under review had several agenda items 

relating to partnerships with these and other businesses. 

 

 

Standard 14. FINANCIAL ASSET MANAGEMENT: For the period under examination, the 

district maintains maintained adequate accounting and financial reporting procedures. This is 

was done to inform district-level and school-level decision-makers, to ensure effective and 

efficient managerial control over the use of all funds, and to improve achievement for all 

students.  

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• Audit findings in both the town management letter and the audit of the grants repeated in 

subsequent years.  

• The school district and the town did not have a formal written agreement for the charges paid 

by the town on the school's behalf.  

 

Indicators: 

1. School committee policies and guidelines, and administrative procedures were clear regarding 

the processes and expectations for expenditures, transfers, investment of funds with the district’s 

budget, and expenditure of any district funds. 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The district used the same financial accounting system as the town finance 

department for purchasing and processing expenditures. For FY01 to FY03, the district used 

paper purchase orders and in FY04 switched to electronic purchase order processing. When the 

paper purchase orders were used, the purchase orders were generated by the principal then sent 

to the business manager. The business manager sent the purchase order to the town accountant 

and the town's purchasing agent. The process was electronically done in FY04. The school 

processed weekly warrants. For the period under review, the school district did not approve 

budget transfers. The business manager processed transfers and reported monthly on the budget 

status and highlighted any potential line item deficits. The district's grants and revolving 

accounts were managed on the same system, and the system had the ability to segregate the 

grants for reporting purposes on the End of Year Pupil and Financial Report.   

 

2. The district exercised appropriate controls to ensure accuracy of local, state, and federal financial 

reports. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: For the period under review, the school and town used the same financial accounting 

system. Based on a review of the school district’s End of Year Pupil and Financial Report 

Agreed upon Procedures, reviewed for FY02 and FY03, there were findings regarding inaccurate 

information with respect to expenditures and FTEs for staff and students. The inaccuracies 

required amendments to be filed with the state Department of Education. According to district 

administration, this was due to the allocation of sub-accounts on the accounting system that were 

being charged in the wrong place by the human resource department. Each year the auditors cited 

the school and town for no written agreement between the school and town for the expenses paid 

by the town on the school’s behalf. 

 

At the end of each fiscal year the business manager sent a memorandum to the administration 

that included budget responsibility. The purpose was to communicate the deadlines for grant 

closeout as well as local budget end of year procedure close out. Also, this memorandum 

specified how to close out the RC’s directors operating budget, grants and revolving accounts as 
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well as outlined many deadline dates. The deadlines to close out the accounts were based on 

Department of Education requirements.  
 

3. Regular, timely, accurate, and complete financial reports were made to the school committee and 

the public. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the period under review, the school committee received monthly financial 

statements regarding the school district’s budget. In addition to these reports the school 

committee received quarterly reports on the district's grants and revolving accounts. These 

reports were provided to town officials and the town finance committee, the town ways and 

means committee, and the town standing committee on education. The finance committee had a 

liaison to the school committee and at each meeting the business manager reviewed these reports 

with that person. The public received information at budget development time. The meetings 

were televised as well.  

 

4. Required local, state, and federal financial reports and statements were filed in a timely manner. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the period under review, the district’s End of Year Pupil and Financial Reports 

were filed in a timely manner within the time period allowed by the Department of Education, 

with extensions granted.  

 

The town’s independent audit for FY04 was dated November 22, 2004. The FY03 audit was 

dated January 15, 2004. The FY02 audit was dated January 6, 2003.  

 

The district’s Independent Accountant’s Report on Applying Agreed upon Procedures Review 

over Compliance of the district’s End of Year Pupil and Financial Report for FY02 and FY03 

were dated May 29, 2003 and December 29, 2003 respectively. The FY04 review was completed 

within the required time period as well.  
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5. The district used efficient accounting technology that integrated district-level financial 

information with the financial information of each school and program, and the district used 

forecast mechanisms and control procedures to ensure that spending was within fiscal budget 

limits. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In fiscal year 2004 the town and school switched the financial accounting system 

from Pentamation to MUNIS. Neither system allowed for purchase orders to be processed if the 

result was the account going into a deficit position.  

 

Based on a review of school committee minutes, the district controlled expenditures to ensure 

spending was within budget limits by instituting budget freezes periodically. FY04 was the first 

year that a budget freeze was not needed. The district did not formally encumber payroll 

expenditures. They used a position control mechanism to ensure that the payroll expenses were 

known and adjusted accordingly. The district’s financial accounting system had control 

mechanisms in place that restricted line-items from exceeding budgeted amounts. The revolving 

and grant accounts were managed on the same accounting system.  

 

According to district administration, forecasting was done four to five times per year and 

included substitute salaries as well as utilities and maintenance expenses that were forecast 

school by school. 

 

6. District administrators were able to accurately track spending and other financial transactions on 

a regular basis. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the period under review principals and district administrators received monthly 

reports from the business office regarding the status of their respective budgets. 

 

7. The district reviewed student achievement data and the reviews were reflected in the district’s 

financial decisions. 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: For the period under review, the district reviewed student achievement data and 

incorporated it into its financial decision-making including professional development offerings 

and program and budget decisions. For example, the district focused on maintaining small class 

sizes, added literacy specialists, purchased new math programs, created the director of minority 

achievement position, added two bilingual resource teachers, provided funding for after-school 

extra programs, created an autism program, and instituted a co-teaching model for most level 

three classes to address the district's Competency Determination at the high school. In the 2003 

school year, the high school created an Academic Development Center that provided tutoring. In 

addition, the district purchased the Wilson Reading program to increase the number of minority 

students in the advanced placement classes and created a bridge program that provided additional 

courses to help students succeed in advanced placement classes. For FY01, FY02, and FY03, the 

district had to freeze spending to ensure that the district did not fall into a deficit. However, 

according to the school committee minutes dated January 29, 2002, the FY03 budget included an 

increase of 25.6 new teaching positions, hired during FY02.  

 

8. The district regularly employed: 

a. certified business officials,  

b. purchasing agents with MCPPO credentials,  

c. independent financial auditors implemented their recommendations to ensure efficient 

and quality financial systems, and 

d. objective and independent treasurers and a separate auditor. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: For the period under review, the district’s director of business administration did not 

have an up-to-date certification. The district’s business manager was not certified as a 

Massachusetts Certified Public Purchasing Official (MCPPO), however, the town’s purchasing 

official was MCPPO certified. The district was audited as a part of the town-wide annual audit. 

The school and town were cited for not implementing the student activity account regulations in 

FY03 and FY04. As for the EQA team visit, according to town officials this issue still remained 

for the middle school student activity accounts. However, state law does not require the business 

manager to be a MCPPO and the Town of Framingham By-laws do not authorize the district 
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business manager to act in the role of a public purchasing agent. The Assistant Town Manager 

holds this role pursuant to town by-law. 
 

  

The firm of Melanson, Heath and Company, P.C. provided auditing services for the town. In 

FY02, there was no management letter issued. In the FY03 audit there was one management 

letter found regarding the implementation and management of the student activity accounts by 

the school and town not being done in accordance with the student activity account legislation; 

however the auditors stated that steps were being taken to address the issue. In the FY04 

management letter, there were no current year school related findings. The student activity 

management finding was cited again as not being resolved. 

 

The district’s Agreed upon Procedures review of the End of Year Pupil and Financial Report for 

FY02 to FY04 was completed by Melanson, Heath and Company, P.C. In each review there 

were findings related to inaccurate reporting of expenditures and student FTE data that required 

amendments to be filed. In each year under review the auditor’s cited the school and the town for 

not having a formal written agreement regarding the indirect costs paid by the town on the 

school’s behalf. 

 

9. The district has had a system in place to: 

a. ensure that state bidding laws were followed; 

b. monitor special revenue funds, revolving accounts, and fee structures related to them 

to ensure that they were managed and used efficiently; 

c.  monitor and track instructional assets, such as texts, materials, supplies, and 

equipment to ensure efficient and maximum utilization; 

d.  regularly, at least every five years, competitively procure independent financial 

auditing services. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district implemented preventive maintenance programs for buildings and 

equipment that are were reviewed on a regular basis and are related to the district’s long-term 
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capital needs. The district has implemented procedures for the appropriate expenditure of monies 

from all supplemental sources of revenue, goods, services, and donations. 

 

 

Standard 15. SUPPLEMENTAL, CAPITAL, AND FACILITIES ASSET 

MANAGEMENT: For the period under examination, the district maintains maintained adequate 

accounting and financial reporting procedures and used them to acquire and efficiently manage 

supplemental funding and to promote student achievement and accountability to the public. The 

condition, management, and maintenance of facilities encouraged public support for education 

and are were conducive to promoting high levels of student achievement.  

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• For the period under review the district had grants management issues that were cited by the 

town's independent auditor. These findings repeated in more than one fiscal year.  

• Capital planning and preventive maintenance planning in the district were addressed yearly 

with a substantial maintenance staff. 

 

Indicators: 

1. Educational and program facilities were of adequate size, clean, safe, well-lit, maintained, and 

conducive to promoting the learning process.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Based on the Attachment D-Facilities Inventory document, the school facilities were 

described as follows: the Barbieri School (K-5) was constructed in 1974 and listed in “Excellent” 

condition; the Brophy School (K-5) was constructed in 1968 and listed in “Excellent” condition; 

the Cameron Middle School (6-8) was constructed in 2000 and listed in “Excellent” condition; 

the Dunning School (K-5) was constructed in 1965 and listed in “Excellent” condition; the 

Hemenway School (K-5) was constructed in 1961 and listed in “Excellent” condition; the 

Juniper Hill School was constructed in 1959 and listed in “Excellent” condition, however this 

was closed as a school in 2004; the King School (preschool) was constructed in 1957 and listed 

in “Excellent” condition; the McCarthy School (K-5) was constructed in 1952, renovated in 1994 

and listed in “Excellent” condition; the Potter Road School (K-5) was constructed in 1966 and 
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listed in “Excellent” condition; the Stapleton School (K-5) was constructed in 1922, renovated in 

1976 and listed in “Good” condition; the Thayer Campus of Framingham High School (9-12) 

was constructed in 1905 and listed in “Good” condition; the Woodrow Wilson School (K-5) was 

constructed in 1998 and listed in “Excellent” condition; the Fuller Middle School (6-8) was 

constructed in 1958 and listed in “Excellent” condition; the Walsh Middle School (6-8) was 

constructed in 1969 and listed in “Excellent” condition; and the Framingham High School (9-12) 

was constructed in 1963, renovated in 2004 and listed in “Excellent” condition. 

 

Based on walkthroughs of the buildings the EQA team observed the following conditions: the 

Framingham High School was under renovation and expansion. It was clean and safe considering 

the circumstances. The Dunning Elementary School had some cracks in the tiles on the floors 

throughout the building. The Block Pre-school had well equipped classes with sinks in all the 

classes. The classes were the same size. They had a large playground and the building was clean, 

safe, well lit, and well maintained. The McCarthy Elementary School was clean and in excellent 

condition. The Fuller Middle School was also clean, safe, well lit, and well maintained. It had 

wide hallways and room for expansion due to classrooms not being used. The Hemenway 

Elementary School had the same layout as the Dunning Elementary School with modular 

classrooms added. The Woodrow Wilson Elementary School was in excellent condition. It had 

enough classroom and office space. There were instances of equipment stored under stairwells. 

Parking was an issue with no room for parking lot expansion. The Brophy Elementary School 

was clean, safe, well lit, and well maintained. Some parts of the building had no air conditioning. 

They had two modular classrooms attached. Some storage was in the hallways. The Stapleton 

School was clean and well maintained. It had wide hallways with table use for students. The 

Cameron Middle School was in excellent condition, the classrooms were network capable. The 

halls were spacious. The Potter Road School had a well stocked library but small classes. The 

Thayer Campus was well maintained with appropriate class sizes. It had rooms for one-on-one 

interventions.  

 

2. The district had a long-term capital plan that was reviewed regularly and revised as needed with 

input from all appropriate stakeholders.  

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The district had a five-year capital plan that was updated yearly and was reviewed by 

the school committee’s building and grounds subcommittee. The director of facilities met two to 

three times per year with the school's subcommittee, superintendent, and assistant superintendent 

to review the capital plan. The school committee minutes of December 4, 2001 referred to a 

review of the school district’s 2003 to 2007 capital plan that was submitted to the Town 

Manager, Town Finance Committee, and Town Capital Projects Committee. They also had a 

special projects list that was completed by the school each year.   

 

3. The district implemented formal preventive maintenance programs for buildings and equipment.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the period under review the school district did not have a formal written 

preventive maintenance program, however, the maintenance department of the school district 

had regular schedules that addressed preventive maintenance. The maintenance department 

consisted of three carpenters, one electrician, one plumber, one HVAC mechanic, one general 

mechanic, and three utility workers. In addition, the district had a computerized maintenance 

program that tracked expenditures, materials, and job load. This program developed reports on 

each worker’s projects and work orders. The senior custodians at each building had a list of all 

the equipment in their respective buildings. These custodians also assigned time cycles to clean 

filters and maintenance projects. According to the administration the only projects that they 

contracted privately were for roof systems. 

 

4. The district spent at least 50% of its combined foundation maintenance and extraordinary 

maintenance targets each fiscal year during the period under examination. (See 603 CMR 38.14).  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For fiscal year 2001 the school district was required to spend $2,115,257 in 

maintenance and extraordinary maintenance expenditures; it spent $3,544,062, exceeding the 

requirement by $1,428,805. For fiscal year 2002, the school district was required to spend 

$2,316,555; it spent $3,813,628, exceeding the requirement by $1,497,073. For fiscal year 2003 

the school district was required to spend $2,328,201; it spent $4,349,849, exceeding the 
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requirement by $2,021,648. For fiscal year 2004, the school district's End of Year Pupil and 

Financial Report was not finalized by the Department of Education. 

 

5. The district tracked its capital assets in accordance with GASB No. 34.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district, as part of the town's requirement, was GASB no. 34 compliant in fiscal 

year 2004. The threshold set for capitalizing assets was $5,000. 

 

6. The district implemented procedures for the appropriate expenditure of monies from all 

supplemental sources of revenue, goods, services, endowments, foundations, and donations.  

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: Regarding grant expenditures, the town required the school to wait for the grant funds 

to be received before the school district could access the funds. This changed in fiscal year 2004 

for the entitlement grants, but not for the competitive grants. Grants and revolving accounts were 

managed on the district's financial accounting system.  

 

The town's Independent Auditors' Reports Pursuant to Governmental Auditing Standards and the 

Single Audit Act Amendments of 1996 by Melanson, Heath and Company, P.C. for FY01-03 

cited the town and the school for the following: In fiscal year 2001 there was a compliance 

finding regarding the district's Title VIB special education grant. The district did not have 

supporting documentation for the number of students with disabilities ages 3 to 21 that received 

special education services. This finding was repeated as a modified current year finding from 

fiscal year 2000. In fiscal year 2002, the finding from 2001 was repeated however the auditors 

stated that the finding needed no further action due to the time that had passed from the original 

finding. In fiscal year 2003 there were two instances of questioned costs: The finding 03-1 cited 

the district for charging ineligible costs totaling $21,490 to the Improving Teacher Quality Grant. 

The second finding, 03-2, was for $394 that represented the interest that the district earned due to 

requesting funds in advance of the need. The district provided a corrective action plan to address 

the two findings. The district provided a draft from the fiscal year 2004 report with the following 

findings: Finding 04-1 cited the district for charging ineligible costs to the Improving Teacher 
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Quality Grant. Finding 04-2 cited the district earned due to requesting funds in advance of the 

need. Finding 04-3 cited the district for inaccurate information on the Request for Funds form 

RF-1 for the Improving Teacher quality Grant and the Title VIB special education grant. Instead 

of reporting actual amounts the district divided the budget into quarterly amounts.  

 

Donations were accepted and acknowledged at the school committee meetings when appropriate. 

The Framingham Education Foundation existed and there was a formal application process to 

access the funds as well as a process for the foundation to provide grants to teachers and 

students. The school district had a partnership with the Carlisle Foundation for five years.   

 

7. The district implemented a critical review process to assess the effectiveness and appropriateness 

of supplemental expenditures to ensure that they were used for the purpose intended and to 

improve student achievement.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district informally reviewed the grants at the administrative meetings. According 

to district administration, at these meetings they discussed whether to continue a grant or the 

grants to pursue. An example of the review was the ROPES program. The program was grant 

funded and in the district for five years. This program focused on middle school peer leadership 

mediation. They reviewed the program to determine if it was aligned with the principal’s work 

on school climate. 

 

8. In addition to entitlements, the district obtained competitive grants to supplement and support its 

efforts to improve academic achievement for all students.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In fiscal year 2002 the district received the following competitive grants: (1) Special 

Education Integration; (2) McKinney Homeless; (3) two Emergency Immigration Act grants; (4) 

State Lead-Other; (5) two Goals 2000 Curriculum Study Groups grants; (6) Tech Lit Challenge-

Project Meet; (7) School Based-Community Service; (8) School Breakfast Demonstration; (9) 

two Breakfast Expansion grants; and (10) Early Intervention Literacy grant. These competitive 

grants totaled $533,563. 
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In fiscal year 2003 they received (1) Special Education Integration; (2) McKinney Homeless; 

and (3) the University School Breakfast grant. These totaled $94,000. 

 

In fiscal year 2004 they received (1) Integrated Tech. Models; (2) Content Institutes; (3) 

McKinney Homeless; (4) two Community Service Partnerships; (5) 21st Century Community 

Learning; and (6) Parent-Child Home Literacy. These grants totaled $441,244. 

 

9. The district coordinated the management and use of grants in an efficient manner.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the period under review the school district administration had yearly closeout 

processed for all state grants and federal grants and revolving accounts. The director of business 

administration sent a memo explaining the process for closing out the grants.  
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Appendix A: Proficiency Index (PI)
 
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 percent of all students scored 200-208; therefore,  12 percent x 0  =  0 
 15 percent of all students scored 210-218; therefore,  15 percent x 25  =  3.75 
 21 percent of all students scored 220-228; therefore,  21 percent x 50  = 10.5 

34 percent of all students scored 230-238; therefore,  34 percent x 75  = 25.5 
18 percent of all students scored 240 or more; therefore, 18 percent 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). 

 
 
 
 
 
 



Appendix B: Framingham’s Chapter 70 Funding and NSS FY1996-2004 
 
 
 

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 

FY96 7,151   42,027,289   40,758,160 3,767,767   44,525,927   50,304,238   5,778,311 13 

FY97 7,283 1.8 44,219,926 5.2 41,638,440 4,313,992 14.5 45,952,432 3.2 55,147,897 9.6 9,195,465 20 

FY98 7,489 2.8 47,148,927 6.6 43,945,632 4,875,667 13 48,821,299 6.2 59,577,109 8 10,755,810 22 

FY99 7,644 2.1 49,675,523 5.4 45,870,133 5,645,028 15.8 51,515,161 5.5 62,676,660 5.2 11,161,499 21.7 

FY00 7,875 3 51,370,614 3.4 48,100,068 6,826,278 20.9 54,926,346 6.6 66,618,559 6.3 11,692,213 21.3 

FY01 8,182 3.9 56,105,950 9.2 50,979,349 8,258,128 21 59,237,477 7.8 71,600,015 7.5 12,362,538 20.9 

FY02 8,475 3.6 61,454,991 9.5 53,633,712 9,814,588 18.8 63,448,300 7.1 76,925,099 7.4 13,476,799 21.2 

FY03 8,463 -0.1 61,748,742 0.5 55,234,903 10,164,588 3.6 65,399,491 3.1 83,665,855 8.8 18,266,364 27.9 

FY04 8,399 -0.8 62,804,518 1.7 56,401,027 8,131,670 -20 64,532,697 -1.3 86,877,338 3.8 22,344,641 34.6 

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 

  

          
FY96 5,877 527 7,035   9 105.9 120 7.5           
FY97 6,072 592 7,572   9.8 103.9 125 7.8           
FY98 6,296 651 7,955   10.3 103.5 126 8.2           
FY99 6,499 738 8,199   11.4 103.7 126 9           
FY00 6,523 867 8,459   13.3 106.9 130 10.2           
FY01 6,857 1,009 8,751   14.7 105.6 128 11.5           
FY02 7,251 1,158 9,077   16 103.2 125 12.8           
FY03 7,296 1,201 9,886   16.5 105.9 136 12.1           
FY04 7,478 968 10,344   12.9 102.8 138 9.4           
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