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Executive Summary 
 

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

Schools in late-May and early-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: 
• Medford’s Average Proficiency Index (API) was 76.6, which was based on the 2004 MCAS 

results. The state average for the API was 77.6 in 2004. This placed Medford among the 
‘Moderate’ performing academic school districts in the Commonwealth. In English 
Language Arts (ELA), the district’s ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) was 83.8, and the state 
average for EPI was 84. In math, the district’s math Proficiency Index (MPI) was 69.4, and 
the state average for MPI was 71.3. 

 
• On the MCAS retest administered in the winter of 2005, 88 percent of the Medford 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, 82 percent of the Medford class of 
2006 earned a Competency Determination, as compared to 77 percent of the statewide class 
of 2006.  

 
• Almost half of all students in Medford attained proficiency on the 2003 and 2004 MCAS 

tests. On the 2003 tests the proportion of students attaining proficiency was 9.8 percent lower 
than those of students statewide on those tests; on the 2004 tests the proportion was 7.5 
percent lower than that statewide. 

• More than half of all students in Medford attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS English 
Language Arts (ELA) subtests and more than one third attained proficiency on the math the 
science and technology/engineering (STE) subtests. On the ELA subtests the proportion of 
students attaining proficiency was 4.8 percent lower than those on those subtests statewide; 
the proportion on the math subtests was 6.7 percent lower than that statewide; and the 
proportion on the STE subtests was 9.1 percent lower than that statewide. The district-wide 
gap in ELA was 1.3 percent wider than the statewide gap in ELA; the district-wide gap in 
math was 6.6 percent wider than that statewide; and the district-wide gap in STE was 7.1 
percent wider than that statewide. 

 
Equity of Achievement/Proficiency: 
• The proficiency gap in ELA was 47.7 PI points, in Medford. In math, the proficiency gap 

was 83.0 points. 

• For Medford’s students with disabilities, the gap in ELA was 109.8 percent wider than that 
for all Medford students in 2004; the gap in math was 87.6 percent wider than that of all 
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students. Less than one third of both students with disabilities and students with Limited 
English Proficiency (LEP) in Medford attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests. The 
proportion of students with disabilities attaining proficiency was 71.2 percent lower than that 
of regular education students in Medford; the proportion of LEP students was 72.9 percent 
lower than that of regular education students. 

• For Medford’s African-American students, the gap in ELA was 47.6 percent wider than that 
of all Medford students in 2004; the gap in math was 43.1 percent wider than that of all 
students. Approximately one third of Hispanic students in Medford attained proficiency on 
the 2004 MCAS tests. This proportion was 54.2 percent higher than that of Hispanic students 
statewide. For Medford’s Asian students, the gap in math was 36.7 percent narrower than 
those of all Medford students in 2004. Approximately two thirds of Asian students in 
Medford attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests. This proportion was 88.2 percent 
higher than that of White students in Medford.  

• For Medford’s students eligible for free or reduced-cost lunch (FRL/Y), the gap in ELA was 
43.9 percent wider than that of all Medford students in 2004; the gap in math was 40.5 
percent wider than that of all students. Approximately one third of FRL/Y students, students 
eligible for free lunch (FL), and students eligible for reduced-cost lunch (RL) in Medford 
attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests. The proportion of FRL/Y students attaining 
proficiency was 42.9 percent lower than that of FRL/N students in Medford; the proportion 
of FL students was 46.4 percent lower than that of FRL/N students; and the proportion of RL 
students was 33.9 percent lower than that of FRL/N students. 

 

Improvement: 
• The percentage of all Medford students attaining proficiency on the MCAS test was 10.3 

percent higher in 2004 than in 2001. 

• In Medford between 2001 and 2004, the ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) increased by 6.2 PI 
points, a gain in closing the gap by 27.7 percent. The math Proficiency Index (MPI) 
increased by 4.8 PI points, a gain in closing the gap by 13.6 percent. 

• The gap between the 2004 EPI and MPI widened by 1.4 points, for a 10.8 percent loss in 
closing that gap from 2001. 

 
Equity of Improvement: 
• The proficiency gap in ELA closed by 11.6 PI points between 2002 and 2004 in Medford; in 

math, it closed by 3.7 points. 

• For Asian students in Medford the gap in ELA closed by 6.6 PI points, for a 36.9 percent 
gain in closing the gap.  

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

levels in Medford in 2004. 
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Summary of Preliminary Findings of Tier II by Domain: 
 
Assessment and Evaluation: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on nine, ‘Poor’ on eighteen, and 

‘Unsatisfactory’ on one of the twenty-eight performance indicators in this domain. 
 
• District and building administrators carefully administered statewide assessments, and 

teachers regularly assessed the student performance relative to state and local standards. 
 
• The district analyzed aggregate and individual assessment results to improve curricula, 

instructional practices, and supplementary and remedial programs. 
 
• District record-keeping regarding MCAS test exemptions was inconsistent. 
 
• The district did not effectively use subgroup data throughout the review period to provide 

sustained, equitable improvement for all students. 
 
• The district had clear management systems in place that required all students to participate in 

assessments. 
 
• Policies and practices did not address chronic absenteeism effectively, and attendance 

policies and practice were inconsistent across the district. 
 
• The district did not regularly disaggregate subgroup data on discipline referrals, dropouts, 

and attendance.  
 
• The district did not maintain accurate program data on ELL students. Trend data did not 

indicate adequate proficiency with regard to ELL student performance. 
 
• The district’s evaluation system for both administrators and teachers was established to 

provide both timely and instructive feedback. However, the implementation was inconsistent 
and the quality of the final product varied greatly.  

 
• The district did not have a formal data-driven system for the evaluation of programs, 

services, and resource acquisition that was linked to student achievement results. 
 
• The individual schools used data inconsistently during the review period. 
 
• The district did not consistently use data to evaluate the effectiveness of programs, services, 

and resource acquisitions. 
 
• The district did not make AYP for the special education subgroup in math, and the math 

performance of special education students was below the state average for the entire review 
period. The district’s decisions, based upon its informal evaluations of its programs, services, 
and resources, did not result in improved performance for all students. 



  7

 
 
 
Curriculum and Instruction: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on twenty-three, and ‘Poor’ on nine of 

the thirty-two performance indicators in this domain. 
 
• During the review period, teachers were engaged in the process of writing and revising the 

district's curriculum in ELA and math to align with the state frameworks. 
 
• The district used student achievement results to inform instruction and adjust curriculum 

guides in ELA and math. 
 
• The district had not applied the subgroup data on suspensions, exclusions, and dropouts to 

ascertain trends. 
 
• The district did not maintain data to determine whether or not there was equitable 

participation in the Honors and Advanced Placement courses at the high school during the 
review period. 

 
• During fiscal years 2001-03, Medford exceeded the state requirement for local funding of 

professional development. 
 
• The district had two extra days beyond the academic year for professional development. 
 
 
 
Academic Support Services: 
• For the review period, there was a District Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP) as well 

as a Building Curriculum Accommodation Plan. These plans were updated yearly. 
 
• The district's mentoring program had been in place since 1997, and there was a district-based 

teacher licensure program that was approved by the DOE in 1998. 
 
• For the review period, the district's response to its MCAS test item analysis was to make 

grade-level changes in curriculum and instruction and to develop support programs that 
addressed these gaps. The district did not disaggregate data by subgroups until the final year 
under review, and it closely examined special education and ELL subgroups.  

 
• For the review period, the percentage of Grade 3 students reading at the ‘Proficiency’ level 

improved by 2 percent, from 60 percent in 2001 to 62 percent in 2004. The district's early 
intervention programs in reading did not ensure that all students were reading at the 
‘Proficient’ level by the end of Grade 3. 

 
• The district analyzed the MCAS test results each fall, identified the students needing 

additional support, developed ISSPs, and provided them with additional support services. 
 



  8

 
• MCAS grant funds were used to develop academic support programs, to provide training and 

planning time for the teachers, and to purchase remediation materials. 
 
• The district offered a range of academic support programs and MCAS academies, during the 

school day, before and after-school, on Saturdays, and during the summer. 
 
• The MCAS test results for the review period were mixed and, although the district's MCAS 

exam programs were managed effectively and efficiently, they did not result in moving 
students at every tested grade level and in all subgroups from the ‘Warning/Failing’ and 
‘Needs Improvement’ categories to ‘Proficient.’ 

 
 
Leadership, Governance, and Organization: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on sixteen and ‘Poor’ on two of the 

eighteen performance indicators in this domain. 
 
• The district approved its District Improvement Plan (DIP) and School Improvement Plans 

(SIPs) in the spring, approved addenda to the DIP and SIPs in the fall, after receiving the 
MCAS test results, and developed remediation plans in ELA and math to improve student 
performance.  

 
• The school committee did not evaluate the superintendent annually, as was stipulated in his 

contract, and student achievement results were not among the categories on which the 
superintendent was evaluated. 

 
• The educational community benefited from the positive working relationship between the 

superintendent and the mayor. 
 
• Many of the teachers who were not certified taught in the areas of special education and 

ELL.  
 
 

Business and Finance: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on one, ‘Satisfactory’ on twenty-five,  

and ‘Poor’ on two of the twenty-eight performance indicators in this domain. 
 
• The district lacked the data systems it requires to more effectively analyze student 

assessment data when developing budget decisions that address student subgroups.  
 
• Although Chapter 70 funding, transportation reimbursement, and federal and state grant 

funding were significantly reduced during the period under review, the district in each of 
these years exceeded net school spending requirements by an average of $8.5 million each 
year for the period under review. 
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• Although there were no specific policies in the school committee manual on administrative 
procedures for expenditures, transfers, and investment of funds, there were a number of 
administrative memoranda that address these functions. 

 
 
• School committee and municipal representatives reported to EQA examiners that they 

received timely and informative financial reports from the school administration.  
 
• For most of the review period, the city and schools did not have a formal written agreement 

regarding charges the city paid on the schools’ behalf. The district submitted to the EQA a 
formal agreement executed by the superintendent and the mayor which was undated.  It 
submitted calculations based on this agreement for FY04. 

 
• The schools and the city had an extensive building/renovation/construction plan that resulted 

in new and updated educational facilities for elementary and middle schools. 
 
• The district had a comprehensive, $10 million capital plan to address improvements to the 

high school and vocational school. 
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Part I: Overview of the EQA Review Process and the District 
 

From May 31 through June 2, 2005, the EQA conducted an independent Tier II examination of 

the Medford 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. 

 

Medford is a town located in south east Middlesex County in eastern Massachusetts. In Medford, 

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 city 

has a population of 55,765 people and a median family income of $62,409, while the median 

family income in Massachusetts is $61,664. The town is governed by a Mayoral/City Council 

form of municipal government. There is a seven-person school committee in Medford. Medford 

has nine schools serving grades PreK-12. The most recent Massachusetts Department of 

Education (DOE) figures indicate that there were 4,809 students enrolled on October 1, 2004. 

The demographic/subgroup composition in Medford is: 69.3 percent White, 7.9 percent 

Hispanic, 16.1 percent African-American, 6.1 percent Asian-American, Limited English 

Proficiency (LEP), 5.1 percent; Low-Income, 22.2 percent; and Special Education (SPED), 16.5 

percent. 

 

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

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

Medford increased 19 percent (from $8,404,486 to $9,996,450). Medford’s Required Local 

Contribution increased 29 percent (from $23,886,432 to $31,023,908). Since FY1996, Medford 

received a total of $96,433,317 in Chapter 70 Aid and was required to raise locally 

$248,868,158. From FY2001 to FY2004, Chapter 70 Aid was $47,212,692 and the Required 
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Local Contribution was $121,074,811. For the period between FY1996 and FY2004, Medford’s 

foundation enrollment decreased 7 percent. Between FY2001 and FY2004, its foundation 

enrollment decreased 3 percent. 
 

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

achievement that is ‘High’ in ELA and ‘Low’ in math on the MCAS tests. Less than half of all 

Medford 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 

  
Medford 

At Tier I, with particular attention paid to the 2004 MCAS test, the EQA review of Medford’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. 
 
To highlight those differences the data was then summarized in several ways: a criterion-based 
summary of student achievement in Medford; 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. 



2. 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 Medford attained proficiency on the 2003 and 2004 MCAS 

tests. 

• More than half of all students in Medford attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS English 
Language Arts (ELA) tests and more than one third attained proficiency on the math and the 
science and technology/engineering (STE) tests.   

• Medford’s proficiency gap in ELA was 16.2 Proficiency Index (PI) points; in math, the 
proficiency gap was 30.6 PI points; and in STE, it was 31.5 PI points.  

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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B. 

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

‘Proficient’ categories. 

• On the 2004 MCAS test, 49 percent of Medford 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
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Analysis of Figure/Table 2:  

• On the 2004 MCAS ELA tests, 60 percent of Medford students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 
‘Proficient’ categories. 

• On the MCAS math tests in 2004, 42 percent of Medford students scored in the ‘Advanced’ 
and ‘Proficient’ categories. 

• On the MCAS STE tests, 40 percent of Medford students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 
‘Proficient’ categories in 2004.  

Figures/Tables 3/A-F: Student MCAS 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

English and M ath
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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

English and M ath
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•  

Figures 4 A, B/Table 4: Proficiency Index (MCAS 2004) by Grade: 
A. 

Proficiency Index by Grade (ELA)

45.0

55.0

65.0

75.0

85.0

95.0

Grade 03 Grade 04 Grade 07 Grade 10

Grade

P
I State

Medford

 
B. 

Proficiency Index by Grade (Math)
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State 
ELA 

Medford 
ELA 

State 
Math 

Medford 
Math 

State 
STE 

Medford 
STE 

Grade 03 85.5 86.6 NA NA NA NA 
Grade 04 81.1 81.6 74.0 71.5 NA NA 
Grade 05 NA NA NA NA 78.7 76.3 
Grade 06 NA NA 68.4 64.1 NA NA 
Grade 07 86.4 86.7 NA NA NA NA 
Grade 08 NA NA 65.2 63.8 62.8 61.7 
Grade 10 83.0 80.6 78.6 79.2 NA NA 

All 
Grades 84.0 83.8 71.3 69.4 70.6 68.5 

Analysis of Figures/Table 4: 
• In all grades, Medford’s proficiency gap in ELA was 16.2 Proficiency Index (PI) points; in 

math in all grades, the proficiency gap was 30.6 PI points; in STE in all grades, the 
proficiency gap was 31.5 PI points. 

  19



Figure/Table 5: Proficiency Index (MCAS 2004) by School 
ELA vs Math PI (by School)
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   ELA Math 

A MEDFORD 83.6 69.4 
B Brooks School 83.9 72.2 
C Christopher Columbus 91.9 83.7 
D Curtis-Tufts 50.0 27.5 
E John J Mcglynn Elem. 81.1 60.2 
F Madeleine Dugger  88.5 67.7 
G Medford High 82.4 82.6 
H Medford Voc Tech High 70.9 70.9 
I Milton Fuller Robert 85.0 72.0 
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3. 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 47.7 PI points in Medford. In math, the performance gap 

was 83.0 points. 

• For Medford’s students with disabilities, the proficiency gaps in both ELA and in math were 
wider than those of all Medford students in 2004. 

• Less than one third of students with disabilities and students with Limited English 
Proficiency (LEP) in Medford attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests, lower than that 
of regular education students. 

• For Medford’s African-American students, the proficiency gaps in both ELA and in math 
were wider than those of all Medford students in 2004. 

• For Medford’s Asian students, the proficiency gap in math was narrower than those of all 
Medford students in 2004. 

• Approximately two thirds of Asian students in Medford attained proficiency on the 2004 
MCAS tests, higher than that of White students in Medford.  

• For Medford’s students eligible for free or reduced-cost lunch (FRL/Y), the proficiency gaps 
in both ELA and math were wider than those of all Medford students in 2004. 

• Approximately one third of FRL/Y students, students eligible for free lunch (FL), and 
students eligible for reduced-cost lunch (RL) in Medford attained proficiency on the 2004 
MCAS tests, all lower than that of FRL/N students in Medford. 



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 MEDFORD 83.6 69.4 2,157  
B Disability 65.6 42.6 390  
C Regular 89.3 76.1   1,690  
D African American 75.8 56.2 312  
E Hispanic 78.2 62.9 145  
F Asian 88.7 80.6 121  
G White 85.3 71.8 1,556  
H FRL (Y) 76.4 57.0 509  
 I FRL (N) 85.8 73.2 1,648  

Analysis of Figure/Table 6:  
• The proficiency gap in Medford, ELA was 16.4 PI points for all students; for students with 

disabilities, 34.4 points; for regular education students, 10.7 points; for African-American 
students, 24.2 points; and for FRL/Y students, 23.6 points in 2004. 

• The proficiency gap in math in Medford was 30.6 PI points for all students; for students with 
disabilities. 57.4 points; for African-American students, 43.8 points; for Asian students, 19.4 
points; and for FRL/Y students, 43.0 points in 2004. 

• The sub-group performance range between the highest ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) of a 
subgroup and the lowest EPI of a subgroup was 23.7 PI points in Medford in 2004. In math, 
this performance range was 38.0 PI 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 7.6 PI points in 
Medford. In math, this average subgroup gap was PI 14.4 points. 
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• The performance gap in ELA was 47.7 PI points, in Medford. In math, the performance gap 
was 83.0 points. 

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

Students by Status
Disability

19%

Regular
81%

 
B. 

Students by Race

White
72%
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Asian
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African American
15%
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C. 

Students by Free LunchFRL (Y) 
25% 

FRL/N 
75% 

 
D. 

Student Population Free vs. Reduced

Ineligible
76%

Free
19%

Reduced
5%
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Figure /Table 8:  Student Subgroup MCAS Test Performance, by Student Status, 2004 
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  Advanced 19 17 3 1 3 4 
  Proficient 42 42 18 16 14 12 
  Needs Improv. 30 32 41 43 38 49 
  Warning/Failing 9 9 38 40 44 36 

Analysis of Figure/Table 8: 
• On the 2004 MCAS test, 17 percent of the students with disabilities in Medford scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 42 percentage points lower than that of Medford 
regular education students. 

• On the 2004 MCAS test, 16 percent of the LEP students in Medford scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 43 percentage points lower than that of Medford 
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 9 27 23 18 6 4 8 
  Proficient 24 25 35 41 41 28 20 29 
  Needs Improv. 41 38 27 28 31 50 40 44 
  Warning/Failing 31 28 11 7 10 17 37 19 

Analysis of Figure/Table 9: 
• On the 2004 MCAS test, 64 percent of the Asian students in Medford scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 30 percentage points higher than that of White 
students in Medford. 

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 6 20 16 
  Proficient 24 26 42 40 
  Needs Improv. 42 43 29 32 
  Warning/Failing 30 26 9 13 

Analysis of Figure/Table 10: 
• On the 2004 MCAS test, 32 percent of the FRL/Y students in Medford scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 24 percentage points lower than that of FRL/N 
students in Medford. 



Figure /Table 11:  Student Subgroup MCAS Test Performance, by Free and Reduced 
Lunch Status, 2004 

MCAS 2004 Data 
Percent of reportable students at each Free Lunch 

Subcategory
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  Advanced 20 16 4 7 7 2 
  Proficient 42 40 22 23 30 35 
  Needs Improv. 29 32 42 42 42 46 
  Warning/Failing 9 13 32 28 22 17 

Analysis of Figure/Table 11: 
• On the 2004 MCAS test, 30 percent of the FL students in Medford scored in the ‘Advanced’ 

and ‘Proficient’ categories, 26 percentage points lower than that of FRL/N students in 
Medford. 

• On the 2004 MCAS test, 37 percent of the RL students in Medford scored in the ‘Advanced’ 
and ‘Proficient’ categories, 19 percentage points lower than that of FRL/N students in 
Medford. 



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

changed over time? 

Preliminary Findings: 
Overall, the percentage of all Medford students attaining proficiency on the MCAS test was 

higher in 2004 than in 2001. 

In ELA, the proficiency gap was 6.2 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 2002, for an 

improvement rate of 27.7 percent. 

In math, the proficiency gap was 4.8 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 2002, for an 

improvement rate of 13.6 percent. 

Figure/Tables 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 6 9 10 13 
  Proficient 39 36 36 36 
  Needs Improv. 39 37 34 35 
  Warning/Failing 16 18 19 16 

Analysis of Figure/Table 12: 
• The percentage of Medford students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories on 

the MCAS test in 2004 was 4 percentage points higher than in 2001. 

• The percentage of Medford students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category on the 2004 
MCAS tests was the same as in 2001. 



Figure/Table 13: Proficiency Index Trend Data MCAS 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004 

Prof. Index Trend Data
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ELA Math
 

Trend Data MCAS, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004 (detail) 

  ELA       Math       
  2001 2002 2003 2004 2001 2002 2003 2004 

Advanced 4.8% 6.7% 9.1% 11.2% 9.0% 10.1% 11.1% 14.8%
Proficient 47.6% 45.8% 48.4% 48.6% 23.3% 28.6% 27.7% 27.2%

Needs Improvement 37.3% 39.7% 32.9% 33.0% 43.1% 35.7% 35.1% 36.1%
Warning/Failing 10.3% 7.8% 9.6% 7.2% 24.6% 25.6% 26.1% 21.9%

Analysis of Figure/Table 13: 
• The proficiency gap in ELA was 6.2 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 2001. 

• The proficiency gap in math was 4.8 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 2001. 

• The gap between EPI and MPI in 2004 was 1.4 PI points wider than in 2001. 
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5. 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 Medford the proficiency gap in ELA was 6.6 PI points narrower in 

2004 than in 2002, for an improvement rate of 36.9 percent.  

The improvement gap in ELA was 13.1 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 2002 in Medford. 

The improvement gap in math was 8.2 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 2002 in Medford. 

The performance gap in ELA was 8.2 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 2002. 

The performance gap in math was 11.7 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 2002. 

Figures 14/A-D/Table 14: Student MCAS Test Performance, 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)
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D. 
Prof Index by Subgroup (Math)
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State    Medford    
   ELA Math     ELA Math 

ALL 02 81.4 66.5 ALL 02 80.1 65.9 
  03 82.9 69.0   03 82.4 65.9 
  04 84.0 71.3   04 83.8 69.4 

Regular 02 85.8 71.4 Regular 02 85.6 71.5 
  03 87.9 74.7   03 87.4 71.4 
  04 89.4 77.4   04 89.7 76.1 

Disability 02 57.4 41.0 Disability 02 55.3 37.4 
  03 63.9 45.3   03 59.8 41.4 
  04 65.2 47.9   04 65.6 42.6 

FRL (N) 02 85.8 72.0 FRL (N) 02 82.3 66.7 
  03 88.5 75.9   03 85.1 69.6 
  04 89.3 78.1   04 86.1 73.2 

FRL (Y) 02 65.3 46.7 FRL (Y) 02 68.1 54.1 
  03 68.2 50.7   03 72.9 52.7 
  04 70.9 53.9   04 76.4 57.0 

Afr Amer 02 64.2 43.7 Afr Amer 02 73.2 53.8 
  03 68.8 48.4   03 77.1 60.0 
  04 71.5 52.3   04 76.2 56.2 

Asian 02 81.9 73.8 Asian 02 82.1 76.2 
  03 82.1 76.6   03 86.0 72.1 
  04 84.3 80.2   04 88.7 80.6 

Hispanic 02 60.1 41.2 Hispanic 02 68.8 60.6 
  03 62.9 45.7   03 75.0 53.6 
  04 65.9 49.3   04 78.2 62.9 

White 02 86.1 72.4 White 02 81.9 67.9 
  03 87.5 74.4   03 83.9 67.8 
  04 88.2 76.2   04 85.5 71.8 

Analysis of Figures 14/A-D/Table 14:  
• The proficiency gap for all students in ELA was 19.9 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 16.2 

PI points. 

• The proficiency gap for Asian students in ELA was 17.9 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 
11.3 PI points.  

• The proficiency gap in math for all students was 34.1 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 30.6 
PI points.  

• The subgroup range in ELA in 2002 was 30.3 PI points; in 2004, it was 24.1 PI points. 

• The sub-group range in math was 38.8 PI points in 2002, and 30.0 PI points in 2004 in 
Medford. 

• The average gap in ELA was 9.5 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 7.9 PI points. 

• The average gap in math was 13.8 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 14.4 PI points in 
Medford. 

• The performance gap in ELA was 40.4 PI points in 2002, and was 32.0 PI points in 2004. 
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• The performance gap in math was 52.6 PI points in 2002, and was 44.4 PI points in 2004 in 
Medford. 

• The improvement gap in ELA was 60.3 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 48.2 PI points. 

• The improvement gap in math was 86.7 PI points in 2002, and was 75.0 PI points in 2004 in 
Medford. 
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6. 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, math, and STE assessments at required 

levels in Medford in 2004. 

Table 15: 2004 Student MCAS Test Participation by Subject Area 
 ELA Math STE 

T 99.91% 100.00% 100.00%
NTA 0.09% 0.00% 0.00% 

T = Tested 
NTA = Not Tested, Absent 

NTM = Not Tested, Medical 
NTO = Not Tested, Other 
ALT = Alt. Assessment 

 
Analysis of Table 15: 

• Medford’s 99.91 percent student participation rate on the 2004 MCAS ELA test was 4.91 
percentage points higher than the state’s 95 percent requirement. 

• Medford’s 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. 

• Medford’s 100.0 percent student participation rate on the 2004 MCAS in STE 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 03 357 0 

  Grade 04 359 362 
  Grade 05 0 0 
  Grade 06 0 313 
  Grade 07 388 0 
  Grade 08 262 346 
  Grade 10 307 308 
  All Grades 1,673 1,329 

2002 Grade 03 0 0 
  Grade 04 362 363 
  Grade 05 0 0 
  Grade 06 0 357 
  Grade 07 331 0 
  Grade 08 0 369 
  Grade 10 331 330 
  All Grades 1,024 1,419 

2003 Grade 03 321 0 
  Grade 04 341 342 
  Grade 05 0 0 
  Grade 06 0 387 
  Grade 07 377 0 
  Grade 08 0 379 
  Grade 10 337 338 
  All Grades 1,376 1,446 

2004 Grade 03 280 0 
  Grade 04 347 346 
  Grade 05 0 0 
  Grade 06 0 377 
  Grade 07 399 0 
  Grade 08 0 400 
  Grade 10 354 355 
  All Grades 1,380 1,478 
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2. N-Values by Subgroup and by Race/Level 
   ELA Math STE 

Medford ALL LEVELS       
Medford Advanced 351 642 63 

  Proficient 2,736 1,518 227 
  Needs Improv 1,939 2,121 290 
  Warning/Failing 427 1,391 165 

Regular Advanced 344 630 59 
  Proficient 2,547 1,407 208 
  Needs Improv 1,378 1,797 220 
  Warning/Failing 180 787 90 

Disability Advanced 7 8 4 
  Proficient 161 92 17 
  Needs Improv 478 269 65 
  Warning/Failing 220 559 59 

LEP Advanced 0 4 0 
  Proficient 28 19 2 
  Needs Improv 83 55 5 
  Warning/Failing 27 45 16 

Free Lunch (Y) Advanced 26 52 4 
  Proficient 378 163 42 
  Needs Improv 489 428 78 
  Warning/Failing 141 385 60 

Free Lunch (N) Advanced 324 549 59 
  Proficient 2,354 1,238 184 
  Needs Improv 1,444 1,589 209 
  Warning/Failing 285 924 102 

Afr American Advanced 29 42 2 
  Proficient 271 127 20 
  Needs Improv 262 253 32 
  Warning/Failing 81 243 39 

Asian Advanced 23 63 1 
  Proficient 135 78 17 
  Needs Improv 69 72 10 
  Warning/Failing 14 41 8 

Hispanic Advanced 12 21 2 
  Proficient 119 50 19 
  Needs Improv 115 126 23 
  Warning/Failing 27 88 16 

White Advanced 273 496 57 
  Proficient 2,092 1,183 169 
  Needs Improv 1,396 1,552 223 
  Warning/Failing 269 925 101 

 



  39

3. N-values by year: 
 2001 2002 2003 2004 

Advanced 182 212 257 405 
Proficient 1,158 875 1,109 1,339 

Needs 
Improvement 1,184 913 968 1,285 

Warning/Failing 478 443 488 574 
Total 3,002 2,443 2,822 3,603 

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

 ELA Math STE 
T. Disability 862 928 145 
T. Regular 4,448 4,621 577 

T.LEP 138 123 23 
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 0 0 1 0 1 1 N/A 4 

  Poor 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 N/A 3 

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

S2 – Participation          

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 

  Satisfactory 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 N/A 3 

  Poor 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 N/A 4 

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

S3 - Evaluation Processes: Personnel          

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Satisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Poor 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 7 

  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 

S4 - Evaluation Processes: Programs, Services, & 

Resource Acquisition          

 Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 

 Satisfactory 0 1 0 0 0 1 N/A N/A 2 

 Poor 1 0 1 1 1 0 N/A N/A 4 

 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): 
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• District and building administrators carefully administered statewide assessments, and 

teachers regularly assessed the student performance relative to state and local standards. 

• The district analyzed aggregate and individual assessment results to improve curricula, 

instructional practices, and supplementary and remedial programs. 

• District record-keeping regarding MCAS test exemptions was inconsistent. 

• The district did not effectively use subgroup data throughout the review period to provide 

sustained, equitable improvement for all students. 

 

Indicators: 

 

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

evaluation of student assessment results.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The document entitled MCAS District-Wide Success Plan, dated 2001, delineated a 

clear timeline for the dissemination and analysis of MCAS test data. District documents 

expressed the expectation that professional staff analyze test data to improve instruction. 

 

In interviews, administrators and teachers stated that student achievement data was analyzed 

throughout the review period. The teacher evaluation instrument clearly held classroom teachers 

accountable for the analysis and use of data, as well as for the collection of multiple assessments 

from various instruments. 

 

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: Poor 

 

Evidence: Central office administrators stated in interviews, and teacher and principal focus 

group discussions confirmed, that the district analyzed aggregate data throughout the review 

period. However, district administrators stated that certain subgroup data was disaggregated and 

analyzed during the entire review period. District administrators stated that the special education 
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student achievement data was closely monitored, the lack of achievement was analyzed, and an 

informal action plan to remediate the achievement gap was in place. For example, math materials 

and in-service opportunities were available to special needs teachers. District administrators also 

stated that the English Language Learner (ELL) subgroup data was monitored for achievement.  

 

Members of teacher focus groups stated that certain subgroup data were not analyzed, such as the 

low-income subgroup. Teachers also stated that schools across the district applied the data 

inconsistently during the review period. Teacher interviewees stated that some schools did not 

have the technology available to manipulate student data until the latter half of the review period, 

and some schools did not analyze or act on subgroup achievement information.  

 

Principals stated that trend data for whole group achievement and building achievement were 

closely analyzed, but that subgroup data were not analyzed in depth. During the later half of the 

review period, subgroup data were more readily available, but no action plans were created to 

close the district’s achievement gap.  

 

The 2004 AYP data demonstrated that the district did not meet the performance target for 

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) in the area of English Language Arts (ELA) for the ELL, 

special education, and low-income subgroups. According to the 2004 MCAS exam data in math, 

special education, low-income, African-American, and Hispanic subgroups did not meet the 

performance expectations for AYP in the performance area. Only the special needs subgroup did 

not attain AYP goals overall. 

 

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: Poor 

 

Evidence: The district provided a list of students who did not participate in MCAS testing 

during the review period. Seventy-five students were enrolled in the district who did not take the 

MCAS tests in 2001; 29 students in 2002; 5 students in 2003; and, 9 students in 2004. This 
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information, provided by the district during the on-site review, conflicted with another 

document, also provided by the district during the on-site review. That document, “Students 

Exempted from MCAS Testing - Medford Public Schools,” listed six students not tested in 2003, 

and zero students exempt from testing in 2004. During interviews, a central office administrator 

stated that data may not be "clean," and explained that information was not carefully collected in 

some instances. 

 

However, 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. 

 

In interviews, central office administrators discussed district assessment protocol. MCAS test 

materials were distributed to building principals upon arrival at the central office. Each principal, 

assistant principal, and sub-master checked the number of materials and stored them in a secure 

location until the date needed. At the high school, the principal held a luncheon for all test 

monitors to make sure they understood the appropriate test protocol. During interviews, 

elementary principals stated that the “principles” were adhered to closely throughout the testing 

period. The district provided sample copies of memos to staff regarding the test administration 

protocol. 

 

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 math, the district administrators, teachers, and documentation provided an outline 

of a formal, regularly scheduled administration of assessments to track student progress in grades 

1-6. The district administered mid-year and end-of-year examinations created and analyzed by 

district personnel. At the high school, quarterly, mid-term and end-of-year tests were 
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administered. Mock MCAS exams were administered in Grade 10. At the middle school level, 

the Stanford 9 test was administered in grades 6-8 for grouping purposes. 

 

In ELA, the assessments provided by the reading anthology's publisher were administered. 

Students in grades 1-3 were administered the Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) 

periodically. A writing assessment with a district rubric was administered annually.  

 

Elementary teachers relayed that there were expected levels of achievement on these 

assessments. If a student was not demonstrating the expected level of attainment, the teacher 

began to discuss interventions with the Teacher Assistance Team (TAT). Middle and senior high 

school teachers reported progress to parents on a scheduled basis when the assessments did not 

demonstrate mastery of the intended content. Guidance personnel and other mechanisms, such as 

MCAS test tutorials, summer programs, and Title I coaches, were in place to support students 

who did not progress as expected. 

 

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: Poor 

 

Evidence: The district did not provide a clear, systematic, formal method of the allocation of 

materials and personnel using data to support the decision-making. The district did have an 

informal process of allocation of resources which led to the district addressing aggregate trend 

data. 

 

District administration noted that special needs students were not progressing in math as 

expected. The math director provided in-service training and materials in an effort to increase 

student achievement in the area. The district perceived open-response test items to be a weakness 

of all students and provided training to teachers and students to address that issue. While these 

interventions were in response to data, no formal procedure of linking data analysis to budgeting 

was evident. In interviews, teachers and principals stated that monetary provisions were allocated 

on a per-pupil basis rather than based on student needs associated with data. 
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6. The district and each of its schools disseminated assessment analyses to appropriate staff at 

regular intervals. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Annually, the MCAS test results were disseminated and analyzed according to the 

document titled, "MCAS District-Wide Success Plan," dated 2001. In interviews with district 

administration, principals, and teachers, the EQA examiners were told that assessment data was 

available and that analysis took place in a timely fashion. 

 

The results of classroom assessments and district-wide assessments were reported to the 

building-level administration and the subject area directors. The results were analyzed for trends 

and matched with district and state benchmarks. The results of the analysis were returned to 

teachers to be used in the classroom to improve instruction and achievement. 

 

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: In interviews, district and building administrators, as well as teachers, stated that 

materials and student expectations matched the standards in the state frameworks. District ELA 

writing assessments were directly tied to the rubric used in scoring the MCAS exam. According 

to district and state standards, math mid-year and end-of-year assessments directly measured 

student achievement. District benchmarks, aligned with the curriculum frameworks, were 

established for all core classes and each grade level. These were shared with parents and students 

in district publications. This information was also available on the district’s website. 

 

The teacher evaluation instrument held teachers accountable for setting high and appropriate 

student achievement standards. Part IV, Section D, of the evaluation instrument, stated, 

"promotes challenging standards and expectation for student achievement." 
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District achievement data indicated that the district was performing similarly and slightly lower 

than the state average. Medford aggregate MCAS test scores for 2004 demonstrated that 66 

percent of Medford students were at the ‘Advanced’ or ‘Proficient’ levels on the ELA 

assessment. Sixty-nine percent of students statewide scored at the ‘Advanced’ or ‘Proficient’ 

levels. In math, 37 percent of Medford students scored in the ‘Advanced’ or ‘Proficient’ 

categories, while the state average was 39 percent. 

 

Trend data indicated that the district was improving slightly in most areas of student achievement 

measured by the MCAS test. Grade 10 ELA scores in 2001 showed 46 percent of Medford 

students scored in the ‘Advanced’ or ‘Proficient’ categories. Grade 10 mathematics demonstrated 

similar growth. 31 percent of Medford students scored in the ‘Advanced’ or ‘Proficient’ 

categories on the 2001 MCAS test. In 2004, 58 percent of Medford students scored in the 

‘Advanced’ or ‘Proficient’ categories. 

 

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 

attendance standards. Data on participation in state and local tests were monitored and assessed 

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

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• The district had clear management systems in place that required all students to 

participate in assessments. 

• Policies and practices did not address chronic absenteeism effectively, and attendance 

policies and practice were inconsistent across the district. 

• The district did not regularly disaggregate subgroup data on discipline referrals, dropouts, 

and attendance.  

• The district did not maintain accurate program data on ELL students. Trend data did not 

indicate adequate proficiency with regard to ELL student performance. 

 

Indicators: 
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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 and each of its schools had clear management systems in use that required 

all students to participate in all mandatory and appropriate assessments. This resulted in a 

participation rate of 99 percent in 2004 on the state assessment; however, subgroup data 

indicated that ELL students had a participation rate of 86 percent in 2004. Participation rates 

improved over the review period with a low of 94 percent in 2001.  

 

While no school committee policy addressed the mandatory MCAS test, a review of the school 

handbooks revealed that a clear statement was issued through the high school handbook that 

students must pass the MCAS test in order to graduate. The Vocational-Technical High School 

handbook featured a similar statement. At the middle schools in Medford, there was no mention 

of the MCAS exam as mandatory, but in the Andrews Middle School Handbook, successful 

completion of the MCAS exam was a requirement for promotion. The elementary school 

handbooks did not mention the MCAS test. There was no mention of testing in the Fulton 

Heights Alternative School Handbook or the Faculty Handbook. 

 

During interviews, district administrators and principals stated that MCAS test administration is 

listed on all school calendars. Memos regarding the testing were sent home in many languages 

prior to the administration. Samples of these memos were provided to the examiners. The memos 

discussed the importance of the assessment and conveyed the expectation that all students 

participate. 

 

During interviews, district-level administrators and building-level administrators stated that they 

take attendance during the assessment period seriously. If students were absent, calls were placed 

to the home. Make-up exams were given, whenever possible, when illness was the reason for 

missing an exam. 
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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: Interviews with teachers, building administrators, and central office administrators 

indicated a clear system of student assessment in core content areas, but especially in math. The 

school committee policy contained no mention of regular, periodic assessments in the district. 

 

The math department developed and administered mid-year and end-of-year assessments to all 

students to monitor progress toward the mastery of district benchmarks and state standards. The 

Stanford 9 Achievement Tests were also administered annually in grades 6-8 for placement in 

math classes. 

 

In ELA, the elementary schools administered a writing assessment scored much like the MCAS 

long composition assessment. Elementary schools also administered the assessments, designed 

by the publisher of the reading anthology series in use and the DRA on a regular basis. The high 

school administered quarterly assessments for core classes and mid-term and end-of-year 

assessments based on the district benchmarks and the state frameworks. High school students 

also participated in a mock MCAS test. 

 

The district developed a listing of benchmarks, or essential learnings, for each core content class 

and grade level. These were published and distributed district wide. 

 

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

MCAS assessment. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: The district did not maintain clear and accurate records on student waivers for 

Limited English Proficient (LEP) and Alternative Testing (ALT) status for the MCAS test. While 

district-level administrators stated that all students who were required by state regulations to take 

MCAS tests participated, inconsistencies in record keeping suggested that the district did not 

control the participation of students, particularly the ELL subgroup. 
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4. 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: Poor 

 

Evidence: In 2002, the district's overall attendance rate was 93.5 percent and in 2003, 93.9 

percent. The district-wide attendance rate matched the state average of 93.9 percent in 2004. 

 

A review of the student handbooks provided by the district demonstrated varying absentee 

policies and procedures. The high school handbook stated that twelve unexcused absences would 

result in the student receiving no credit for classes. This handbook matched the School District 

Policy Manual. Middle school handbooks stated a different attendance policy. Elementary 

handbooks contained a third version.  

 

In interviews, district administration stated that if a child was absent, a phone call generated by 

an automated system was placed to alert parents that the child had not arrived at school. The 

automated system was largely used for absentee notification and for relaying other information 

to parents as well. 

 

During a review of the student data system, the EQA examiners found anomalies in the 

attendance data. Students with three-digit absentee numbers (more than 99 days) were still listed 

in the data collection system.  

 

5. The district and its schools had and enforced, when necessary, clear consequences for students 

with chronic absenteeism. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: Attendance policies and practices were inconsistent across the district. Chronic 

absenteeism was defined as the percentage of students who missed more than ten percent of the 

school year, and the rates for 2004 were as follows: Grade 8, 11.2 percent; Grade 9, 20.6 percent; 
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Grade 10, 19.4 percent; Grade 11, 21.4 percent; and Grade 12, 19.7 percent. District-level 

administrators were unable to account for the relatively high rate of chronic absenteeism. 

 

The district employed an attendance officer throughout the review period. In interviews, central 

office administrators stated that the attendance officer did not become involved in an attendance 

issue unless the principal contacted him. At that time, a Child in Need of Services (CHINS) 

petition or a Child Neglect (51A) form is filed. In some cases, building administrators filed a 

51A but did not contact the attendance officer.  

 

District administrators relayed that at the high school level, the sub-masters were responsible for 

tracking absenteeism. At the middle and senior high school levels, the building principals or the 

assistant principals were responsible for monitoring attendance. In interviews, central office 

administrators stated that the administration was unaware of the number of chronic absentees. 

 

6. 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: Poor 

 

Evidence: District administrators stated that at the high school level, the sub-masters were 

responsible for tracking absenteeism and discipline data. In interviews with the EQA examiners, 

administrators said that discipline data was maintained by hand. The computerized data 

collection system the district used had the capability to disaggregate attendance and discipline 

data. It was unclear whether the district used this system. 

 

The district data collection system was not able to manipulate information on a district-wide 

basis. School data may have been analyzed, but the only way to disaggregate data for the entire 

district was to perform the data analysis on paper. 

 

The high school had no in-school suspension program, and only a Saturday detention system that 

was not recorded at the district level as a suspension. Building administrators stated during 

interviews that African-Americans were more highly represented in discipline referral data than 
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other groups. The administrators did not detail plans to address the issue. The middle school did 

have an in-school suspension program. In-school suspension data indicated that the district 

average was far below the state average. 

 

At the middle and senior high school levels, the building principals or the assistant principals 

were responsible for the monitoring of attendance. In interviews, building level administrators 

stated that subgroup data was not maintained or disaggregated on a regular basis.  

 

In interviews, district-level and building-level administrators stated that no formal dropout 

recovery program was in place. Data on dropouts were maintained by guidance personnel for one 

year, and were not disaggregated by subgroup. 

 

7. The district maintained and used clear and accurate program and individual records of all English 

language learners (ELLs) during the period under examination.  

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: While district-level administrators stated that all students who were required by state 

regulation to take the MCAS test participated, inconsistencies in record keeping suggested that 

the district did not control the participation of students, particularly the ELL subgroup. A district-

level administrator stated that the data collection issue in ELL was improving with the 

replacement of an ELL administrator at the district level during the latter half of the review 

period. During building visits, sample ELL folders were viewed by examiners. All necessary 

documents and data were found to be in the sample folders.  

 

 

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): 
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• The district’s evaluation system for both administrators and teachers was established to 

provide both timely and instructive feedback. However, the implementation was inconsistent 

and the quality of the final product varied greatly.  

 

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 did not have a personnel evaluation system that was linked to student 

achievement. However, it did have a system that could lead to improved teaching quality, but 

administrators used it inconsistently. 

 

In interviews, teachers, administrators, and principals explained that their evaluations did not 

typically refer specifically to student achievement data. Additionally, an examination of the 

instrument provided in the teachers’ contract made no mention of student data. However, a 

review of 147 teacher evaluations and 23 administrator evaluations revealed occasional 

references to student performance data. This was the exception and not the rule, and all of these 

references to student data were to be found in administrator evaluations. 

 

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: The district’s evaluation procedure for administrators was aligned to MGL Chapter 

71, §38 and 603 CMR 35.00. However, a review of randomly selected administrators’ files 

revealed that this procedure was not followed in all cases. 

 

In interviews, the superintendent, administrators, and principals explained that they were 

supposed to be evaluated annually. However, a review of the personnel files for eight principals 
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revealed that zero percent had been reviewed in a timely manner. In fact, during the review 

period, only one of the principals had been evaluated during three out of the four years under 

review, five had been evaluated twice, and two had been evaluated once. Additionally, a review 

of the files for the two assistant superintendents revealed that they were only evaluated two times 

during the review period.  

 

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: During the review period, the evaluations of administrators were not typically 

instructive or informative. 

 

The evaluations were conducted using an instrument that was based upon the Principles of 

Effective Administration. This instrument included six sections pulled directly from the 

Principles, and each section was further subdivided into parts; these were then scored 

individually on a line to rate performance. At the end of the checklist, there was space for 

narrative to detail the administrators’ accomplishments.  

 

A review of the files for eight principals, two assistant superintendents, and two department 

heads, with a total of 23 individual evaluations, revealed that the checklist component had been 

completed in all cases and in the majority of cases, was accompanied by a narrative. The 

narratives, however, were usually generic and did not contain much in the way of suggestions for 

professional growth.  

 

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

evaluations. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: The district did not hold the administrators accountable for the student assessment 

results in their yearly evaluations. A review of the files for eight principals, two assistant 
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superintendents, and two department heads, with a total of 23 individual evaluations, revealed 

only four mentions of student data. 

 

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: The district’s evaluation procedure for teachers was aligned to MGL Chapter 71 §38 

and 603 CMR 35.00. However, a review of randomly selected personnel files revealed that this 

system was inconsistently implemented.  

 

A review of the district’s policy manual and the teachers’ contract referred to the evaluation 

procedure. The contracts contained extensive details on the evaluation process. Additionally the 

superintendent issued a memorandum to all administrators, dated August 15, 2003, that detailed 

both the procedure and purpose of staff evaluations. Interviews with the superintendent and 

principals revealed that the process had been in place for some time, since before the review 

period, and changes had been incremental over time. 

 

District documentation, supported by interviews with the superintendent, administrators, 

principals, and teachers, showed how frequently teachers were to be evaluated. In interviews, the 

superintendent, administrators, and teachers stated that professional-status teachers were to be 

evaluated every other year. The superintendent’s memorandum, “Evaluating Teaching 

Personnel,” August 15, 2003, stated that administrators were expected to submit a list of all staff 

who were being evaluated during the school year. However, the district did not have a formal 

system in place to verify that evaluations were conducted in a timely manner. Interviews with 

teachers revealed that they had been evaluated regularly. 

 

A review of randomly selected personnel files, 61 teachers, or 19.6 percent of the district’s 312 

professional status teachers, revealed that 54 percent of staff, or 33 of 61, had been evaluated as 

required by CMR, i.e., once every two years; and 28 percent, or 17 of 61, had been evaluated 

only once during the review period. One personnel file showed a teacher who was not evaluated 
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at all during the review period; closer examination revealed that this teacher had not been 

evaluated since 1992. 

 

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

instructive, and used to provide professional development offerings that promoted individual 

growth and effectiveness. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: A review of randomly selected personnel files revealed that for the review period, the 

evaluation instrument produced informative and instructive evaluations; however the review 

showed that the district was using the instrument inconsistently. 

 

Of the 61 personnel files reviewed, the quality of the completed evaluations was very 

inconsistent. Specifically, the quality of the written content varied significantly based on the 

individual evaluator. Some evaluations contained extensive descriptions of the teachers’ 

strengths and weaknesses, details from the classes that were observed, supporting materials, as 

well as recommendations for improvement. Other evaluations had minimal content other than the 

completion of the checklist component of the instrument. There was one instance where the 

evaluation contained no narrative at all. Additionally, several instances were found where 

identical evaluations were given to different staff; in these cases, the administrator was either 

providing generic comments or blatantly recycling another evaluation. Upon examination of the 

147 individual evaluations that were available, 81, or 55 percent, were judged to be informative. 

In interviews, the majority of teachers explained that they felt that the evaluations were 

informative. 

 

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: Unsatisfactory 

 

Evidence: Of the 61 teachers’ files that examiners reviewed, none contained evaluations that 

mentioned student assessment results. This absence of linkage was confirmed with a review of 
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the district policy, the teachers’ contract, as well as in interviews with the superintendent, 

principals, and teachers. 

 

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

consequences for compensation, advancement, or employment. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: Interviews with principals and administrators revealed that during the review period, 

no professional-status teachers had been placed on an improvement plan or dismissed due to lack 

of performance. Neither the teachers’ contract nor the policy manual made any mention of this 

process. District administrators were not aware of a specific process that was in place for 

teachers who were performing poorly. The superintendent’s memo on the evaluation of teaching 

personnel stated that additional observations or evaluations could be generated for staff requiring 

remediation or deserving special recognition. A review of the 61 personnel files did not reveal 

any instances in which this had taken place. 

 

In a number of cases, evaluations did contain specific comments highlighting areas for 

improvement and suggested strategies or techniques. Interviews with administrators revealed that 

there was not a formal system in place to verify that steps were ever taken to follow through. 

 

 

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

ACQUISITION: 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 did not have a formal data-driven system for the evaluation of programs, 

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

• The individual schools used data inconsistently during the review period. 
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• The district did not consistently use data to evaluate the effectiveness of programs, 

services, and resource acquisitions. 

• The district did not make AYP for subgroups in math, and the math performance of 

special education students was below the state average for the entire review period. The 

district’s decisions, based upon its informal evaluations of its programs, services, and 

resources, did not result in improved performance for all students. 

 

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 

 

Evidence: There was no school committee policy on program evaluation, and there was no 

documentation indicating that there was a formal process in place for most of the review period. 

In interviews, administrators stated that they looked at the district's MCAS test scores each fall 

and focused primarily upon grade-level data until 2003. The EQA examiners were told that, with 

the opening of three new schools in 2003-04, it became easier for principals to look at and 

disaggregate data, track students, determine how long they had been in the school system, and 

identify their teachers from previous years. According to administrators, much of the data 

collection, prior to the opening of the new schools, was conducted by hand due to wiring 

problems in the old buildings. Administrators noted that they now kept binders on MCAS test 

results, and they were able to track students more accurately and by subgroups. 

 

In a teacher focus group, teachers stated that the schools used data inconsistently across the 

district during the review period. In interviews and teacher focus groups, the EQA examiners 

were told that building-based data teams were informally implemented during the 2003-04 

school year and that these teams were formalized for the 2004-2005 school year. Teachers and 

administrators served on these teams and their responsibilities included analyzing MCAS exams 

and other data, sharing their findings and recommendations with staff members, and preparing 

reports for the superintendent and assistant superintendents. One administrator said, "We are 

getting more and more refined in analyzing data and (now) do a more sophisticated analysis."  
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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: During the review period, the district, mostly informally, used student assessment and 

other data to measure the effectiveness of its instructional, supplemental, and support services 

and programs. In interviews, administrators stated that, although the district did not have a five-

year curriculum review cycle, it regularly evaluated programs and assessed their effectiveness 

based upon MCAS test results and changes in the state frameworks. The EQA examiners were 

told that principals and curriculum directors had received TestWiz training and that the district 

began using TestWiz in 2002. In interviews, administrators reported that each year, after the 

release of the MCAS test results, central office administrators met with building principals, 

curriculum directors, and MCAS support personnel to develop ELA and math MCAS 

remediation plans for the school year. Copies of the 2003-04 remediation plans were submitted 

as part of the document review. Administrators also stated that principals and school council 

members used the results of the MCAS/TestWiz analyses in developing their school 

improvement plans.  

 

A review of the documents and interviews with administrators indicated that the district 

submitted the required end-of-year program evaluations for the Title I, Title III, and Academic 

Support Services grants to the appropriate federal and state agencies. In an interview, a district 

administrator stated that there was a program supervisor for each of the Academic Support 

Services programs and provided the EQA examiners with copies of the end-of-year evaluations 

for the 2003-04 Academic Support Services programs that had been submitted to the Department 

of Education (DOE). These reports included an assessment of the program's effectiveness. 

 

According to administrators, teachers received training on how to use and interpret TestWiz item 

analyses at building and department meetings. In interviews with teachers and administrators, 

EQA examiners were told that reviewing student performance data was a regular agenda item at 

grade-level, department, and building meetings. Administrators stated that they measured the 

effectiveness of their programs and services by analyzing student performance on the MCAS 
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exam, Stanford 9 scores in grades 6-8, and teacher assessments. In the 2003-04 school year, the 

district reported that it used a range of assessments to measure student progress in reading, 

language arts, and math. At the elementary level, teachers administered the DRA and 

assessments from the Invitations to Literacy series, teachers developed grade-level long 

compositions and assessments from the Everyday Math program, and teachers developed grade-

level mid-year and final math assessments. At the middle school level, teachers administered the 

Stanford 9 in grades 6-8 and a practice long composition; the district developed mid-year and 

final exams in math and placement tests in foreign languages and math. At the high school level, 

teachers administered quarterly exams and mock MCAS exams for students in grades 9-10. In an 

interview with secondary administrators, the EQA examiners were told that the mid-year and 

final exams were not departmental in all subjects. However, administrators noted that they had 

asked the curriculum directors to work with their teachers so that the exams would be 

departmental in the future.  

 

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: Poor 

 

Evidence: Although the district used the results of its informal evaluations and of its 

instructional, supplemental, and support programs and services to inform decision making, the 

decisions, changes, and adjustments to programs did not produce sustained or continued 

improvements in the quality of teaching and learning for all subgroups during the period under 

review. The district did not make AYP for the special education subgroup in Math for Cycle III, 

and the performance of students with disabilities in math was below the state average for the 

entire period under review. For Cycle III, the district did not meet its performance and 

improvement targets for special education students in ELA and math. In ELA, the performance 

targets for LEP, low income, African American, and Hispanic students were not met. In 

interviews, administrators stated that for most of the period under review they did not 

disaggregate the data by subgroups. The two subgroups that they did focus upon were special 

education and LEP students. According to teachers and administrators, the district began to look 

closely at subgroup data in 2003-2004, the last year under review. 



  60

 

For the period under review, the MCAS scores in Grade 3 ELA, Grade 6 Math, and Grade 8 

math were flat from 2001 to 2004. In Grade 10, while there was improvement, the 2004 results in 

ELA and math were below the state average.  

 

According to administrators, beginning in 2002, cuts in local, state, and federal funding 

necessitated reductions in personnel, materials, and supplies. In FY03, Chapter 70 aid was level 

funded and in FY04 there was a 20 percent reduction. According to administrators, the mayor 

and city council were supportive of the school department and the actual percentage change for 

FY04 was 1.9 percent. In addition to the cuts in state aid, grants funds for several state literacy 

grants and the competitive Noyce and EDC grants ended, and there were reductions in the Title I 

grant as well. Administrators stated that the reductions in grant funds and state aid made it 

necessary to eliminate the literacy and math coach positions at the elementary and middle school 

levels. In interviews and focus group meetings, teachers and administrators commented upon the 

effectiveness of these coaches and the training that they had provided to the district. 

 

 

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: Poor 

 

Evidence: The review of the documents and interviews with administrators and teacher focus 

groups indicated that the district did not have a mechanism in place that used student assessment 

and other pertinent data to measure the effectiveness of its acquired resources, including capital 

improvements and projects, equipment, materials, and supplies during the period of review. In 

interviews and meetings with teacher focus groups, the EQA examiners were told that data were 

used inconsistently, and data were not always easy to access during the period under review. 

Teachers and administrators cited their difficulties with in-putting and accessing data in the old 

buildings, and noted that most of the data was entered by hand. Although the technology in the 

new schools improved data collection at the building level, examiners were told that it was still 

difficult to retrieve and interpret data system wide because the files were maintained in each 
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school, and the system was not designed to easily access the data among the schools. 

Administrators also stated that much of their focus during the period under review was on the 

five building projects and the redistricting and reassignment of students and teachers that took 

place as part of the new controlled choice plan, a condition of the 90 percent reimbursement 

from the state. 

 

When asked by examiners about the new facilities and their impact upon teaching and learning, 

teachers and administrators stated that they believed that school climate had improved and noted 

the positive impact that the new technology had upon the instruction and monitoring of student 

performance. During tours of the elementary schools, administrators compared the new facilities 

to the old buildings, and pointed out that they now had libraries and librarians, computer labs, 

science labs, fine arts classrooms, and common planning rooms for teachers. In an elementary 

teacher focus group, teachers stated that principals found it easier to schedule common planning 

time in the larger schools and noted that the district had provided them with a lot of training on 

how to use the new technology. In interviews, administrators and school committee members 

also commented that parents and members of the community played an active role on the 

building committees. However, no documentation was provided to the EQA examiners to 

support interviewees' anecdotal comments about the impact of the new facilities, technology, and 

resources upon student achievement. Additionally the elementary school students were in the 

new buildings for less than a year when they took the 2004 MCAS exams. 

 

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: Poor 

 

Evidence: A review of the documents on the building project process, school improvement 

plans, professional development plans, and interviews with administrators and teachers indicated 

that the district did informally factor into its decision making process the impact of such changes 

and improvements upon the quality of teaching and learning. In interviews and during the tours 

of the building, administrators noted the new computer and science labs, the libraries, classroom 
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computers, and LCD projectors. Administrators also commented that the district had purchased 

graphing calculators for the math classes and assistive technology for special education students.  

 

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 

 

Evidence: In interviews, administrators and school committee members stated that one of the 

objectives of the school committee and the school building committee was to improve the quality 

of teaching and learning for students. As stated earlier in this standard, five new schools opened 

during this time. The new schools had libraries, and librarians were hired to staff them. 

Elementary principals noted that specialty subject teachers no longer had to travel between 

buildings. According to central office administrators and building principals, the new schools 

made it possible for them to be more efficient and to use staff more effectively. In an interview, 

building administrators stated that the reassigning of staff to the new schools provided them with 

the opportunity "to create teams that were more balanced." In an elementary teacher focus group, 

teachers stated that, although the reassignment process was long and they had filled out a 

detailed request form for their preferred grade level and school, it had gone well and they were 

pleased with their new assignments.  

 

In interviews, administrators cited some of the changes that they made based upon their analysis 

and review of curriculum and instruction. They noted that a math unit in Grade 7 had been 

moved to Grade 6 based upon their analysis of the revised Math Framework and the MCAS test. 

At the elementary level, they introduced two MCAS test review programs, STARS and CARS in 

grades 2 and 3, as well as changed the teaching model in Grade 4. Administrators also noted that, 

beginning in 2003, special education and ELL teachers were asked to attend either the ELA or 

the math department meetings so that they could become more familiar with the curriculum 

changes and instructional strategies in those disciplines. In interviews and teacher focus groups, 

staff members stated that special education and ELL teachers were encouraged to enroll in 

reading, math, or ELA content workshops and courses offered by the district. Also, in interviews, 

administrators stated that their review of the 2004 MCAS test questions in the spring of 2004 and 

the results in the summer of 2004 prompted them to re-examine how they delivered special 
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education services at the middle school level. According to administrators, for most of the period 

under review, special education services were primarily pull-out. An administrator noted that 

middle school special education teachers were teaching all four subjects to their students. Based 

upon the analysis of MCAS test results, for special education students during the period under 

review and the need for improvement, administrators stated that they were piloting an inclusion 

program in Grade 6 during the 2004-2005 school year. Additionally, they planned to have more 

inclusion classrooms at the middle school level in 2005-2006. 
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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 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 

S6 - Instruction: Expectations & Policies                     

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Satisfactory 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 7 

  Poor 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 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 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 N/A 2 

  Poor 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 N/A 6 

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

S8 - Professional Development & Training                     

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 

  Satisfactory 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 N/A N/A 6 

  Poor 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 N/A N/A 1 

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

 

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): 
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• During the review period, teachers were engaged in the process of revising the district's 

curriculum in ELA and math to align with the state frameworks. 

 

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: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the review period, the district had written curriculum guides in ELA and math 

that were aligned in all grade levels with the state frameworks.  

 

The curricula for all subjects were similarly formatted. The format included student outcomes, 

alignment with the state frameworks, assessments for measuring student achievement of each 

outcome, and resources by grade level. 

 

Condensed versions of the guides were developed in the form of parent curriculum brochures. 

 

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: Interviewees indicated that principals were the primary designated curriculum leaders 

in all district elementary schools. However, at the secondary level the curriculum directors 

oversaw the use, alignment, quality, and consistency of the district's curricula. During the review 

period, district responsibility for curriculum and instruction was part of the job description of the 

K-12 assistant superintendent for curriculum and instruction. 

 

The ELA and math directors reviewed teachers' lesson plans, and met with teachers to discuss 

methodology and alignment of standards. During focus groups, teachers reported that ELA and 

math directors were visible on a regular basis in all district schools. Several teachers indicated 

that the directors’ comments on teacher evaluations were informative and instructive. 
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Interviewees also reported curriculum discussions led by the elementary principal regularly took 

place at staff meetings, grade meetings, and cross grade-level meetings, whereas at the secondary 

level, the curriculum directors led these discussions. 

 

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: For the review period, the district's teachers and administrators reviewed MCAS data 

and annually updated curricula. During the interview process, district administrators and teachers 

indicated that through the two professional days, teacher common planning, and departmental 

meetings, the curricula were analyzed to ensure alignment with the frameworks. In addition, 

interviewees indicated that the district conducted a yearly review of MCAS and the Stanford 9 

exam results for grades 1-8 to determine the strengths and weaknesses of the curricula. The 

district also used the TestWiz item analysis of MCAS test results to help determine curricula and 

instructional modifications. For example, open-response questions and assignments were put into 

place in all content areas to supply students with more practice and readiness for the MCAS test. 

 

During interviews, district administrators indicated that piloting of textbooks was a commonly 

used practice in the district to engage teachers in the review and selection of appropriate 

instructional materials. For example, based on teacher review in 2002, Invitation to Literacy was 

adopted at the elementary level to provide the ELA department with a series that aligned more 

closely with the frameworks and MCAS assessments.  

 

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: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: A district document entitled, “Curriculum Development and Revision Process,” noted 

that since 1998, an annual review of all curricula was implemented and changes to the 

curriculum were based on student MCAS test performance, revisions in the state frameworks, 

and the latest research. The document also noted that existing curricula for each subject area 

were reviewed to ensure alignment with the latest versions of the state curriculum frameworks. 

The document further stated in most departments, teachers met as vertical teams to examine the 

K-12 curriculum and to make recommendations. 

 

For the review period, District Improvement Plans (DIP) and individual school plans provided 

guidelines to ensure a coherent plan for using student assessment results for the development, 

implementation, and evaluation of the district's curriculum. 

 

During focus group discussions, teachers, principals, and district administrators noted that 

through regularly scheduled grade-level and department meetings, the adequacy, effectiveness, 

and currency of the curriculum were discussed. The district used MCAS test data to make 

appropriate revisions to ensure subject matter and similar format. When testing results showed 

that students did not score well in open-response questions, there was a district-wide focus on 

open-response strategies and practice across the content areas at the elementary and middle 

school level. A unit on Scientific notation was moved from Grade 7 to Grade 6 in response to a 

content review of the Grade 6 MCAS math test questions. 

 

5. The results of student assessment data (i.e., longitudinal, demographic, disaggregated, 

diagnostic, and/or surveys) and post-graduate placement data indicated that the district 

implemented an established process to ensure sequencing and alignment of learning goals, skills 

and expectations from one grade to the next in grades 9-12, and integration of academic skills, 

particularly in ELA, mathematics and science and technology (and other tested core academic 

areas as added) into each occupational area. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: There was evidence that the Vocational-Technical High School reviewed the results 

of student assessment and post-graduate placement data to ensure sequencing and alignment of 

learning goals, skills, and expectations from one grade to the next in grades 9-12. These elements 
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were an integral part of the curriculum guides that were reviewed for various vocational areas, 

including auto-body and nursing assistant. 

 

During the review period, integration of academic skills was evident. ELA and math skills were 

taught in all related shop classes. The curriculum guides had specific examples and listings of 

math and ELA skills for each occupational areas reviewed. 

 

During the review period, the Vocational-Technical school had an Advisory Committee. This 

committee identified curriculum needs and resources. The district procured local donations such 

as paint for the auto-body program through some of these meetings. 

 

6. 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: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Articulation of the curriculum was aligned both horizontally and vertically. The 

district developed comprehensive curriculum guides. District staff and administrators met 

frequently throughout the review period to ensure horizontal and vertical alignment. 

 

Grade-level meetings and cross grade-level meetings were held to eliminate redundancies. The 

district held departmental meetings, curriculum study groups, and vertical team meetings to 

ensure teacher awareness of curriculum content required for student mastery and for the purpose 

of continuity. The district used the MCAS test data to make appropriate revisions to ensure 

coverage of subject matter. When test results showed that students did not score well in scientific 

notation questions, the district reviewed who should be teaching notation and when. 

 

The analysis of test data and discussions of curriculum were ongoing and resulted in change, 

such as teaching scientific notation in Grade 7 instead of Grade 6. 

 

7. Modifications to the curriculum resulted in improved, equitable achievement for all student 

populations. 
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Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: Special education, Limited English Proficient (LEP), and low-income students did not 

meet the Cycle III target for 2003 and 2004 in ELA. All subgroups did not meet AYP targets in 

math, including: special education, low income, African-American, and Hispanic students. 

 

In 2003 and 2004, the district was listed as not making adequate yearly progress in the area of 

math in the category of all subgroups, and was "identified for improvement." For the rest of the 

review period, Medford received a ‘yes’ or ‘not applicable’ in all categories. Administrators 

noted that there was progress in shifting special needs students from the ‘Warning/Failing’ 

category to ‘Needs Improvement.’ 

 

A review of the 2001-2004 special education data indicated that the Grade 3 warning rate was 

reduced from 30 percent to 12 percent. In Grade 4, the ELA ‘Warning/Failing’ rate was reduced 

from 46 percent to 26 percent, and the Grade 4 math ‘Warning/Failing’ rate was reduced from 49 

percent to 0 percent.  

 

However, the Grade 6 math ‘Warning/Failing’ rate increased from 73 percent in 2001 to 75 

percent in 2004, and the Grade 7 ELA ‘Warning/Failing’ rate decreased from 38 percent to 20 

percent. Grade 8 math scores decreased from 89 percent to 74 percent, and in Grade 10, from 64 

percent to 52 percent. 

 

District administrators indicated that a pull-out system had been the primary district mode of 

instruction for special education and English Language Learner (ELL) students for the review 

period. However, there were some inclusion programs on a pilot basis. Administrators indicated 

that special education teachers had begun within the last two years to attend ELA and math 

department meetings. Within the last two years, EDC facilitated a program to gather content area 

teachers and special needs teachers to co-plan and co-teach in the elementary and middle 

schools. The district provided in-class math coaches to model successful strategies for teaching 

ELL and special needs students as well as mainstream classes. In addition, the district used the 

Teacher Assistance Team to suggest and explore various strategies for low-achieving students. 
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Although special education students were taught by certified special education teachers, most of 

the teachers were not certified in math. The district initiated the EDC program in response. 

 

8. 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: Principals indicated that staffing was adequate. In focus group discussions, teachers 

described class size as adequate. For the review period, class size averaged 19 in the elementary 

schools, 22 in the middle schools, and 25 in the high school. 

 

9. 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: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the review period, the district had support personnel such as an assistant 

superintendent for curriculum K-12 and curriculum directors for all assessed content areas to 

oversee and act as a resource to ensure overall effectiveness of curriculum development and 

implementation in all areas and levels. 

 

Teachers and administrators indicated that the district provided them with what they needed to 

support a viable program to deliver sound instruction for the review period. However, there was 

one exception. The director of the vocational-technical school indicated that his budget had been 

cut over 50 percent for instructional supplies, equipment, and materials for the 2003-2004 school 

year.  

 

The district was responsive to requests for MCAS exam review books and math materials to 

broaden the curriculum and be more responsive to identified MCAS test skill needs. 

 

Standard 6. INSTRUCTION: EXPECTATIONS AND POLICIES: For the period of time 

under examination, the district used the analysis of student achievement data to develop policies 



  71

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 Finding(s): 

• The district used student achievement results to inform instruction and adjust curriculum 

guides in ELA and math. 

 

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: For the review period, the district had policies and processes in place that expressed 

high expectations for teachers as indicated in the teacher’s handbooks and the teachers' contract. 

District administrators indicated that the district's teacher evaluation process, utilizing the 

Research for Better Teaching (RBT) model, held teachers accountable to a high standard of 

expectation and teaching performance. A review of a sampling of teacher evaluations indicated 

that they were a combination of checklists and narratives. A review of randomly sampled 

personnel files (20 percent) revealed that approximately 55 percent of the evaluations contained 

specific recommendations to enhance the instructional process. During focus group discussions, 

teachers claimed they were held to high standards of performance. They also indicated that the 

pre- and post-conferences were informative and instructive. All district administrators received 

training in using the RBT model.  

 

 

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: For the review period, although Medford expected the teachers to use current 

assessment data and provided training and support, MCAS proficiency indices remained 

relatively flat with little overall improvement. Data indicated that Medford was below state 

averages at most grade levels in both ELA and math. 

 

In focus groups and interviews, teachers and administrators indicated that the district annually 

analyzed student performance data from the Stanford 9 and MCAS tests. ELA and math directors 

used TestWiz for MCAS exam analysis and presented reports to principals and teachers on an 

annual basis. They also downloaded individual profiles for students in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 

and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. These profiles influenced the development of Individual 

Student Success Plans (ISSPs). 

 

Teachers in focus groups indicated that at the beginning of each school year they received the 

results of the MCAS test for the students in their classes. Teachers stated that they had received 

professional development training in data analysis and used it to inform the design of their lesson 

plans. Teachers indicated that the district's curriculum was well aligned to the frameworks, 

textbooks, and teaching supplies. Moreover, they stated that the overall class size was 

educationally sound and materials were sufficient. In general, they reported that through 

professional development and leadership efforts of principals and the content area directors they 

were well supported and provisioned. 

 

3. Instructional time in each assessed content area met or exceeded state requirements in each 

subject area and at each level. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: During each year under review, instructional time in grades K-8 and 9-12 in the 

district met the state requirement. The district provided time allotment charts for each level, 

indicating scheduled hours in each core content area. 

 

4. The district provided instructional leadership and support for strategies, techniques, and methods 

that resulted in improved student achievement. 
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Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: During the review period, the district's assistant superintendents, content area 

directors, and principals provided instructional leadership. In focus group discussions, teachers 

expressed satisfaction with and appreciation for the level of instructional leadership and support 

the district and school administrators provided. Several teachers noted the Teacher Assistance 

Teams provided them with alternative teaching and behavioral strategies for students 

experiencing difficulties in the regular classroom. They also mentioned professional 

development offerings. Courses, study groups, workshops, and project-based units provided 

support. All new teachers participated in a mentor program. 

 

In addition K-8 guidance counselors were assigned and a "floating" behavioral specialist was 

available to help teachers with functional behavior assessments. At the high school there were 

guidance counselors and adjustment counselors. MCAS proficiency indices for all students in 

ELA and math for the years 2002-2004 showed slight improvement, ranging from a 1 to 3.5 

percent increase. 

 

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: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the review period, administrators reported that the district analyzed student 

achievement data at the district and building level. Identification of weaknesses led to 

instructional changes, which focused on student improvement. According to the Cycle III 

Accountability Report 2003 and 2004 AYP data,  the special education subgroup was identified 

for improvement in math. Medford students in the aggregate met the performance target in ELA 

and math. However, math was listed as "improved below target." The district met the 

improvement target for LEP students in both ELA and math. 

 

The district added addenda to the Individual School Improvement Plans (ISSPs) based on the 

MCAS test data. For the past two years under review, the elementary and middle schools added 

45 minutes in math and ELA. The high school added weekly MCAS preparatory mini-courses 
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that met two periods over a six-day cycle for students who failed the MCAS test or were at risk 

of failing. 

 

In focus group discussions, teachers noted that most special education faculty members were not 

certified in math. However, through the EDC program and the math department, more training 

was provided for special education teachers regarding math concept development. 

 

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 

 

Evidence: The district did not evaluate the effects of teacher attendance on student achievement. 

The district listed teacher absences for 473 teachers during the 2003-2004 year. The average 

number of days absent per teacher for the year, excluding long-term illness, was eight for 

categories such as short-term illnesses, professional development, jury duty, military service, 

personal leave, and bereavement days. The high school's average was ten, the middle school 

eight, and elementary six days per teacher. 

 

For the review period, the central office tracked staff attendance using a database and principals 

were issued district daily reports. 

 

During a focus group meeting, principals stated that they held conversations if the absenteeism 

was excessive and that it was addressed in the evaluation under the category of "continuity of 

instruction;" however, a review of 147 evaluations did not reveal any such instances. By 

contract, tenured teachers were allowed 18 sick days and three personal days and non-tenured 

teachers were allowed 15 sick days and two personal. 

 

7. The district and its schools had consequences, policies, and practices that addressed patterns of 

staff attendance and chronic staff absenteeism. 

Rating: Poor 

 



  75

Evidence: For the review period, the teachers’ contract contained no policies addressing 

excessive staff absences. Principal and teacher interviewees told the EQA team that there was no 

policy in place. However, several principals did note that a non-tenured teacher with excessive 

absenteeism might not be given tenure. There were no cases reported for teacher dismissal due to 

chronic absenteeism. 

 

District administrators indicated that attendance and chronic staff absenteeism were not a 

problem. School principals reported that they monitored teacher absences on a daily basis. 

 

8. Educational technology was available and used as an integral part of the instructional program. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the review period, the district used technology to support learning. The 2003 DIP 

listed the promotion of progressive student skill development in technological competencies as 

an integral part of the district curriculum. The district had a document, K-12 Student Technology 

Competencies, which contained a list of technology skills for infusion and integration with the 

district's curricula, such as keyboarding, project-based units, process writing, and internet 

research. 

 

The district maintained a website. All classrooms contained at least one computer with high-

speed connection and most classrooms had clusters of four to five computers and one to two 

printers for student use. Most schools had multiple class-size computer labs. A mobile lab of 20 

laptop computers was available to teachers. All new schools had projectors in all major 

classrooms with the capability of showing cable, video, DVDs, and the internet. The high school 

offered over 15 technology courses ranging from computer literacy, Microsoft applications, and 

video production to web ventures. However, Curtis-Tufts, an alternative high school, had 

outdated computers. Moreover, during interviews, teachers reported that several grievances had 

been filed during the review period for lack of timely computer maintenance. Several other 

teachers from different schools voiced their concerns over the amount of time they waste as a 

result of slow computers and repairs. For the review period, over 100 professional development 

courses had been offered to teachers and administrators in the area of educational technology. 
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9. Student achievement data indicated that the district provided effective instruction, programs, and 

services to all English language learners. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Combined 2003-04 MCAS data for the district indicated that the LEP subgroup met 

AYP in math. In ELA, although LEP students had not met the performance target, they showed 

progress and met the improvement target.  

 

According to the Coordinated Program Review (CPR) of 2003, the district had a clear program 

for ELL students. The district had the required Massachusetts English Language Assessment-

Oral (MELA-O) and Massachusetts English Proficiency Assessment (MEPA) during the review 

period. District administrators indicated that there were Sheltered English Immersion (SEI) 

classes in two of the newer schools and tutorial services in the other schools. During focus 

groups, teachers reported that they offered similar resources for ELL and regular education 

students. Although the ELL classes were essentially separate, the district began mainstreaming 

last year. 

 

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 had not applied the subgroup data on suspensions, exclusions, and dropouts to 

ascertain trends. 

• The district did not maintain data to determine whether or not there was equitable 

participation in the Honors and Advanced Placement courses at the high school during the 

review period. 

 

 

Indicators: 

 



  77

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: Poor 

 

Evidence: During the review period, not all Grade 12 students in the district graduated. In 

addition, not all Grade 12 students earned the state’s Competency Determination. According to 

documentation provided by the district, 272 of the 285 Grade 12 students graduated in 2001, and 

267 of the 275 Grade 12 students graduated in 2002. “The Progress Report on Students Attaining 

the Competency Determination Statewide and by District” for the Classes of 2003-05, which the 

state DOE prepared in February 2004 and June 2004, indicated that 294 of the 308 members of 

the Class of 2003 earned Competency Determination (95.5 percent), and 333 of the 352 members 

of the Class of 2004 earned Competency Determination (95.0 percent). 

 

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: Poor 

 

Evidence: The district’s manual contained no policies on the topics of students in transition or 

dropouts. Administrators who were interviewed by EQA examiners mentioned that the district 

did not track dropouts. Also, these administrators commented that dropout data was maintained 

for only one year. 

 

However, during their interviews with EQA team members, central office administrators and 

principals indicated that there were practices and procedures for students in transition. For 

students entering Kindergarten, the district provided parents with info sessions and materials 

such as: Informational Meetings for Parents and Families of Incoming Kindergarten Students, 

Kindergarten Essential Learnings, Home-to-Kindergarten Transition Form, School Registration/ 

Enrollment Procedure, Student Registration Form, Home Language Form, Health Services 

Department Medical Requirements, Health Care Provider’s Examination Form, and the 

Elementary School Assignments by Street.  
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During the review period, there was a major building construction program which resulted in the 

closing and consolidation of elementary schools along with the construction of elementary and 

middle schools. The district leadership indicated that a wide variety of transition programs were 

conducted relative to these projects such as open houses, orientation sessions, curriculum nights, 

and school tours to assist students and parents. Also, principals mentioned that guidance 

personnel played a key role in the transitioning of students as they moved among schools, levels, 

and programs. 

 

Principals who were interviewed commented that at the secondary level, as students move from 

Grade 8 to Grade 9, guidance counselors and curriculum directors visited the middle schools and 

discussed such items as course offerings at both the academic and vocational high schools, the 

major issues in the student handbook, the extracurricular opportunities, and the athletic 

programs. Grade 8 students also visited the high school in the spring as part of the transition 

program. School leadership personnel also held programs on the same topics previously 

mentioned for the parents of incoming Grade 9 students.  

 

During interviews, two administrators commented on the district’s Transitional Opportunity 

Program (T.O.P), which was housed at the high school. The mission statement of this program 

read, “The mission of the T.O.P. program is to provide a targeted population of Grade 8 students 

who have failed to be promoted to Grade 9 with the opportunity to increase self-esteem, and 

improve academic and social skills, and school attendance. The program will provide academic 

and social and therapeutic support services through a coordinated student team approach. Family 

outreach will be an integral part of the program.”  

 

Administrators commented that students who moved from one program to another at the high 

school received assistance from the guidance counselor, along with extra help, if needed, from 

the new teacher. According to these administrators, a buddy system was available for these 

students. However, more often than not, this system was used for students who enrolled after the 

start of the school year. Central office administrators indicated that a student new to the district 

needed to register at the parent center located at the high school before the student could enroll in 

any school. 



  79

 

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: The district did not respond to requests for subgroup data on discipline referrals, 

retentions, suspensions, and exclusion and dropout rates. However, the district did provide 

aggregate data on suspensions, exclusions, and dropouts. According to the information the 

district provided, there were 105 suspensions in 2001; 175 in 2002; 166 in 2003; and 148 in 

2004. An administrator mentioned that these suspensions were all out-of-school and that there 

were no in-school suspensions at the high school during this period. 

 

Also, from aggregate data a central office administrator presented to the EQA team, the number 

of exclusions during the review period was as follows: there were 5 in 2001; 8 in 2002; 5 in 

2003; and 2 in 2004. 

 

The percent of students who dropped out of the high school from 2001-2004 as reported by the 

district was as follows: 2.7 percent in 2001; 2.7 percent in 2002; 3.8 percent in 2003; and 3.0 

percent in 2004. 

 

The district’s rate of retention was below the state rate, at 2.1 compared to 2.5 in 2002 and 2.2 

compared to 2.6 in 2003; however, in 2004, the retention rate of 3.0 in the district was slightly 

higher than the state’s retention rate of 2.6. The 2004 retention rate data for the five subgroups 

indicated that three of the district’s subgroups were above the state rate, and two were below.  

 

In an interview with the EQA team members, the superintendent indicated that the district 

administrators had not applied their analysis of subgroup data except for the special education 

and ELL students. He also mentioned that the leadership personnel were beginning to look at the 

subgroup data. 
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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: Poor 

 

Evidence: The district did not use disaggregated student achievement data on participation and 

achievement to modify any policies for at-risk populations. Furthermore, these administrators 

commented that in the district, “the transition to becoming more data driven,” began in the 2003-

2004 school year. A review of the district’s policy manual revealed no new policies or 

procedures regarding adjustments to instruction for at-risk students as a result of the use of 

disaggregated student achievement data. However, in their interview, these administrators 

indicated that there were workshops for math, special education, and SEI faculty. 

 

During two separate interviews, administrators indicated that they had participated in a TestWiz 

workshop. Furthermore, these administrators mentioned that the district had also contracted with 

a consultant who provided administrators with training on analyzing test results. 

 

For the review period, administrators who were interviewed commented that students who 

performed poorly on the MCAS test received additional services. These administrators 

mentioned that students who scored in the ‘Warning’ and ‘Needs Improvement’ categories were 

provided with services such as Title I math coaching, additional math classes, tutorial assistance, 

weekend programs, and summer programs. 

  

5. Enrollment data indicated equitable participation in higher level, advanced, and AP-type courses 

in all assessed grade levels and programs. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: Although the district maintained enrollment data on its higher level and AP courses, 

no information was available for the review period concerning equitable participation. During 

these interviews, central office administrators and principals mentioned that subgroup data were 

not collected and analyzed to determine if there was equitable participation in the higher level 

and AP courses.  



  81

 

These administrators referred to the Educational Opportunities Handbook as it related to course 

selection. An excerpt from this handbook stated, “However, if the student and his/her parent 

insist on a higher- or lower-level course, the guidance counselor will honor the request, as long 

as the request is made before the start of the school year and as long as other conditions apply.” 

The footnote with the previous sentence read, “Where class size issues and other conditions 

apply, the school will limit enrollment in Honors and Advanced Placement courses to students 

who have achieved the pre-requisite grade.” 

 

An administrator interviewed by the EQA team mentioned that a student in the Vocational-

Technical High School was unable to enroll in an Honors or AP course in the academic high 

school. In addition, this administrator stated that a student in the academic high school was not 

able to enroll in any shop classes in the Vocational-Technical High School. Yet, three teachers in 

a focus group who were interviewed by a member of the EQA team commented that students in 

the Vocational-Technical High School had enrolled in courses at the academic high school and 

that academic high school students had participated in Vocational-Technical courses. 

 

During the 2003-2004 school year, the high school offered 14 Advanced Placement courses, 11 

of which were based on enrollment. These Advanced Placement courses included Physics II, 

Chemistry II, Biology II, Calculus, United States History, Comparative Government, 

Psychology, World Literature, English Language and Composition, Spanish V and Studio Art. 

The total number of students who enrolled in these AP courses was 261. During this same school 

year, 26 Honors courses were offered at the high school, with a total enrollment of 1,150 

students. 

 

Students who attended the Curtis-Tufts Alternative School did not have the same access to all 

course offerings as did other students in the district, according to an interview with an 

administrator. A tour of this facility revealed that its condition was not as good as the other 

school buildings in the district; it lacked a gymnasium; it housed a computer room with eight old 

Macintosh machines; and there was no security officer.  
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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: Poor 

 

Evidence: The district demonstrated no evidence of a dropout recovery program. Two 

administrators who were interviewed mentioned that it was the practice at the high school for 

guidance counselors to meet with potential dropouts to try to retain them and to discuss 

alternatives with them. These administrators also stated that the district’s practice was to 

maintain data on dropouts for only one year. 

 

Although the district did not have policies in its manual that responded to student behavior and 

supported student needs in an equitable manner, it did have policies and procedures cited 

elsewhere along with practices which administrators mentioned. There were policies and 

procedures that were included in the student handbooks. For example, the Medford High School 

Student Handbook, 2003-2004 included a discipline code which consisted of six phases, as 

follows: Disciplinary Action, Level I Suspension, Level II Suspensions and Exclusions, 

Evaluation Process, Referral Process, and an Alternative Form of Education. In addition, the 

discipline section included items such as the drug and alcohol policy, no-smoking policy, 

students’ rights and responsibilities, restraint policy, search and seizure policy, and statement on 

hazing, harassment, and discrimination. Administrators who were interviewed by members of the 

EQA team commented that they followed the procedures of the discipline code in the Student 

Handbook and adhered to the practices of due process in disciplinary matters 

 

Another example was the Medford High School Faculty Handbook, 2003-2004, which also 

included a section on Student Supervision and Discipline. This section consisted of items such as 

physical restraint of students, drug abuse regulations, attendance requirements, dismissals, 

tardiness, head-covers and bags, and security. 
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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 

 

Evidence: The district had a policy and procedures for Homeless Student Support Services. This 

policy included an overview of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act, the 

Massachusetts Department of Education’s definition of homeless children and youth, sections on 

the designation of a homeless education liaison, enrollment of homeless students and school 

records, and immunization. In addition, this policy and these procedures included sections on 

school selection and transportation, access to child nutrition programs, Title I and homeless 

students, homeless Pre-K students, unaccompanied youth, the dispute resolution process, and 

implementation of said policy. Administrators who were interviewed by EQA team members 

indicated that they understood this policy and followed the procedures. These administrators also 

indicated that transient students had equal access to all programs, services, and extracurricular 

activities in the district. In addition, these administrators commented that the ELL and Title I 

staff, the social workers, and attendance officers worked closely with transient students. One 

administrator mentioned that about 27 percent of the students who took the MCAS exam in 

Grade 10 were not students who attended the elementary schools in the district.  

 

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: The district did not have a policy, but did have practices that assigned faculty to 

students and courses that maximized faculty talents and skills and promoted higher levels of 

student achievement. During focus group interviews, administrators and teachers mentioned that 

administrators inquired about the skills, talents, and interests of teachers before assigning them to 

courses and students. Both groups indicated that, during the consolidation and construction of the 

elementary and middle schools, the administrators surveyed the staffs at these levels to ascertain 

in priority order to which school and grade each teacher was interested in being reassigned. The 

principals commented that they carefully reviewed the information provided by each teacher 
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before finalizing the new assignments. Furthermore, the principals indicated that they were able 

to honor the vast majority of requests made by the teachers. 

 

Teachers at the secondary level who were interviewed mentioned that in advance of decisions 

being made on course and student assignments, leadership personnel requested input from 

teachers about interests and preferences for course assignments. Administrators mentioned that 

they sought input from teachers, but also relied on the recommendations of the department chairs 

to finalize teacher course assignments.  

 

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): 

• During fiscal years 2001-03, Medford exceeded the state requirement for local funding of 

professional development. 

• The district had two extra days beyond the academic year for professional development. 

 

Indicators: 

 

1. The district had an annually approved professional development plan for all administrative and 

instructional staff employed by the district. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district had an approved professional development plan which was reviewed 

annually. The committee was composed of the content area curriculum directors, Title 

I/Academic Support Services director and the Assistant Superintendent for Curriculum K-12. 

The technology director and the assistant superintendent coordinated the team and the offerings. 

During the review period, teacher surveys, individual teacher professional development plans, 

and an analysis of student achievement data served as the basis for the development of the plan. 
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In each of the years under review, teachers were asked to complete surveys to guide the district 

plan. 

 

Medford offered professional development after school, on early release days, on Saturdays, and 

throughout the summer. In addition, there were contractually two full days of professional 

development each year under review. 

 

Professional development offerings were facilitated by outside providers, college professors, and 

in-house staff. These included Salem State College graduate courses for teacher licensure and a 

Masters of Education, offered onsite at half price.  

 

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: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In FY02, the district exceeded the professional development state requirement of 

$498,600 by $282,645. In FY03, the district exceeded the state requirement of $619,750 by 

$226,605.  

 

A review of the course offerings included over 200 topics in the yearly updated professional 

development catalogs such as MCAS test preparation, differentiated instruction, and inclusion. In 

summary the catalog offered a variety of courses from content specific to general pedagogy and 

technology. The offerings met the requirements to assist teachers in the re-certification process. 

 

During interviews and discussions, teachers reported that individual workshops were evaluated 

by asking the participants to fill out a form indicating what they liked or disliked about the 

presentation and to what degree they could incorporate the ideas into their classrooms. 

Interviewees indicated the professional development topics were based on the district's 

improvement plan, their suggestions, and linked to their yearly data review with the intent to 

enhance student achievement and increase teacher skill capacity.  
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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: The district's professional development program was designed to address district 

goals and the needs of teachers and administrators. Specific offerings reflected priorities of 

individual growth and development plans as well as system wide goals and initiatives. The 

program offerings depended on evaluation results from the previous years' teacher surveys and 

adjusted by the current years' MCAS data analysis to meet specific needs. Interviewees indicated 

that the district and school improvement plans and goals helped identify general topics and the 

MCAS data narrowed the scope of the topics. For example, a general area of need listed in the 

plans was MCAS math improvement. The actual offerings were centered on multi-step problem 

solving and strategies to increase understanding and scores on open response math questions for 

mainstream, ELL, and special needs students. 

 

In addition, for two years during the review, Tufts University conducted a special course on 

sheltered English immersion.  

 

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: Poor 

 

Evidence: For the review period, teachers and principals informed the EQA examiners that 

although there were many professional development offerings in curriculum frameworks, 

mapping, and backwards design method of developing units, there were no courses on 

participatory decision-making that they were aware of. However, district administrators indicated 

that all workshops were open to parents and paraprofessionals on a space available basis. In 

addition, through the Title I program and the math department, the district offered specific 

workshops and events such as Parents' Nights and Family Math Nights. Parents were able to 
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participate in their child's math lessons. Each of the district’s elementary and middle school 

administrators wrote a special abbreviated schedule for parents to experience their child's math 

lesson. Parents also served on School Site Councils in each of the district's schools. 

 

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: During the review period, principals and department heads indicated that they were 

trained in TestWiz. Teachers stated that the information from TestWiz was helpful in developing 

Individual Student Success Plans. The math and special education directors indicated that 

TestWiz's disaggregated MCAS data by subgroup was informative and instructive. In addition, 

they reviewed this data at their monthly department meetings and shared the item analysis during 

their visits with the schools citywide. 

 

A review of the Professional Development catalogues for each year under review indicated 

multiple workshop offerings and courses in assessment, curriculum mapping, inclusion, 

differentiated instruction, and methods for teaching ELL and special needs children. 

Departmental meeting times were used to develop data analysis skills for staff. 

 

Each of the district schools for the 2003-04 school year had data teams and study groups to 

review data as a professional development activity.  

 

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: During the review period, the district published and distributed a catalogue of 

professional development opportunities. Program offerings included project-based units (PBU), 

workshop series, mini-courses with follow-up support sessions, college-level graduate courses, 

online courses, and study groups. 
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Individual professional development plans allowed for the teacher supervisor to sign off, 

indicating that the courses selected directly related to the teacher's professional assignment. 

During focus group discussions with teachers, it was indicated that the district provided ample 

opportunities for teachers to advance their knowledge and skills. Teachers were able to meet re-

certification requirements throughout the district’s professional development program. 

 

7. Teachers were involved in the development, implementation, and assessment of the district’s 

professional development program. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: A professional development committee existed in the district for the years under 

review. Teachers were involved and engaged in all aspects of the district's professional 

development program. Each year, staff were surveyed to solicit input and training needs. Survey 

results and individual school requests were compiled and district administrators developed a 

schedule of topics, activities, and courses for the upcoming year. 

 

During interviews, teachers and administrators expressed satisfaction regarding teacher input in 

the development and implementation of the district's program. Several teachers noted that 

Medford Public Schools encouraged the training of lead teachers as facilitators and presenters in 

its district wide professional development program. Teachers indicated that the district 

administrators were responsive and supportive to meeting their professional development needs. 
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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 1 1 0 0 1 4 

  Poor 0 0 0 1 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, there was a District Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP) as 

well as a Building Curriculum Accommodation Plan. These plans were updated yearly. 

• The district's mentoring program had been in place since 1997, and there was a district-

based teacher licensure program that was approved by the DOE in 1998. 

• For the review period, the district's response to its MCAS test item analysis was to make 

grade-level changes in curriculum and instruction and to develop support programs that 

addressed these gaps. The district did not disaggregate data by subgroups until the final 

year under review, and it closely examined special education and ELL subgroups.  

• For the review period, the percentage of Grade 3 students reading at the ‘Proficiency’ 

level improved by 2 percent, from 60 percent in 2001 to 62 percent in 2004. The district's 

early intervention programs in reading did not ensure that all students were reading at the 

‘Proficient’ level by the end of Grade 3. 
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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: In interviews, administrators stated that the principals, the academic support services 

coordinators, and the director of the Teaching and Learning Center received training in how to 

use the TestWiz program to analyze student performance data and to identify areas in need of 

improvement. A review of the documents and interviews with administrators indicated that the 

district submitted its Districtwide Student Success Plan for approval to the DOE in January 2001, 

and in the summer of 2001, it implemented the Individual Student Success Plan (ISSP) for 

students in grades 4-12. According to the documents reviewed and statements from 

administrators during interviews, students' progress was monitored by the Student Success Plan 

provider, classroom teachers, Title I teachers, and the school's student/teacher assistance team. In 

an interview, an administrator stated that the ISSPs were reviewed three times a year.  

 

During the school day, support services for students at the elementary level included special 

education teachers, Title I teachers and aides in the Title I schools, and a remedial reading 

teacher in the one non-Title I school. At the secondary level, administrators stated that there were 

teams at the middle school level, and that students received a sixth period of math during the 

period under review. They noted that for the first three years, the additional period of math was 

used for math enrichment and projects, and it was not taught by the students' regular math 

teachers. According to administrators, their review of the math MCAS test scores with the math 

director and teachers in 2003 prompted them to realign the schedule, and sub sequentially the 

math teachers taught a double block of math once a week.  

 

In 2001, the district implemented a program, the Medford Transitional Opportunity Program 

(TOP), for Grade 8 students who did not meet the criteria for promotion to Grade 9. According 
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to administrators, this program was designed to provide academic, social, and therapeutic 

support services through a coordinated student team approach. At the high school level, there 

was a Freshman Collaborative Program that was in place for the entire period under review. 

According to administrators, the Grade 9 students were teamed up and teachers had a common 

planning period. For the period under review, MCAS prep courses were offered in ELA and 

math to students in grades 9-12 who scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category on the most recent 

MCAS test. 

 

According to administrators, the district used funds from the Academic Support Services grants 

to offer before and after-school, Saturday, and summer MCAS Academies for students in grades 

4-10. In 2002, the grant awards were cut back, and the state mandated that the funds be targeted 

for students at the high school level. From 2002 on, the MCAS Academies continued at the high 

school level. In addition to the one on one tutorials and small group instruction held during the 

school day, these programs continued after school, on Saturdays, and during the summer. 

According to administrators, Title I funds were also used to support elementary after-school 

tutorial programs until the funds were cut back in 2002. Administrators also noted that the staff 

for these Academic Support Services programs included special education teachers and aides. 

 

Another grant source for after-school and summer programs was Title III. According to 

administrators and ELL teachers, after-school and summer tutorial as well as small group 

programs were offered to qualifying ELL students for the entire period under review.  

 

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: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Interviews with administrators indicated that the DCAP was adopted in 2001. In 

interviews, administrators stated that they had in-put into the writing of the DCAP and that the 

DCAP was embedded in the DIP. A review of the DCAP document indicated that the plan met 

the legal requirements under Chapter 69, 11 and it included goals to improve student 

achievement by aligning curriculum and effective teaching practices. Additional DCAP goals 
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stated that the district had a continuum of preventive strategies and services to support students 

in regular classrooms. 

 

According to central office administrators, the DCAP was updated each year. A review of the 

2003-2004 DCAP indicated that each fall the principals were charged to work in cooperation 

with their school councils to adopt a Building Curriculum Accommodation Plan (BCAP) "that 

builds on the initiatives put forth in the DCAP." In interviews, building administrators stated that 

each school had its own BCAP, and the EQA examiners were provided with copies of plans for 

individual students. 

 

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: Interviews with administrators indicated that the elementary schools used the 

Invitations to Literacy series as its reading program. Reading instruction included phonics, 

phonemic awareness, vocabulary, fluency, and text comprehension. For the entire period under 

review, the district used the Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) to monitor students' 

growth in reading, regroup students, and inform instruction. According to administrators, each 

elementary school in the district had a reading specialist. The specialized reading programs for 

struggling readers were Early Success for students in Grade 2, Soar to Success for students in 

grades 3-4, Building Success in grades 5-6, Project Read, Wilson Reading, and Orton-

Gillingham. For the entire period under review, administrators stated, and a review of the 

professional development catalogs confirmed, that literacy was a priority for the district, and 

workshops and courses were offered in reading every year. 
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Interviews with administrators indicated that the district provided services to students with 

behavior issues. Some of these services included formal counseling, individual behavior 

intervention plans, psychological testing, emergency counseling, and placement in alternative 

programs. Administrators stated that the behavior plans were individualized and noted that the 

district contracted with Wediko Services to provide 24-hour adjustment counseling, crisis 

counseling, and support to students and their families. Administrators and teachers noted that the 

district had been proactive in addressing student behavior issues and cited the Second Step, a 

bullying prevention program, at the upper elementary grades and peer mediation programs at the 

secondary level. Most schools had school resource officers, and administrators noted that there 

were nurses and student/teacher assistance teams (STAT) in each building. According to 

administrators, teachers and other staff members referred students to the STAT team.  

 

Additionally, administrators noted that there were two alternative schools in the district for 

students who were not making progress in the regular school setting. The Fulton School serviced 

students in grades 1-8, and the Curtis Tufts School serviced students in grades 9-12. The EQA 

examiners toured the Curtis Tufts School during the on-site review. According to the director, 

the maximum number of students for the program was 40. The school had an adjustment 

counselor and all staff members were certified. The facility was old and tired and was not 

handicap accessible. It had no gymnasium although there were playing fields in the back of the 

building. In an interview, a technology administrator stated that the computers in Curtis Tufts 

were old, and the EQA examiners confirmed this statement during their tour. 

 

The EQA examiners reviewed the documents on the district's mentoring program that was 

instituted prior to the period under review. According to teachers and administrators, the 

program included an orientation/induction day in the summer; all new teachers were assigned a 

mentor, preferably teaching in their building; periodic meetings were scheduled for mentors and 

new teachers throughout the year; and mentors received a stipend. According to administrators, 

all mentors were trained and there were two mentor coordinators. EQA examiners were also 

informed that Medford had a DOE approved District Based Teacher Licensure program that 

began in 1998. Teachers enrolled in the program could earn 15 graduate credits towards a 

Masters degree at Salem State College for a nominal fee. 
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The DIP, the DCAP, and the Individual School Improvement Plans identified increased family 

involvement as a goal. There were active Parent Teacher Organizations (PTO) in all of the 

elementary schools and the middle schools, and there was a Special Education Parent Advisory 

Council. In interviews, administrators stated that there were back to school nights and parent 

conferences in grades Pre-K-8 as well as open house and parent information nights for parents of 

students entering grades 6 and 9. An elementary administrator also noted that there had been a 

daily math night for parents of students in grades K-2 and an MCAS exam night with practice 

questions for parents of students in grades 3-5. The high school principal noted that there was a 

"Road to A.P. Night" for parents of students entering Grade 9. High school administrators also 

stated that there were special programs and activities scheduled for Grade 9 parents, and the 

guidance department conducted college and financial aid nights for parents. In addition to special 

programs and conferences, principals stated that they published school newsletters and a number 

of teachers sent home weekly or monthly classroom newsletters to the parents.  

 

District and school interviewees indicated that each teacher had an Individual Professional 

Development Plan that was approved by their principal. The DCAP, DIP, SIPs, and Professional 

Develop Catalogs documented professional development activities offered by the district to 

provide classroom teachers with strategies in how to accommodate the needs of their students. 

Beginning in 2003, professional development offerings were also listed on the district's webpage. 

According to administrators, teachers and administrators from private and parochial schools in 

the area as well as parents were invited to attend the workshops. In an interview with teachers, a 

teacher stated that "we have some of the best professional development programs in the area." In 

interviews, administrators and teachers stated that while workshops on how to analyze data to 

improve student performance were not listed in the professional development catalogs, teachers 

received on-going training and analyzed student assessment data at department and building 

meetings. One teacher stated that "data has driven our instruction" and another stated that 

analyzing data and student work were always an agenda item at their weekly grade-level 

meetings. In an interview, an administrator stated that the district's "biggest challenge has been 

getting special education teachers to be part of the regular education curriculum." The 

administrator went on to state that the district had been "bringing them on slowly" over the past 

four years, noting that special education teachers had been freed up to attend English and math 
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department meetings and they had been encouraged to attend content specific workshops in 

reading, ELA, and math. 

 

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: Poor 

 

Evidence: In interviews with administrators and teachers in focus groups, the EQA examiners 

were told that teachers regularly analyzed student assessment data and provided them with the 

necessary supplementary and/or remedial services; however, the services provided to the 

students did not result in adequate improvement in students' performance. The district did not 

make AYP for the special education subgroup in math for Cycle III and the performance targets 

in ELA were not met by LEP, low income, and special education students. The number of 

special education students scoring in the ‘Proficient’ category in Grade 3 was flat: 25 percent 

were ‘Proficient’ in 2001 compared to 24 percent in 2004. In Grade 6 math in 2001, 73 percent 

of the special education students were in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category compared to 75 percent 

in 2004. 

 

Administrators stated that teachers used the following assessments to monitor students 

performance: Clay-Early Detection of Reading Difficulties and Yopp-Singer Test of Phoneme 

Segmentation tests; the DRA in grades 1-3; mid-year and final math exams in grades 1-8; 

Stanford 9 in grades 6-8; quarterly, mid-year, and final exams at the secondary level; 

assessments from program publishers such as Everyday Math, Connected Math, and Invitations 

to Literacy; and teacher assessments. Administrators also noted that the teachers’ observations of 

students’ daily performance were another aspect that was factored in when they were 

determining whether to recommend a student to be evaluated by STAT.  

 

In interviews with teachers and administrators, EQA examiners were told that the STAT groups 

had met regularly and that the teachers were familiar with the BCAP and ISSP process in their 

buildings. When asked by EQA examiners what happened to the ISSPs, administrators stated 

that they were monitored three times a year and that they remained in the student's cumulative 
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folder. At the elementary level, supplementary and remedial academic services were provided by 

Title I teachers, aides, and special education staff. In an interview, an administrator noted that 

Grade 4 teachers now met with teachers in the lower grades to discuss the MCAS exam, and that 

the district had implemented "Term of the Day," "Shape of the Day" and a school-wide writing 

rubric. This whole class/school approach to improving student performance was common to the 

district throughout the period under review. When asked how elementary students received 

special education services, EQA examiners were told that there was a mix of inclusion and pull-

out programs and that it varied from school to school and often depended upon the individual 

student. 

 

According to administrators, support services at the middle school level were provided primarily 

by special education staff. None of the middle schools in the district received Title I funds. To 

address the need to improve student performance on the math MCAS exam in grades 6 and 8, the 

district rearranged the schedule in 2002 so that students would have a double block of math once 

a week. Also, to improve the performance of special education students across the district, 

special education teachers, beginning in 2003, were released from their department meetings so 

that they could attend the ELA and math department meetings. When asked by EQA examiners 

how students received special education services, EQA examiners were told that for most of the 

period under review students were pulled out of classes. An administrator stated that some 

middle school special education teachers taught all four subjects during the period under review 

and that that practice was changed for the 2004-2005 school year; teachers now taught two 

academic subjects rather than four. The administrator also noted that the district planned to move 

more to inclusion and indicated that there was a Grade 6 class piloting the inclusion model in 

2004-2005. At the high school level, the Grade 9 was teamed up and MCAS test prep courses 

were offered in ELA and Math.  

 

When asked about support services for ELL students, EQA examiners were told that there were 

Sheltered English Immersion teachers in two of the elementary schools, and that they had piloted 

a new ELA series for second language learners in the 2003-2004 school year. 

  

5. Early intervention 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. * 
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*This indicator is not applicable to secondary and Vocational schools and districts. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: Although the district provided early intervention programs in literacy, there was not 

much improvement in the proficiency rate and it was lower than the state's rate for the four years 

under review. From 2001 to 2004, the percentage of Grade 3 students reading at the proficiency 

level improved by 2 percent, from 60 percent ‘Proficient’ in 2001 to 62 percent in 2004. The 

state proficiency rate for Grade 3 students in 2001 was 62 percent and in 2004, 63 percent. There 

was also an improvement in the percentage of special education students who scored in the 

‘Proficient’ category. In 2001, 25 percent were ‘Proficient’ and in 2004, 24 percent. The 

percentage of special education students who scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category 

decreased, from 30 percent in 2001 to 12 percent in 2004. The percentage of LEP students who 

scored in the ‘Proficient category’ in 2004 was 25 percent.  

 

According to documents and administrators, the early intervention programs included Project 

Read, Wilson Reading, Soar to Success, Orton-Gillingham and Project Links, as well as assistive 

technology. The district also provided Title I support in reading and writing in all of the eligible 

elementary schools. In interviews, administrators stated that the district had provided teachers 

with extensive literacy training and its flexible grouping model, leveled books, and frequent 

assessments helped teachers to identify at-risk students more quickly and address their reading 

deficiencies. Although the district offered a number of early intervention programs for children 

in grades K-3, it also provided students with additional reading and/or special education services, 

offered extensive literacy training to elementary teachers, and identified literacy instruction as 

one of its top priorities. These programs and initiatives did not result in improved student 

performance in reading however. Therefore, during the period under review, the district's early 

intervention programs in reading did not ensure that all students were reading at the ‘Proficient’ 

level by the end of Grade 3.  

 

6. The district's MCAS success plan was approved by the Department of Education, and contained 

the elements articulated in MGL Chapter 69, §1I (in applicable districts only). 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The district's MCAS test success plan was approved by the Department of Education 

in 2001, and it contained the elements articulated in MGL Chapter 69, 11. 

 

 

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 analyzed the MCAS test results each fall, identified the students needing 

additional support, developed ISSPs, and provided them with additional support services. 

• MCAS grant funds were used to develop academic support programs, to provide training 

and planning time for the teachers, and to purchase remediation materials. 

• The district offered a range of academic support programs and MCAS academies, during 

the school day, before and after-school, on Saturdays, and during the summer. 

• The MCAS test results for the review period were mixed and, although the district's 

MCAS exam programs were managed effectively and efficiently, they did not result in 

moving students at every tested grade level and in all subgroups from the 

‘Warning/Failing’ and ‘Needs Improvement’ categories to ‘Proficient.’ 

 

Indicators: 

 

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: According to administrators and documentation submitted to the EQA examiners, 

after the release of the MCAS exam data to districts each fall, the assistant superintendent 

convened a group of key administrators who analyzed the MCAS test results, identified the 

targeted assistance that would be provided for students in danger of performing poorly on future 
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MCAS exams, and developed formal action plans. Documents provided to the EQA examiners 

included a September 2003 memo from the assistant superintendent that detailed the goals of the 

meeting, the Targeted Assistance Action Plan for 2004 developed by the group, the 2003-2004 

ELA and math MCAS Remediation Plans, and the preliminary report to the superintendent on 

the Spring 2003 MCAS test and re-test. 

 

In interviews, administrators stated that each fall during the period under review, there was an 

addendum to the DIP and the individual improvement plans detailing the MCAS exam goals for 

the year. These goals were submitted to the school committee after administrators had analyzed 

the data and shared the results of their analysis with their staff and members of the school 

councils. A copy of the MCAS exam goals addendum for the 2003-2004 DIP was submitted to 

the EQA examiners for review.  

 

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 

 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district used MCAS and Title III grant funds to 

provide school day, after-school, Saturday, and summer academic support programs for students 

scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ and ‘Needs Improvement’ categories. In interviews, 

administrators stated that for the first two years under review, the district was able to use MCAS, 

Title I, and Title III grant funds to provide before school, after school, Saturday, and summer 

academic support programs for students in grades 4-10 who scored in the these two categories. 

Beginning in the 2002-2003 school year, the MCAS and Title I funds were reduced and the 

district was unable to offer these programs to the students in grades 4-8. However, the district 

was able to continue to offer academic support programs for English language learners in grades 

4-8 through the Title III grant.  

 

Administrators noted that, beginning in the 2001-2002 school year, the district was able to use 

academic support services grant funds to provide MCAS exam programs for high school students 

during the school day. According to administrators, academic support service programs were 

offered to high school students and students entering Grade 9 for the entire period under review. 
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According to the review of documents and interviews with administrators, the staff hired to teach 

in the MCAS grant funded programs included special education teachers and/or aides. Grant 

funds were also used to purchase MCAS exam materials, to provide teachers with professional 

development prior to the start of the program, and to provide students with breakfast (Saturday 

and summer programs), snacks, and transportation. 

 

3. District and/or school administrators evaluated the overall effectiveness of its grant-funded 

MCAS success program. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: A review of the documents and interviews with administrators indicated that the 

district and its MCAS exam program coordinators evaluated the effectiveness of the academic 

support services programs as required by the grant. In an interview with administrators, EQA 

examiners were told that the assistant superintendent for curriculum wrote the grants and was the 

grant administrator during the period under review. Program coordinators were hired to run the 

different MCAS success programs and they were responsible in overseeing the specific 

programs, maintaining the attendance and pre- and post-test data, and writing the program 

evaluation. The documentation submitted included copies of the evaluations of the 2003 summer 

and 2003-2004 Saturday programs and a letter from the Academic Support Liaison from the 

DOE to the assistant superintendent. The liaison wrote that "the data would indicate that the 

FY04 summer program showed measurable gains for your students."  

 

In interviews, EQA examiners were told that the resignation of the Title I coordinator in June of 

2004 resulted in a review of the job description and an assessment of the district's needs in the 

Title I areas and oversight of its academic support programs and professional development. In 

the spring of 2004, the superintendent proposed a new position, academic support 

administrator/Title I to replace the Title I coordinator. According to the job description and 

interviews with the new administrator, the academic support responsibilities included organizing 

the MCAS test tutorials and academies for middle and senior high school students, compiling 

and writing MCAS test appeals for seniors, and assisting in the writing of the ISSPs at all grade 

levels. EQA examiners were told that the district had been very successful in winning the MCAS 
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test appeals and stated that they had been contacted by other school districts to learn about the 

process that the academic support administrator used to prepare and write the appeals. During the 

on-site review, EQA examiners were told that the district received notification from the DOE 

that two more appeals had been approved and that the two seniors would be able to receive their 

diplomas that week. 

 

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: In an interview, a central office administrator told examiners that every fall the 

superintendent and assistant superintendent met with all Grade 10 students and emphasized the 

importance of the high stakes MCAS exam; additionally they asked students what they needed 

from the district to support them in their efforts to pass the exam in the spring. A review of the 

program evaluations for the academic support services grants, student handbooks, and program 

of studies, interviews with administrators and tours of the buildings indicated that the district 

offered a number of supplemental support programs to meet the needs of students at risk of 

failing the MCAS exam. These programs, termed MCAS Academies, included before school, 

after school, Saturday, and summer programs for regular education, special education, and ELL 

students. According to administrators, special education students were integrated into the 

academic support services programs and there were special education teachers on the staff of 

these programs. In reviewing the program evaluations, EQA examiners found that the 

professional development for the teachers included a workshop presented by a special education 

liaison staff instructor. According to the write-up, the training was designed to help instructors 

interpret the IEPs and ISSPs of the students enrolled in the program. In an interview with 

administrators, EQA examiners were told that the district had hired a consultant to do a six hour 

workshop on Test Anxiety. According to the administrators, teachers learned about the Heart 

Math TestEdge program and how to teach stress reduction techniques to the students to reduce 

test anxiety. 

 



  102

In addition to the programs offered beyond the school day, the district provided programs for 

underachieving students, tutorial, and MCAS test prep courses during the school day. In 2001, 

the district implemented the transitional opportunity program for Grade 8 students who did not 

meet the Grade 9 promotion requirements. According to documents and administrators, this 

program took place at Medford High School during the school day. Students worked with a 

teacher in a small group setting and they made up the Grade 9 curriculum that they had failed to 

master at an accelerated rate. Administrators stated that although this program had been 

effective, their analysis of the district's promotion policy at the middle school level and Grade 10 

MCAS test results prompted them to recommend a new policy for the 2004-2005 school year. 

The promotion policy, during the period under review, allowed middle school students to fail one 

course and still be promoted. According to administrators, students could fail math in grades 6, 7 

and 8 and still be promoted to Grade 9. The proposal recommended amending the policy to 

require students to pass English and math in grades 6, 7 and 8. Students could still fail one course 

and be promoted as long as it was not English or math. The new policy was proposed in the 

spring of 2004. The school committee approved the revised policy but changed the 

implementation date to the 2005-2006 school year. 

 

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: Although a letter from the DOE pertaining to school year and summer programs and 

interviews with administrators indicated that the programs were efficient and managed 

effectively, they did not result in moving students at all grade levels and for all subgroups from 

the ‘Warning/Failing’ category to ‘Needs Improvement’ and from ‘Needs Improvement’ to the 

‘Proficient’ category. The most movement and improvement was at the high school level. In 

ELA for example, 18 percent of the students were in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category and 36 

percent in the ‘Needs Improvement’ category in 2001; compared to in 2004, 14 percent were in 

the ‘Warning/Failing’ category and 28 percent in the ‘Needs Improvement.’ In 2001, 29 percent 

of the students were in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category and 40 percent in the ‘Needs 
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Improvement’ category for Math; in 2004, 16 percent were in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category 

and 27 percent in the ‘Needs Improvement.’  

 

At the elementary level, the results were mixed. For example in grade 3, from 2001 to 2004, the 

percentage of students in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category declined by 3 percent and there was a 2 

percent increase in both the ‘Needs Improvement’ and the ‘Proficient’ categories. During the 

period under review, there was improvement in math, but Grade 4 ELA and Grade 5 Science 

remained flat. 

 

At the middle school level, the results were also mixed. In Grade 6 math, the results were flat for 

all students and special education students. In Grade 7 ELA, although all students and special 

education students improved, there was an increase in the number of LEP students in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. In Grade 8 math, there was movement and 

improvement in the MCAS exam results for all students and a slight decline for special education 

students. 
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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 1 1 0 8 

  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

S12 - Organizational & Human Resource 

Management                     

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 8 

  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 district approved its District Improvement Plan (DIP) and School Improvement Plans 

(SIPs) in the spring, approved addenda to the DIP and SIPs in the fall, after receiving the 

MCAS test results, and developed remediation plans in ELA and math to improve student 

performance.  
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• The school committee did not evaluate the superintendent annually, as was stipulated in 

his contract, and student achievement results were not among the categories on which the 

superintendent was evaluated. 

 

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 

the development, implementation, and modification of educational programs, services, and 

practices. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district had a mission statement and it included its goal statements in the DIP. 

The district developed its DIP in the spring of each year and an addendum related to the analysis 

of the spring’s MCAS exam results was added in the fall. Leadership personnel, interviewed by 

EQA team members, indicated that the DIP was basically prepared by the central office 

administrators with in-put from the principals and curriculum directors. The leadership personnel 

also mentioned that teachers were given an opportunity by principals to provide in-put on the 

DIP.  

 

The mission statement for the district read, “The Medford Public Schools is a caring educational 

partnership of school, family and community designed to ensure that all students are afforded a 

safe and healthy learning environment in which they develop the knowledge, skills, and attitudes 

to reach their full academic and personal potential. This partnership is dedicated to providing all 

students with a 21st century education that will enable them to be life-long learners and 

contributors to a diverse and rapidly changing world.”  

 

An examination of the district’s “Goals Statement School Year 2003-2004” revealed that the 

document was divided into five inter-related categories. These five categories were: (1) the major 

goals and themes, (2) the priority objectives, (3) the overall educational goals for students, (4) 

the Goals for Schooling, and (5) the Goals for Educators. The documents in the fall’s DIP 

addendum included: (1) the District’s Initial Analysis of MCAS Spring 2003, (2) the MCAS 
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Remediation Plan for English Language Arts, and (3) the MCAS Remediation Plan for 

Mathematics.  

 

Administrators who were interviewed indicated that after the various portions of the DIP were 

approved by the school committee, the principals and curriculum directors shared the plan with 

their faculty.  

 

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 

 

Evidence: In an interview with the EQA team members, the superintendent mentioned that he 

informed school committee members about their roles and responsibilities under education 

reform. This was done in both individual and small group sessions. Members new to the school 

committee were also provided with orientation sessions given by the superintendent. In addition, 

the superintendent commented that it was the district’s practice for new members to attend the 

annual Massachusetts Association of School Committees (MASC) meeting for new committee 

members. During interviews with members of the EQA team, school committee members 

mentioned that the superintendent informed them about their responsibilities under education 

reform and kept them apprised about matters pertaining to the same. 

 

During interviews with school committee members and with the superintendent, both stated that 

the district’s goals were seriously considered not only when decisions were made but also when 

new policies were developed. Furthermore, during their interviews, both the school committee 

members and the superintendent emphasized that budget decisions were made based on the 

district’s goals and priorities.  

 

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 
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Evidence: Interviews with the superintendent, central office administrators, and principals 

revealed that documentation on current and past initiatives was not centralized but was dispersed 

and located in the offices of the superintendent, other central office administrators, and the 

principals. According to the administrators who were interviewed, access to these initiatives was 

readily available upon request to the appropriate administrator.  

 

The district had a Policy Manual that was silent on many topics. Additionally, this manual 

included many policies and administrative procedures that were not dated as to when they were 

adopted and later amended, if needed, by the school committee. However, there were current 

policies and procedures located in various handbooks in the district such as The Medford High 

School Student Handbook and The Medford High School Faculty Handbook.  

 

The superintendent in one of his interviews stated that the achievements of the students, faculty, 

and the district were acknowledged at school committee meetings throughout the year. The 

superintendent also mentioned that the school committee meetings were televised live on cable 

television. Furthermore, achievements were recognized in the Medford Educator, a school 

department publication that was published twice a year. 

 

During interviews with principals, they commented that programs such as graduations, award 

nights, induction ceremonies, and athletic recognition programs were held in the schools to 

acknowledge student achievements. 

 

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: During the period under review each of the schools had a SIP with the following 

exception that was included in the district’s Tier II Documentation, #18 School Improvement 

Plans that read, “In June of 2003 in preparation for the consolidation of elementary schools into 

3 new elementary schools the following elementary schools were closed (Forest Park, Franklin, 

Gleason, Hervey, Kennedy, Dame and Davenport). School Improvement Plans for these schools 
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reflect this transition year. As a result there are no School Improvement Plans for the schools that 

opened in the fall of 2003 nor are there addendums to the elementary school plans for the schools 

that closed in June 2004.”  

 

During their interviews, the principals indicated that the SIPs were developed following the 

completion of the DIP. They commented that each school site council working with his/her 

principal prepared the school’s SIP. These principals indicated that in-put from faculty members 

was sought prior to the development of the SIPS. During interviews with the superintendent, the 

central office administrators, and the principals, it was stated that the SIPs were aligned with the 

DIP, presented to and approved by the school committee initially in the spring (Phase I), and an 

addendum to each SIP, based on an analysis of MCAS exam results, was again presented to and 

approved by the school committee each fall (Phase II). 

 

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 

 

Evidence: During their interviews, the administrators informed the EQA team members that all 

administrators and curriculum directors in the district were trained to use TestWiz. Also, when 

interviewed, the superintendent and another central office administrator indicated that a 

consultant was used to train leadership personnel on how to read and understand MCAS test 

scores. In their interviews, administrators and teachers indicated that discussions about student 

performance data occurred at grade-level, team, department, and faculty meetings. 

 

Central office administrators who were interviewed expressed some concern about the MCAS 

test scores, particularly math. One central office administrator stated that, “Teachers in grades 1-

5 have focused on professional development to improve their math skills.” Also, it was 

mentioned by an administrator that Title I funds were used for math coaching in grades 6-8 and 

that this coaching model was brought to Grade 4. A principal commented that all the programs at 

the middle school were standards based and that Connected Math was used. 
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According to two administrators who were interviewed, MCAS support classes were 

implemented at the high school. These two administrators commented that Grade 10 math 

teachers met with leadership personnel to determine how to address the issue of some Grade 10 

students who did not have geometry. This resulted in the program “lunch time geometry.” In 

addition, these administrators indicated that there was a one-to-one tutorial assistance program 

for juniors and seniors who had not received passing scores on the MCAS test. Also, a principal 

stated that high school students who performed poorly on the MCAS test were encouraged to 

enroll in a math and ELA summer support program, which ran for five weeks-forty hours. 

 

During an interview an administrator indicated that, at the vocational high school, the schedules 

of students who take the MCAS exam were changed “from one week on and one week off, to all 

day academics.” This administrator commented that until this schedule change was made, he 

believed that vocational students were vulnerable on the MCAS exam since they were not getting 

the same amount of academic time as students in the academic high school. 

 

It was previously mentioned in an interview with the superintendent that, at this point in time, the 

district had only used the subgroup population disaggregated MCAS exam results for special 

education and ELL students.  

 

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: During their interviews, leadership personnel mentioned to EQA team members that 

central office administrators, principals, and curriculum directors monitored the goals in both the 

DIP and SIPs with special attention given to the addenda to the DIP and SIPs which were the 

ELA and math MCAS goals. The 2003-2004 MCAS Remediation Plan for math was divided 

according to the following grades: K-5, 6-8, and 9-12. The format used was (a) Measurable 

Objectives, (b) Related Activities/Steps, (c) Responsibility, and (d) Timeline. For example, using 

the format in the previous sentence regarding grades 6-8: (a) decrease the percentage of students 

at the ‘Warning’ level in Grade 6 from 26 percent to 24 percent and in Grade 8 from 40 percent 
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to 35 percent, (b) one of thirteen activities was to assess the effective use of instructional time 

(e.g. flexible ability grouping; use of programs; ‘extra practice’ activities), (c) 6-8 principals, and 

(d) on-going. 

 

Please refer to the programs implemented and the services offered to students to improve 

achievement which the administrators mentioned during interviews with EQA team members in 

the previous Indicator. There were no new policies included in the district’s policy manual on 

this matter.  

 

7. All of the district’s administrators were appropriately certified. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: During each of the years under review, all of the administrators in the district were 

certified. Attachment B, School District Teacher Certification Survey, Office of Educational 

Quality and Accountability, dated May 2, 2005, indicated that all forty-one administrators in the 

district were certified for the jobs they held. Also, other documents submitted by the district 

indicated that all of the administrators were certified for these four years.  

 

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: During his interview, the superintendent indicated to EQA team members that, 

throughout the course of the year, various portions of the DIP were presented to the school 

committee. It was also mentioned that he periodically informed the school committee on the 

status of the district’s goals in a given year. During their interview, school committee members 

confirmed that the superintendent kept the committee members and the community informed 

about the status of the district’s goals. 

 

When the EQA team members interviewed central office administrators and principals, these 

administrators commented that at least once a year, usually in the spring, each principal 
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presented a status report at a regular school committee meeting on the goals in the current SIP 

and the proposed goals for next year’s SIP. Once again, school committee members, when 

interviewed by members of the EQA team, confirmed the practice of having each principal 

annually present his/her SIP at an open session of the school committee.  

 

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: Poor 

 

Evidence: Although there was a provision in the superintendent’s contract which read, “The 

Committee shall evaluate annually the performance of the Superintendent in writing in 

accordance with a mutually agreed upon evaluation instrument which clearly articulates the 

goals, objectives and standards by which the Superintendent’s performance will be measured…,” 

during their interviews, both the school committee members and the superintendent mentioned to 

the EQA members that the committee only evaluated the superintendent twice during the four 

years under review. The instrument that the school committee used to evaluate the 

superintendent was divided into seven sections with items under each section: (1) Personal 

Characteristics, (2) Educational Leadership, (3) Management, (4) Staff and Personnel 

Relationships, (5) Relationship with the School Committee, (6) Parent-Community 

Relationships, and (7) Summary – Overall Performance Review. The check list rating scale for 

each item in each section ranged from a high of 5 to a low of 1. Also, space was available in each 

section for the evaluator to make additional comments, if needed. 

 

A review of the evaluations of the superintendent which were prepared by each of the school 

committee members indicated that no two evaluations had the same appraisal period. School 

committee members indicated to the EQA team members that each of the committee members’ 

evaluations were shared with the superintendent and the superintendent’s evaluation was 

discussed at a school committee meeting.  

 

Standard 12. ORGANIZATIONAL AND HUMAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT: For the 

period under examination, the district had organizational structures, policies, collective 
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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 educational community benefited from the positive working relationship between the 

superintendent and the mayor. 

• According to a central office administrator, many of the teachers who were not certified 
taught in the areas of special education and ELL.  

 

Indicators: 

 

1. The superintendent effectively delegated the educational and operational management of the 

schools to the building principals and program directors. 

Rating: Satisfactory  

 

Evidence: In an interview with members of the EQA team, the superintendent commented that 

he delegated the educational and operational management of the schools to the principals and 

headmasters. Also, the superintendent mentioned that the principals and headmasters received 

support from the other leadership personnel in the district such as the central office 

administrators and curriculum directors. In addition, the superintendent indicated that the job 

descriptions of principals addressed the issue of delegated responsibilities. For example, the 

initial two duties in the job description for the position of senior principal at the McGlynn School 

read as follows, “1. Serve as the educational overall leader, building manager and executive 

administrator of his/her school…” and “2. Direct and coordinate the total educational program 

within the school in cooperation with the assigned faculty and staff.” 

 

During the interviews with members of the EQA team, the principals stated that the 

superintendent delegated to them the duties and responsibilities as educational leaders and 

managers of their own schools. These principals commented that even though site based 

management existed in the district, each of the principals was still accountable to the 

superintendent. 
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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: The superintendent indicated during the interview with EQA team members that the 

DIP was developed primarily by the central office administrators with in-put from the principals 

and curriculum directors. Also, after various portions of the DIP were presented to and approved 

by the school committee, they were shared with the principals, who in turn shared them with 

their faculty and staff. Principals interviewed by members of the EQA team confirmed these 

processes. 

 

The superintendent mentioned that there were very few new administrators in the district and, as 

a result, he said that they understood the policies in the district. Furthermore, the superintendent 

commented that if there was a need to draft a new policy, it was either discussed with the 

principals at the full administrative staff meeting or shared with the principals by subordinate 

central office administrators. 

 

The superintendent indicated that he communicated with principals and other personnel in the 

schools through the use of electronic mail and the telephone. In addition, the superintendent 

mentioned that the administrators had walkie-talkie/cell phones to communicate with one 

another and for emergency purposes. The principals who were interviewed by EQA team 

members mentioned electronic mail, the telephone, and walkie-talkie/cell phones as the primary 

means of communication with central office administrators.  

 

All of the administrators who were questioned in interviews about the means faculty and staff 

used to communicate with central office administrators mentioned electronic mail and the 

telephone. 
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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: One of the documents that the district made available to the EQA team was the 

Medford Public Schools Administrative Table of Organization. According to this organizational 

chart, the direct line went from the school committee to the superintendent of schools, to the 

director of pupil services, to the administrators (ELL, guidance, health services, special 

education, and Title I), and to the Medford Public Schools’ faculty and staff. The first level of 

staff positions below the superintendent were the assistant superintendent of curriculum & 

instruction K-12 and the assistant superintendent of elementary education. Reporting to the 

assistant superintendent of curriculum & instruction were the middle school principals and 

assistant principals, the curriculum coordinators, and directors. Reporting to the assistant 

superintendent of elementary education were the elementary principals and assistant principals, 

early childhood education, and the parent center. The second level of staff positions below the 

superintendent were the director of libraries, media and technology, the director of finance and 

administration, the high school headmaster, and the director of operations. 

 

Also, the district made available to members of the EQA team job descriptions for all 

educational leadership positions ranging from the superintendent of schools to the director of 

early childhood. In addition, job descriptions were provided for the following instructional 

positions: teacher, kindergarten aide, early learning specialist, guidance counselor, evaluation 

team leader, instructional media teacher, and school librarian, along with positions classified as 

other that ranged from school nurse to library aide.  

 

Administrators who were interviewed commented that the job descriptions for positions in the 

school system were located in the central office and were available upon request. 

 

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. 
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Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The superintendent and the other administrators who were interviewed by the EQA 

team members indicated that when a position became vacant or a new position needed to be 

filled, it was initially posted inside the school system and on the district’s website as specified by 

contract. These administrators mentioned that if there was a need to go outside the school 

system, then the position was advertised in newspapers such as The Boston Globe and The Bay 

State Banner. The superintendent commented that applications were initially screened for 

licensure and suitability at the central office. Applications were then forwarded to the appropriate 

principal who reviewed them along with any other teachers who served on the screening 

committee. After the candidates were interviewed and reference checks were done, the principal 

forwarded his/her recommendation(s) to the assistant superintendent who, in turn, forwarded the 

recommendation(s) to the superintendent. The superintendent then appointed the final candidate 

to the position subject to the successful completion of a CORI check.  

 

These administrators who were interviewed mentioned that the recruitment process varied at the 

high school, as the department chairs reviewed the applications, performed the preliminary 

screening, and provided the principal and curriculum director with the names of candidates to be 

interviewed.  

 

5. The district employed qualified teachers who were certified in the area(s) of their primary 

assignment or responsibility. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: During each of the years under review, the district hired some teachers who were not 

certified in the area(s) of their primary assignment. According to a document provided by the 

district to members of the EQA team, the following list indicated the number of teachers 

employed in the district during each of the years under review along with the number of teachers 

who were not certified in that year: in 2000-2001, there were 497 teachers and 20 were not 

licensed; in 2001-2002, there were 511 teachers and 15 were not licensed; in 2002-20003, there 

were 498 teachers and 14 were not licensed; and in 2003-2004, there were 462 teachers and 15 

were not licensed. 
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In an interview with EQA team members, a central office administrator mentioned stated, “Many 

of the teachers who were not certified were in the areas of special education and ELL.” 

 

6. The district maintained waivers for staff regarding certification and progress toward certification. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: From a review of both personnel folders and documents provided to the EQA team 

members, the district maintained waivers on non licensed staff and monitored their progress 

toward certification. According to a district document on staff licensure, waivers were requested 

and received during the period under review for all but one non licensed staff member and that 

occurred in 2001-2002. 

 

Administrators who were interviewed by the EQA team mentioned that the principals and 

curriculum directors monitored the progress of non licensed staff towards certification. Also, 

these administrators indicated that if a non licensed staff member did not receive his/her 

certification during that year, he/she was not offered a contract for the upcoming year.  

 

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: The superintendent commented during his interview with the members of the EQA 

team that the mentoring program began with a grant in the mid-1990s, although the district had 

two mentor coordinators since 1998. In addition, the superintendent indicated that teachers who 

were interested in becoming mentors applied for these positions and their applications were 

reviewed by the administrators. In selecting mentors, the superintendent stated that the 

administrators “looked for the strongest people and tried for balance.” Furthermore, the 

superintendent mentioned that the assistant superintendent had the final say on selecting mentors 

and that there was a pool of 20 to 25 mentors. 
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According to a district document, the following was a list of the number of mentors who assisted 

mentees for each of the years under review at the elementary schools (ES), middle schools (MS) 

and high school (HS): in 2000-2001, ES 5, MS 9, HS 5, a total of 19 mentors; 2001-2002, ES 2, 

MS 5, HS 5, a total of 12 mentors; in 2002-2003, ES 5, MS 8, HS 6, a total of 19 mentors; and in 

2003-2004, ES 1, MS 4, HS 6, a total of 11 mentors. 

 

In the document, Medford’s Mentoring Program, this program was described to include the 

following: (1) “One to one support for new teachers- each year every new teacher is assigned a 

trained mentor,” (2) “An induction day program for new teachers,” (3) “Scheduled opportunities 

for mentors to meet alone; mentees to meet alone; and mentors and mentees to meet together,” 

(4) “Linking new teachers to resources,” and (5) “Advising the teacher on professional 

development including district recommended programs for first year teachers such as LINKS 

(The district’s professional development catalogs highlight recommended workshops for new 

staff).” 

 

Other items about the district’s mentoring program that were mentioned by administrators during 

interviews with EQA team members included the brochure “Mentoring: Helping New Teachers 

Succeed,” the mentoring survey, the induction program for new teachers, and the mid-year 

mentor/mentee gathering.  

  

8. The district ensured that all personnel records were carefully compiled, maintained, and available 

to all appropriate faculty and staff. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The superintendent, in his interview with members of the EQA team, mentioned that 

all personnel records were located in a locked room in the Office of Finance and Personnel. Also, 

the superintendent indicated that it was the responsibility of the staff in the Office of Finance and 

Personnel to compile and maintain all personnel records. In addition, the superintendent stated 

that all a faculty or staff member had to do to look at his/her personnel file was to call the Office 

of Finance and Personnel. 
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Central office administrators, principals and teachers in focus groups who were interviewed by 

EQA team members confirmed the previously mentioned process about access to personnel 

folders. 

 

A review of personnel folders in the Office of Finance and Personnel indicated no one 

organizational pattern. Certifications and evaluations were usually in the forward portion of the 

folders. Also, waivers for non licensed personnel were normally the first item in the folder.  

  

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: Administrators who were interviewed by EQA team members mentioned that the 

district attempted to retain qualified personnel. These administrators commented about the 

District Based Licensure Program and the relationships the district had made with colleges and 

universities, such as Tufts University and Salem State College. In addition, these administrators 

indicated that there was a tendency to promote from within, and they cited the assistant principal 

positions at the elementary schools as examples. Furthermore, these administrators mentioned 

that almost all of the school buildings were new, class sizes were very good, and, overall, the 

support for the schools was positive.  

 

A document entitled “Teacher Turnover – Medford Public Schools” indicated that the 

professional staff turnover for the period under review was as follows: in 2000-2001, 497 

teachers, 55 turnovers, 11 percent rate, 29 resignations, 22 retirements, 4 not rehired; in 2001-

2002, 511 teachers, 45 turnovers, 9 percent rate, 18 resignations, 27 retirements, 0 not rehired; in 

2002-2003, 498 teachers, 52 turnovers, 10 percent rate, 26 resignations, 26 retirements, 0 not 

rehired, (Administrators: 6 retirements–year of transition to new schools Phase II); and in 2003-

2004, 462 teachers, 55 turnovers, 12 percent rate, 27 resignations, 18 retirements, 10 not rehired.  



  119

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 1 0 0 1 

  Satisfactory 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 8 

  Poor 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 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 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 N/A 8 

  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 N/A 1 

  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 1 1 1 1 N/A 9 

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

  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 had a budget preparation and development process that 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 met their responsibility to ensure that the school 

budget and appropriations met the educational and achievement needs of all students. 

  
Preliminary Finding(s): 

• The district lacked the data systems it requires to more effectively analyze student 

assessment data when developing budget decisions that address student subgroups.  

• Although Chapter 70 funding, transportation reimbursement, and federal and state grant 

funding were significantly reduced during the period under review, the district in each of 
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these years exceeded net school spending requirements by an average of $8.5 million 

each year for the period under review. 

 

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: The EQA reviewed a document developed by the superintendent titled “Presentation 

of Pre Budget Reports” dated March 15, 2001. The purpose of this report was to present 

information to the school committee prior to submission of the formal budget so they would have 

an opportunity to consider some of the issues and items that would appear in the actual budget 

document. This document listed key accomplishments, goals, and budgetary needs for grades K-

12 by department. It also compared budget costs for the present budget and the subsequent 

budget. 

 

The EQA also reviewed a document titled “Budget Preparation” prepared by the director of 

finance and sent to budget managers. This document listed specific procedures for budget 

development at the school level, a budget timetable, and a step by step guide for budget 

development. Secondary principals stated at EQA interviews that teachers have input into the 

budget process. At the elementary teachers’ focus groups, teachers stated that principals 

conferred with them relative to their budget needs. The school committee policy handbook did 

not have any policies related to budget development. 

 

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: The EQA reviewed the superintendent’s pre-budget reports to the school committee. 

These reports identified goals the superintendent hoped to accomplish through professional 
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development. He identified new initiatives and associated staff, materials, and equipment as well 

as associated costs for these initiatives.  

 

The EQA reviewed the Superintendent’s Budget Message and the Overview and Summaries 

documents prepared by the superintendent which were given to the school committee and public 

at the time of formal budget submission. These documents contained pertinent information 

relative to budget formulation. Such data addressed changes in staff from the present budget year 

to the requested budget year, descriptions of changes in fixed contractual costs such as 

transportation and energy, and the status of revenues and grants.  

 

District Improvement Plans (DIP) and School Improvement Plans (SIP) were also evaluated to 

incorporate budget requirements necessary to improve student performance, such as requests to 

increase literacy and mathematics coaching. 

 

3. The district’s budget development process was clear, document and integrated district and school 

improvement plans, long-term goals, and action plans.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The EQA reviewed documents prepared by the superintendent and the director of 

finance for the school committee and public prior to the submission of the formal budget request, 

and they also reviewed the budget document. The budget development process was clear, and it 

integrated district and school improvement plans, long term goals, and action plans.  

 

For example, the Pre Budget Reports listed goals for all grades and budgetary needs to reach 

these goals. The budget preparation document developed by the director of finance instructed 

budget managers to “review the school district goals and objectives, and other related documents 

such as the school improvement plans as you prepare your budget.” The budget document 

contained the Superintendent’s Budget Message and descriptive aspects of the key elements in 

the budget request. 

 

During interviews, both the school committee members and the superintendent emphasized that 

budget decisions were made based on the district’s goals and priorities. 
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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: Poor 

 

Evidence: During the period under review the district did not allocate its resources based on the 

ongoing analysis of student assessment data in the aggregate and disaggregate student subgroups, 

except in limited areas. In an interview with the EQA the superintendent cited disaggregated data 

by special education and ELL subgroups. He stated that professional development programs 

have been conducted to evaluate the desegregations of other groups. 

 

Members of teacher focus groups stated that certain subgroup data were not analyzed, such as the 

low income subgroup. Teachers also stated that schools had used data inconsistently across the 

district during the period under review. Teacher interviewees stated that some schools did not 

have the technology available to manipulate student data until the latter half of the period under 

review. Principals stated that trend data for whole group achievement and building achievement 

were closely analyzed, but that subgroup data were not analyzed in depth. 

 

The superintendent’s budget message for the fiscal year 2002 stated that one of the key elements 

in the budget was “the addition of two teachers to our bilingual/ESL staff to meet the needs of a 

growing and increasingly diverse population.” 

 

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: In an interview the EQA conducted with the superintendent he stated that Minuteman 

Vocational School, where a number of Medford resident students attended, had tuition of 

$18,000 to $ 19,000 per student and it became a problem with their budget. Medford and 

neighboring districts developed Shore Occupational Learning and Vocational Education Division 

(SOLVED), a collaborative that provided Chapter 74 career and technical education to students 
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in these districts. The vocational offerings in each of the member districts were combined and 

were available to any student residing in the SOLVED districts.  

 

Other examples of the review processes that determined the cost effectiveness of activities 

included evaluations of energy consumption, cooperative purchasing of supplies and materials, 

and evaluations of student transportation services. 

 

6. The district’s budget document was clear, complete, current, and understandable and provided 

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

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: A review of the budget document by the EQA for the period under review determined 

that the budget began with the narrative of the superintendent’s budget message. This message 

described the revenue sources, the projected enrollments, the retirements and staff changes, and 

changes in major expenditure programs such as special education, transportation and 

professional development. The narrative also addressed other fund sources and programs within 

the general operating budget. It described adjustments in the community schools program, the 

after school program, food services, and the parent center. 

 

The budget document compared the total budget request to the total amount expended for the 

three previous budget years. The budget then contained a pie chart of expenditures by 

Department of Education (DOE) categories, projected enrollments by grade-level and school, 

and projected staffing and average class size by grade and school. The budget format was 

divided into five major groups: central administration, instructional programs, special programs, 

student services, and building services. 

 

Each line item or department addressed in the budget contained the requested expenditures for 

the next budget, estimated expenditures for the current year, and the percentage and dollar 

difference between the two years. 

 

7. The budget and district’s expenditures were adequate to provide for appropriate levels of 

staffing, professional development, materials, supplies, and equipment.  
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Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The A review of the district’s end of the year pupil and financial reports and DOE 

statistics indicates that in the area of staffing for FY02 there were 425.3 full time equivalent 

(FTE) teachers paid by the district from general appropriations. In FY03 there were 452.7 FTE 

teachers, and in FY04 there were 461.1 FTE teachers. 

 

The expenditures for professional development by the district in FY02 were reported as 

$781,245 which exceeded their DOE expenditure requirement by $282,645. The expenditures for 

professional development by the district in FY03 were $846,355 which exceeded their DOE 

expenditure requirement by $226,605. The expenditures for professional development by the 

district in FY04 were $837,705. 

 

The expenditures for the district’s instructional materials, equipment, and supplies were 

$754,850 in FY02, $553,078 in FY03, and $362,694 in FY04. In interviews with teachers and 

principal focus groups it was generally stated that the schools, particularly the new schools, had 

adequate supplies and materials. New equipment was included in the new schools as part of the 

furnishings of the construction contracts. The only complaint relative to supplies and equipment 

was from a small number of participants in the focus groups who stated that there should be 

more computers, maintenance, technical support, and related supplies for the computers. 

 

8.   The community provided financial resources to ensure an educational program of quality, as 

evidenced by a sufficient district revenue levy. 

Rating: Excellent 

 

Evidence: The district exceeded net school spending (NSS) requirements for all the years under 

review. For FY02, the district exceeded NSS requirements by $8,197,415; for FY03, by 

$7,953,666; for FY04, by $9,468,200. The district also exceeded DOE requirements for 

expenditures in professional development for the years under review, as described above. 

 

The district exceeded NSS these three years despite the fact that Chapter 70 funding revenue did 

not increase from FY02 to FY03 and was reduced by $2,499,113 from FY03 to FY04. State 
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reimbursements for pupil transportation, as reported on the district’s end of the year pupil and 

financial reports, were $241,759 for FY02; $227,025 for FY03; and $0 for FY04. Revenue from 

state grants, as reported on the district’s end of the year pupil and financial reports, were 

$1,886,312 for FY02; $1,440,112 for FY03; and $1,226,645 for FY04. Revenue from federal 

grants, as reported on the district’s end of the year pupil and financial reports, were $2,303,608 

for FY02; $2,714,935 for FY03; and $2,531,121 for FY04. 

 

The superintendent stated, at an interview with representatives from the EQA, that the mayor, 

who also served as chairman of the school committee, was very supportive of the educational 

program, and was very involved in assuring that the schools had adequate funding. At the EQA 

interviews with members of the school committee, the statements of the superintendent were 

confirmed and members also commented about the good working relationship among the mayor, 

the city council, the school committee, and the school administration. The mayor, at a meeting 

with the EQA, also expressed his commitment to adequate funding for the operation of the 

schools. 

 

The city also pursued and obtained, along with the City of Boston, through a home rule petition, 

a linkage program that assessed developers who had projects that impacted the schools. This 

impact could have been housing that resulted in additional students enrolling in the school 

district. These developers paid an assessment to the city which provided additional revenue that 

could have been credited to the school district. 

 

The city also received a 90 percent reimbursement from the Commonwealth for the construction 

of their new schools, and the city sold some of the land when the old schools were razed to offset 

their 10 percent obligation. 

 

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. 
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Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In a review of budget preparation documents by the EQA indicated that the 

superintendent submitted pre budget reports to the committee in March and April for the purpose 

of providing the school committee with an opportunity to consider some of the issues that 

appeared in the subsequent budget. In May the director of finance submitted a budget preparation 

document to budget managers. This document detailed a step by step guide to budget 

development including a budget timeline. The superintendent stated he submitted his formal 

budget to the school committee in early June when revenues were being firmed up. 

 

The city mayor was also chairman of the school committee and according to the superintendent 

was a strong advocate for education. The superintendent stated that he, the mayor, and the school 

committee consistently tracked the progress of anticipated Chapter 70 revenues and other state 

and federal receipts that affected the budget. At interviews with school committee members they 

stated that they had sufficient reports from the administration to oversee the operation of the 

school budget. 

 

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. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: At a meeting with the superintendent, the EQA learned that the district had 

community programs with Tufts University, one for a course in robotics, and a literacy program. 

The district also had programs with Intel and the Gates foundation. The district’s vocational 

programs provided services for the community. For example, the heating, ventilation, and air 

conditioning program repaired equipment for members of the community; the automobile repair 

shops repaired vehicles for members of the community and for other city agencies. The district 

had programs that included involvement with the police and fire departments. 

 

Standard 14. FINANCIAL ASSET MANAGEMENT: For the period under examination, the 

district maintained adequate accounting and financial reporting procedures. This was done to 
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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): 

• Although there were no specific policies in the school committee manual on 

administrative procedures for expenditures, transfers, and investment of funds, there were 

a number of administrative memoranda that address these functions. 

• School committee and municipal representatives reported to the EQA that they received 

timely and informative financial reports from the school administration.  

• For most of the review period, the city and schools did not have a formal written 

agreement regarding charges the city paid on the schools’ behalf. The district submitted 

to the EQA a formal agreement executed by the superintendent and the mayor which was 

undated.  It submitted calculations based on this agreement for FY04. 

 

Indicators: 

 

1. School committee policies and guidelines, and administrative procedures were clear regarding 

the processes and expectations for expenditures, transfers, and investment of funds. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Administrative procedures were clear regarding the processes and expectations for 

expenditures, transfers, and investment of funds. Although there were no specific policies in the 

school committee manual relating to these procedures, there were instructions from the school 

committee to the superintendent that were in place during the period under review. For example, 

the superintendent stated that he had the authority to make transfers between line items in the 

budget up to the amount of $2,500. Above that amount required the vote of the school 

committee. 

 

The EQA reviewed a manual of memorandums maintained by the director of finance. This 

manual contained memorandums to requisite staff for purchase order placement, administration 
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and finance supplemental procedures, and forwarding of invoices for payment. The district had 

procedures in place for access to financial information through computer terminals. 

 

2. The district exercised appropriate controls to ensure accuracy of local, state, and federal financial 

reports. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district exercised appropriate controls to ensure accuracy of local, state, and 

federal financial reports. The district, during the period under review, established the grants 

manager position to ensure accuracy and timeliness of grant reporting. At a meeting with the 

superintendent and finance director, they reported that principals could track their own budgets 

through terminals at their school but their access was limited to their own school’s budget. 

Transfers between accounts could only be made by the director of finance. At an EQA meeting 

with city financial administrators they stated that they have complete access to the school 

district’s financial budget and ledger, and have the ability to review their accounts. 

 

The district’s budget software was funded by specific and local, state, and federal accounts that 

could be segregated. The EQA reviewed the district’s memorandum titled “Supplemental 

Financial Procedures” that specified additional controls. The finance director was required to 

approve all payrolls. No changes in payroll could take place without the written approval of the 

finance director. 

 

3. Regular, timely, accurate, and complete financial reports were made to the school committee and 

the public. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: At a meeting with the EQA, members of the school committee stated that they 

received biweekly reports from the administration every two months. One member stated that the 

committee was strict on monitoring the budget. School committee meetings were aired on cable 

television and financial reports were discussed during meetings. 
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The EQA also reviewed a financial report, dated January 27, 2003, and prepared by the 

superintendent for the school committee. This report was a financial status report issued when 50 

percent of the school year was completed. It addressed the balance of the salary account, 

transportation account balances, special education account balances, the vocational school 

program, student activity, and revolving accounts as well as preliminary information on the 

state’s next fiscal year budget.  

 

There was one finding by the independent auditing firm for the year ending June 30, 2002 that 

recommended the City and the school district executed a written agreement for the reporting of 

municipal expenditures on behalf of the school department as required by the DOE when 

preparing and filing the district’s end of the year pupil and financial report in Schedule 19. The 

superintendent presented evidence that this had been accomplished by submitting a copy to the 

EQA of the agreement and the school committee’s vote accepting the agreement.  However, the 

agreement was undated.  The district had submitted to the EQA calculations that supported the 

agreement for FY04. 

 

4. Required local, state, and federal financial reports and statements were filed in a timely manner. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The EQA reviewed state and federal grant submissions and independent audit 

findings for the period under review. In the year ending June 30, 2003 there was one finding 

relative to a late submission of a federal grant report. This finding was discussed with the 

superintendent. He stated that since the position of grants manager had been instituted this 

situation had been resolved. 

 

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 
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Evidence: At a meeting with the superintendent he stated that to ensure spending was within 

budget limits early in the budget year all fixed charges such as energy and transportation were 

encumbered. Known salaries were also encumbered. During the course of the budget year actual 

expenditures were verified with forecasts.  

 

A review of a memorandum issued by the director of finance during the period under review 

stated that there shall be no purchases made without a purchase order, and vouchers that were 

entered without a purchase order might not be paid. The EQA also reviewed a financial report, 

dated June 3, 2002 and issued by the director of finance, which directed departments relative to 

the management of the budget during the closing of the fiscal year. 

 

6. District administrators were able to accurately track spending and other financial transactions on 

a regular basis. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Each principal tracked their own budget through a terminal in their office and 

obtained budget status reports for their school. The EQA reviewed a year to date expenditure 

summary report generated by the district’s administrative software program. This program 

contained detailed line item accounts by district, high school, middle school, elementary school, 

special education, departments, and student activities. Columns were accounted by budget, 

budget transfers, encumbrances, expenditures, credits, and unexpended balances. Another spread 

sheet tracked grants, transportation, and contracted services. There was also a spreadsheet that 

tracked all tuitions to special education private schools and collaborative schools. 

 

At an interview the superintendent stated that each purchase order had a unique number which 

was generated by the computer program. The school business office ran a status report every 

week regarding purchase orders which were still outstanding. 

 

7. The district reviewed student achievement data and the reviews were reflected in the district’s 

financial decisions. 

Rating: Poor 
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Evidence: The district reviewed student achievement data to a limited degree and the reviews 

were reflected in the district’s financial decisions. Members of teacher focus groups stated that 

subgroup data for groups, such as low income or specific minority classifications, were not 

analyzed or analyzed inconsistently across the district. Principals also stated that trend data for 

subgroups were not analyzed in depth. 

 

A review by the EQA of budgets and other financial information developed during the period 

under review confirmed that except for limited areas such as special education and ELL, 

financial decisions based on student achievement data were not evident. 

 

8. The district regularly employed: 

a. certified business officials,  

b. purchasing agents with MCPPO credentials,  

c. independent financial auditors and implemented their recommendations to ensure efficient 

and quality financial systems, and 

d. objective and independent treasurers and a separate auditor.* 

 *This portion of indicator 8 is applied to regional academic and vocational school districts. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The director of finance was a certified school business administrator and also 

completed the program to receive MCPPO credentials. A review of the job description for this 

position required that the director of finance be “certified by the Commonwealth of 

Massachusetts as a school business administrator.” 

 

The district had independent financial auditors and a review of findings and in subsequent 

interviews with the EQA, the superintendent indicated that they had addressed the findings of 

independent auditors. Auditor’s compliance findings did not reappear in subsequent years 

reviewed by the EQA examiners. Any findings or questions addressed by the DOE, relative to 

specific line items of the district’s end of the year pupil and financial reports, for the period 

under review were addressed by the district and completed in the form of an amendment and 

forwarded to the DOE. 
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9. The district 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; and, 

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 had a system in place to ensure that state biding laws were followed. At 

the EQA interviews with administration and city financial officials, it was learned that purchases 

requiring the application of bidding laws were the responsibility of the city purchasing officials. 

 

The district monitored special revenue funds through their administrative software accounting 

system that allowed fund based accounting and segregated grants, revolving accounts, and 

special revenue functions.  

 

The district had the ability to track textbooks in addition to other equipment and supplies, first 

through their requisition and purchase order system. The district had a director of technology 

who could monitor technology equipment. 

 

The district had the same independent auditing firm in excess of five years. 

 

Standard 15. SUPPLEMENTAL, CAPITAL, AND FACILITIES ASSET 

MANAGEMENT: For the period under examination, the district 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 were conducive to promoting high levels of student achievement. 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
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• The schools and the city had an extensive building/renovation/construction plan that 

resulted in new and updated educational facilities for elementary and middle schools. 

• The district had a comprehensive, $10 million capital plan to address improvements to 

the high school and vocational school. 

 

 

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: The district was undergoing a three phase school construction and renovation plan. 

The district replaced all of its older elementary and middle schools. Phase I was the construction 

of two middle schools and one elementary school. These buildings were occupied in September 

2001. Phase II was the construction of three new elementary schools and these buildings were 

occupied in September 2003. Phase III was in the planning stage. The superintendent had 

presented a five year capital improvement plan which had been approved by the Medford School 

Committee. The city received 90 percent reimbursement from the Commonwealth and has sold 

some of the closed school sites to private investors. 

 

The EQA personnel visited all the school sites except the Fulton Heights Alternative School.. 

The Curtis Tufts Alternative High School is the only school where the examiners had concerns. 

This school had about 40 students aged approximately 16 to 22 years old. There was no 

gymnasium and the playing field was small. There was no handicap access. There were about 8 

dated computers in the school. The basement woodshop equipment also appeared to be dated. 

The family consumer science program held in the kitchen had one stove and one sink. 

 

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 long term capital plan for the high school that included the 

vocational school. The EQA examiners reviewed the plan. The report identified $10 million in 

expenditures over a 5 year period. The plan described the expenditures in detail listing the 

necessary repairs in all areas of the school with a timeline for accomplishing the tasks. 

 

The plan was to be accomplished by the guidance of the Medford High School Building 

Committee which included parents, professionals, elected representatives, and students. The 

Medford School Committee would review all projects and would have final approval. 

 

Since the district recently replaced all of its elementary and middle schools, it had not yet 

formulated a long term capital needs plan for these schools.  However, as part of the approval 

process by the DOE, for funding of new schools a district must develop a long term maintenance 

plan for new buildings. 

 

3. The district implemented formal preventive maintenance programs for buildings and equipment. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The director of maintenance and operations used the “school dude” software program 

which tracked all maintenance work orders and building equipment usage, required repairs, and 

warranties. 

 

Since the district had a number of new school buildings they were required, as part of their initial 

contract approval by school building authority (SBA) and as part of their final audit, to develop 

preventive maintenance programs for the building systems of these new buildings. 

 

The district also had three shifts of custodial and maintenance personnel at the high school. In 

addition to a Director of Maintenance and Operations, the district also employed a Supervisor of 

Buildings and Grounds. 

 

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 
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Evidence: A review of the district’s end of the year pupil and financial report by the EQA 

indicated that the district spent, during the period under review, in excess of 50 percent of its 

combined foundation maintenance and extraordinary maintenance targets each fiscal year. 

 

5. The district tracked its capital assets in accordance with GASB No. 34. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district superintendent stated to the EQA that the district was in compliance with 

GASB No. 34 and an evaluation of the audited financial reports for the period under review did 

not reveal that the district was out of compliance. The Commonwealth established the deadline 

for implementation as FY02 and all component units were required to implement fixed assets by 

June 28, 2002. 

 

6. The district implemented procedures for the appropriate expenditure of monies from all 

supplemental sources of revenue, goods, services, endowments, foundations, and donations. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: All supplemental sources of revenue were brought before the school committee who 

formally voted to accept the funds. The accounting software allowed supplemental sources of 

funds to be segregated. To prevent funds from being commingled the district employed a grants 

manager.  

 

The EQA reviewed five memorandums prepared by the director of finance relative to 

procedures, appropriate expenditures, and handling of revenues for the operation of the student 

activity account. 

 

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 
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Evidence: The district implemented a critical review process that assessed the effectiveness and 

appropriateness of supplemental expenditures. The district opened a vacancy for a grants 

manager position, in order to improve ensure the accuracy and timeliness of grant reporting.  

 

However, there was no evidence that there was a review process to ensure that supplemental 

expenditures were assessed relative to the purpose of improving student performance. In 

principal and teacher focus group sessions with the EQA it was stated that schools did not have 

the technology to manipulate student data until the latter half of the period under review, and 

subgroup data were not available in depth. 

 

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: Some of the grants reviewed by the EQA that the district received during the period 

under review were competitive grants. The district established a collaborative program with 

Salem State College, the Tri City Technology Education Collaborative (TRITEC), and the 

Everett, Malden and Medford Public Schools. Grant monies received were used to sustain 

teacher learning centers in each school district. During the period under review TRITEC received 

competitive federal and state grants for Preparing Tomorrow’s Teachers for Technology, 

Adopting Best Practices, and Project iTEACH. The district also received competitive grants from 

Intel, Comcast, A&T, and a financial grant from the Italian Consulate. 

 

9.  The district coordinated the management and use of grants in an efficient manner. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district established a grants manager position. There was a designated person 

responsible for the administration of each grant. The end of the year pupil and financial report 

for FY02 had a finding relative to the allocation of grant expenditures to appropriate locations. 

The single audit report for FY03 had a finding for a late submittal of one federal report.  The 

administration reported to the EQA that these matters were corrected and they did not appear in 

subsequent findings. 
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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: Medford’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/Und
er 

Over/ 

FY 
 

        Contribution     Spending(NSS)   Spending   Requirem
ent 

Under 

FY96 5,384   31,778,379   23,886,432 8,404,486   32,290,918   33,965,831   1,674,913 5.2 

FY97 5,302 -1.5 32,314,063 1.7 24,505,091 8,930,786 6.3 33,435,877 3.5 35,496,714 4.5 2,060,837 6.2 

FY98 5,675 7 35,424,047 9.6 25,379,923 10,027,171 12.3 35,407,094 5.9 37,978,285 7 2,571,191 7.3 

FY99 5,431 -4.3 34,903,515 -1.5 26,423,038 10,537,816 5.1 36,960,854 4.4 41,185,516 8.4 4,224,662 11.4 

FY00 5,217 -3.9 33,951,215 -2.7 27,598,863 11,320,366 7.4 38,919,229 5.3 45,750,281 11.1 6,831,052 17.6 

FY01 5,170 -0.9 34,849,874 2.6 28,835,292 12,225,116 8 41,060,408 5.5 48,531,691 6.1 7,471,283 18.2 

FY02 4,986 -3.6 35,047,678 0.6 30,216,502 12,495,563 2.2 42,712,065 4 50,909,480 4.9 8,197,415 19.2 

FY03 4,958 -0.6 35,335,160 0.8 30,999,109 12,495,563 0 43,494,672 1.8 51,448,338 1.1 7,953,666 18.3 

FY04 5,010 1 36,509,026 3.3 31,023,908 9,996,450 -20 41,020,358 -5.7 50,299,818 -2.2 9,279,460 22.6 

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 5,902 1,561 6,309   26.4 101.6 106.9 24.7           
FY97 6,095 1,684 6,695   27.6 103.5 109.8 25.2           
FY98 6,242 1,767 6,692   28.3 100 107.2 26.4           
FY99 6,427 1,940 7,583   30.2 105.9 118 25.6           
FY00 6,508 2,170 8,769   33.3 114.6 134.8 24.7           
FY01 6,741 2,365 9,387   35.1 117.8 139.3 25.2           
FY02 7,029 2,506 10,210   35.7 121.9 145.3 24.5           
FY03 7,127 2,520 10,377   35.4 123.1 145.6 24.3           
FY04 7,287 1,995 10,040   27.4 112.4 137.8 19.9           
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