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Executive Summary 
 

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

Schools in mid-April 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. 

 

The EQA examination report and the Independent State Auditor’s Report on Certain Activities of 

the Everett School Department were conducted within five months of each other and covered 

overlapping time periods in the administration of the Everett Public Schools (2001-2004 and 

2002-2004, respectively). The Independent State Auditor’s Report was an extensive audit of the 

personnel and business practices of the district. It took over five months to complete, whereas the 

EQA examination was a data-driven, standards-based review of practices in five general areas 

and took less than three weeks to conduct. While the reports covered similar areas of 

administrative conduct, the focus of each of the audits was different. Nothing in the following 

report is intended to undermine, question, or contradict the findings of the Independent State 

Auditor’s Report, released on May 11, 2005. However, findings in the Auditor’s report do raise 

questions concerning the quality and accuracy of some of the documents and evidence submitted 

by the Everett Public Schools, and the examiners’ confidence in some of the determinations 

featured in the following report. 

 
Proficiency/Achievement: 
• Everett’s Average Proficiency Index (API) was 74.1, which was based on the 2004 MCAS 

results. The state average for the API was 77.6 in 2004. This placed Everett among the 
‘Moderate’ performing academic school districts in the Commonwealth. In English 
Language Arts (ELA), the district’s ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) was 81.1, and the state 
average for EPI was 84. In math, the district’s math Proficiency Index (MPI) was 67.1, and 
the state average for MPI was 71.3. 

 
• On the MCAS retest administered in the winter of 2005, 95 percent of the Everett class of 

2005 earned a Competency Determination (CD), as compared to 92 percent of the statewide 
class of 2005. 
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• On the MCAS retest administered in the winter of 2005, 92 percent of the Everett class of 
2006 earned a Competency Determination, as compared to 77 percent of the statewide class 
of 2006.  

 
• Significantly more than one-third of all students in Everett attained proficiency on the 2003 

and 2004 MCAS tests. These proportions were not significantly different than those of 
students statewide on those tests. 

• More than half of all students in Everett attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS English 
Language Arts (ELA) subtests, more than one-third attained proficiency on the math subtests, 
and less than one-third attained proficiency on the science and technology/engineering (STE) 
subtests. These proportions were not significantly different than those on those subtests 
statewide. The district-wide gaps in ELA, math, and STE were also not significantly different 
than the statewide gaps.  

• The percentages of students attaining proficiency on the math and STE subtests were 
significantly lower than those on the ELA subtests in Everett. The district-wide gaps in math 
and STE were also significantly wider than the gap in ELA. 

• On the Grade 4 math and grades 5 and 8 STE subtests, the percentages of students attaining 
proficiency on the 2004 MCAS grade subtests in Everett were significantly lower than those 
statewide on those subtests. The gaps at each and every grade level and subject area were not 
significantly different than those statewide. The percentages of Everett students who attained 
proficiency on the Grade 4 and Grade 8 math subtests were significantly lower than those on 
Grade 4 and Grade 7 ELA subtests, and the grades 4 and 8 math gaps were significantly 
wider than the grades 4 and 7 ELA gaps. 

 
 
Equity of Achievement/Proficiency: 
• The proficiency gap in ELA was 63.5 PI points, in Everett. In math, the proficiency gap was 

88.1 points. 

• For Everett’s students with disabilities and students with Limited English Proficiency (LEP), 
the gaps in both ELA and math were significantly wider than those for all Everett students in 
2004. Significantly less than one-third of both students with disabilities and LEP students in 
Everett attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests. These proportions were significantly 
lower than that of regular education students in Everett. 

• For Everett’s African-American students, the gap in ELA was significantly wider than that of 
all Everett students in 2004. Approximately one-third of Hispanic students in Everett attained 
proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests. This proportion was significantly higher than that of 
Hispanic students statewide. For Everett’s Asian students, the gaps in both ELA and math 
were significantly narrower than those for all Everett students in 2004.  

• Approximately one-third of students eligible only for free lunch (FL) in Everett attained 
proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests. This proportion was significantly higher than that of all 
FL students in the state. 

 

Improvement: 
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• The percentage of all Everett students attaining proficiency on the MCAS test was not 
significantly different in 2004 than in 2001. 

• In Everett between 2001 and 2004, the ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) increased by 1.1 PI 
points, a gain in closing the gap of 5.5 percent. The math Proficiency Index (MPI) increased 
by 4.8 PI points, a gain in closing the gap of 12.7 percent. 

• The gap between the 2004 EPI and MPI closed by 3.7 points, for a 20.9 percent gain in 
closing that gap from 2001. 

 
 
Equity of Improvement: 
• The proficiency gap in ELA closed by 15.5 PI points between 2002 and 2004 in Everett; in 

math, it closed by 5.1 points. 

• For each and every subgroup in Everett the gaps in ELA and math closed, but not 
significantly more than that of the district-wide gaps from 2002 to 2004.  

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

levels in Everett in 2004. 

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

performance indicators in this domain. 
 
• The district formally analyzed assessment data to determine the strengths and weaknesses of 

students; however, it did not disaggregate data for subgroup analysis of student achievement, 
suspensions, absences, or participation in advanced courses. 

 

• The district had a detailed curriculum that included local benchmarks, assessments, and a 
scope and sequence.  

 

• Teacher’s use of detailed plan books and regular feedback provided ongoing evidence that 
they were regularly assessing students and that their assessments were tightly aligned with 
the district’s curriculum and the state’s frameworks. 

 
• The percentage of students that participated in the MCAS test was 99 percent each year in the 

period under review. 
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• The district did not meet the state requirement for 93% attendance in two of the four years 
under review. In addition, the chronically absent students missing 18 days or more, ranged 
from a low of 6.6 in Grade 3 to highs of 36.6 in Grade 11 and 43.3 in Grade 12. 

 
• For the review period, the district maintained accurate data on students, but did not analyze 

the data by subgroup. 
 
• The district did not have a personnel evaluation system for teachers that was linked to student 

achievement but did have a system that improved instructional quality. 
 
• The administrator evaluation system was informative and instructive but was not linked to 

student achievement 
 
• Principals made annual presentations to the school committee in which they described their 

students’ achievement on the MCAS assessment and their action plan for addressing 
weaknesses. 

 
• Although evaluations were informative and instructive, the teacher evaluation system 

required a written evaluation only once every three years and did not comply with the state 
requirement of summative evaluation every other year. 

 
• Evaluations did not generally contain specific comments about areas for improvement or 

suggested strategies and techniques for improvement.  
 
• During the review period, 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 data. 

 
• The district did not meet its performance targets for LEP, special education, and African-

American students in ELA, and it did not meet the performance targets for LEP, special 
education, African-American, and Hispanic students in math. 

 
 
Curriculum and Instruction: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on one, ‘Satisfactory’ on twenty-six, and 

‘Poor’ on five of the thirty-two performance indicators in this domain. 
 
• During the review period, teachers were actively engaged in the process of drafting, writing, 

and revising the district's ELA and math curriculum to align with the state frameworks. 
 
• Teachers stated district administrators encouraged them to pilot textbooks and educational 

materials. Teachers recommended grade-level adoptions through consensus. 
 
• In an effort to improve student achievement, the district negotiated a contract allowing it to 

establish a calendar that added six days to the school year, exceeding state requirements for 
instructional time. 
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• The district's instructional program for LEP students resulted in steady improvement in 

MCAS test performance during the review period. 
 
• The district’s minority students were over-represented in disciplinary actions, and under-

represented in higher level courses. 
 
• An increased number of students earned Competency Determination. 
 
• A 30-member Professional Development Committee, with wide representation, oversaw the 

district's strategic plan, its priority goals, and the strategies, tasks and professional 
development activities needed to meet the stated objectives. 

 
• The district encouraged teachers within the district to become professional development 

presenters. 
 

• The district prioritized a staff supervision and evaluation model and provided no-cost 
professional development training for teachers and administrators to standardize the process. 

 
 
 
Academic Support Services: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on ten, and ‘Poor’ on one of the 

eleven performance indicators in this domain. 
 
• The district employed a wide variety of assessments to track and analyze student progress 

and design programs. 
 
• Despite a longstanding and comprehensive emphasis on early literacy, Grade 3 student 

performance did not improve during the review period. 
 
• The district did not have a formal DCAP but did have the required components. 
 
• The district routinely analyzed test results and adjusted academic support services to respond 

to student needs. 
 
• When funding decreased, the district continued successful programs through the local 

budget. 
 

 

 
Leadership, Governance, and Organization: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on ten, ‘Poor’ on seven, and 

‘Unsatisfactory’ on one of the eighteen performance indicators in this domain. 
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• The district developed a comprehensive strategic plan each year, which provided guidance 
and direction at the central administration level. 
 

• There was no discernible relationship between the DIP, or strategic plan, and SIPs, and there 
were no formal evaluations of either plan. 

 
• The school committee did not maintain a policy manual. 

 
• The district produced an annual report that provided the staff and community with a highly 

readable summary of district initiatives and achievements. 
 

• The superintendent delegated substantial authority to his administrators, but they did not 
deviate from the superintendent’s mission. 

 
• The lack of a policy manual, the large number of school committee subcommittees, and the 

independent SIPs impeded intra-district cohesion. 
 

• The clear lines of authority and the administration’s longevity and commitment to Everett 
provided a supportive environment. 

 
• The district made a discernible commitment to mentoring teachers new to Everett through 

programs and contractual requirements whose effectiveness depended on a formal 
evaluation. 

 

Business and Finance: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on thirteen, ‘Poor’ on eleven, and 

‘Unsatisfactory’ on four of the twenty-eight performance indicators in this domain. 
 
• The district did not have documented polices and procedures for budget development. 

• For the period under review there was a lack of communication between the school system 
and the city about budget needs and information sharing for the staff that needed to make 
budget decisions. 

 
• The inadequate budget communication between the city and school resulted in the acceptance 

of a budget figure provided by the city for the school to develop a budget without the 
communication of true needs. 

 
• There were significant issues regarding the accuracy of reporting and communication 

between the city and the school regarding reconciliation of financial issues.  
 

• The school system's accounting system was inefficient in reporting necessary information to 
the Department of Education.  

 
• Audit findings were not addressed in subsequent fiscal years.  
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• There was no formal preventive maintenance plan or capital improvement plan.  

• Management of grants and revolving accounts were done on Excel spreadsheets and not on 
the financial accounting system.  
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Part I: Overview of the EQA Review Process and the District 
 

From April 11 through 13, 2005, the EQA conducted an independent Tier II and III examination 

of the Everett 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.  

 

Everett is a city located in northeastern Middlesex County in southeastern Massachusetts. In 

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

followed by manufacturing. According to the 2000 U.S. Census, the city has a population of 

38,037 people and a median family income of $49,876, while the median family income in 

Massachusetts is $61,664. The city is governed by a Mayoral/City Council form of municipal 

government. There is a nine-person school committee in Everett. Everett has six schools serving 

grades PreK-12. The most recent Massachusetts Department of Education (DOE) figures indicate 

that there were 5,347 students enrolled on October 1, 2004. The demographic/subgroup 

composition in Everett is: 65.6 percent White, 17.5 Hispanic, 10.9 percent African-American, 

5.7 percent Asian-American, Limited English Proficiency (LEP), 10.6 percent; Low-Income, 

47.2 percent; and Special Education (SPED), 14.7 percent. 

 

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

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

increased 155.5 percent (from $6,448,397 to $16,475,953). Everett’s Required Local 

Contribution increased 24.9 percent (from $18,356,583 to $22,927,592). Since FY1996, Everett 

received a total of $117,633,746 in Chapter 70 Aid and was required to raise locally 

$186,999,903. From FY2001 to FY2004, Chapter 70 Aid was $66,892,932 and the Required 

Local Contribution was $88,687,243. For the period between FY1996 and FY2004, Everett’s 
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foundation enrollment increased 21.9 percent and its student headcount increased 13.1 percent. 

Between FY2001 and FY2004, its foundation enrollment decreased 1.4 percent and its student 

headcount decreased 0.5 percent. 
 

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

achievement that is ‘High’ in ELA and ‘Low’ in math on the MCAS tests. Since 2001, Everett 

has demonstrated little improvements on its ‘Moderate’ MCAS test scores. In Everett, 45 percent 

of the 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 
Everett 

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

MCAS test results (2001-2004) is framed by the following five essential questions: 

1. Proficiency/Achievement: To what extent is the MCAS test performance of all of the 
district’s students meeting or exceeding state proficiency standards? 

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

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

4. Equity of Improvement: How has the MCAS test performance for the district’s student 
subgroups changed over time? 

5. Opportunity and Access: Are all eligible students attending and participating in all 
required programs and assessments?  

In order to respond accurately to these questions, the EQA subjected the most current state and 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

district’s students meeting or exceeding state proficiency standards? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
• More than one third of all students in Everett attained proficiency on the 2003 and 2004 

MCAS tests. 

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

• Less than one third of students in Everett attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS grades 5 
and 8 STE tests, lower than that of students statewide on those tests.  

• The proficiency gap in ELA was 18.9 Proficiency Index (PI) points; in math, the proficiency 
gap was 32.9 PI points; and in STE, the proficiency gap was 37.4 PI points. 
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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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Analysis of Figures/Tables 1/A-B:  
• On the 2003 MCAS tests, 44 percent of Everett students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories. 

• On the 2004 MCAS tests, 45 percent of Everett students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 
‘Proficient’ categories. 

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

MCAS 2004 Data 
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level
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  Advanced 13 8 18 11 12 5 
  Proficient 50 48 27 26 32 24 
  Needs Improv. 29 36 35 41 35 45 
  Warning/Failing 8 9 20 22 21 27 

Analysis of Figure/Table 2:  
• On the 2004 MCAS ELA tests, 56 percent of Everett students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories. 

• On the MCAS math tests in 2004, 37 percent of Everett students scored in the ‘Advanced’ 
and ‘Proficient’ categories. 

• On the MCAS STE tests, 29 percent of Everett students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 
‘Proficient’ categories in 2004. 
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Figures/Tables 3 A-F: Student MCAS Test Performance, by Grade, 2004: 

A. 

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

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

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

Science, Technology and Engineering Test
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D.  

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

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

MCAS 2004 Data - Grade 10
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level
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Analysis of Figures/Tables 3 A-F: 
• On the MCAS grades 5 and 8 STE tests, 19 percent of Everett students scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2004, 14 percentage points lower than that of 
students statewide on those tests.  

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

A. 

Proficiency Index by Grade (ELA)
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State 
ELA 

Everett 
ELA 

State 
Math 

Everett 
Math 

State 
STE Everett STE

Grade 03 85.5 82.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Grade 04 81.1 78.9 74.0 70.3 0.0 0.0 
Grade 05 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 78.7 71.8 
Grade 06 0.0 0.0 68.4 63.8 0.0 0.0 
Grade 07 86.4 84.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Grade 08 0.0 0.0 65.2 60.2 62.8 54.4 
Grade 10 83.0 77.6 78.6 75.1 0.0 0.0 

All 
Grades 84.0 81.1 71.3 67.1 70.6 62.6 

Analysis of Figures/Table 4: 
• Everett’s proficiency gap in ELA was 18.9 PI points; in math, the proficiency gap was 32.9 

PI points; and in STE, it was 37.4 PI points. 
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Figure/Table 5: MCAS Proficiency Index, by School, 2004 

ELA vs Math PI (by School)
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F PARLIN SCHOOL 77.8 62.3 
G SUMNER G. WHITTIER S 81.0 60.4 
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2. Equity of Achievement: How does the MCAS test performance vary among the 

district’s student subgroups? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• The performance gap in ELA was 44.6 PI points, in Everett. In math, the performance gap 
was 55.2 points. 

• For Everett’s students with disabilities and students with Limited English Proficiency (LEP), 
the proficiency gaps in both ELA and math were wider than those for all Everett students in 
2004. 

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

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

• For Everett’s Asian students, the proficiency gap in math was narrower than that for all 
Everett students in 2004.  
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Figure/Table 6:  MCAS Proficiency Index, Free/Reduced lunch Status, Student Status, and 

Race, 2004  
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Analysis of Figure/Table 6:  

• In Everett, the proficiency gap in 2004 in ELA was 18.9 PI points for all students; for 
students with disabilities this gap was 39.1 PI points; for LEP students, it was 47.0 PI points; 
and for African-American students, 27.7 PI points. 

• In Everett, the proficiency gap in 2004 in math was 32.9 PI points for all students; for 
students with disabilities this gap was 50.1 PI points; for LEP students, it was 54.7 PI points; 
and for Asian students, 18.2 PI points in Everett in 2004. 

• The subgroup performance range between the highest ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) of a 
subgroup and the lowest EPI of a subgroup was 34.4 PI points in Everett in 2004. In math, 
the subgroup performance range was 36.5 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 10.2 PI points in 
Everett. In math, the average subgroup gap was 18.7 PI points. 

• The performance gap in ELA was 44.6 PI points in Everett. In math, the performance gap 
was 55.2 PI points. 

Figures 7 A-D: Student Population, by Reportable Subgroups, 2004 

A. 
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Figure /Table 8:  Student Subgroup MCAS Test Performance, by Student Status, 2004 

 

MCAS 2004 Data 
Percent of Regular and Disabilites students at each proficiency 
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  Advanced 19 12 3 1 3 2 
  Proficient 42 41 18 14 14 11 
  Needs Improv. 30 37 41 51 38 36 
  Warning/Failing 9 11 38 34 44 52 

Analysis of Figure/Table 8: 

• On the 2004 MCAS tests, 15 percent of the students with disabilities in Everett scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 38 percentage points lower than that of Everett 
regular education students. 

• On the 2004 MCAS tests, 13 percent of the LEP students in Everett scored in the ‘Advanced’ 
and ‘Proficient’ categories, 40 percentage points lower than that of Everett regular education 
students. 
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Figure /Table 9:  Student Subgroup MCAS Test Performance, by Race, 2004 
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  Advanced 4 4 4 5 18 10 27 25 
  Proficient 24 28 20 30 41 37 35 36 
  Needs Improv. 41 42 40 39 31 39 27 32 
  Warning/Failing 31 25 37 26 10 14 11 7 
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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 7 20 12 
  Proficient 24 30 42 40 
  Needs Improv. 42 42 29 36 
  Warning/Failing 30 21 9 12 
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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 12 4 7 7 7 
  Proficient 42 40 22 28 30 38 
  Needs Improv. 29 36 42 43 42 40 
  Warning/Failing 9 12 32 23 22 15 
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3. Improvement: How has the MCAS test performance for all students in the district 

changed over time? 

Preliminary Findings: 

• In ELA, the proficiency gap was 1.1 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 2001, for an 
improvement rate of 5.5 percent. 

• In math, the proficiency gap was 4.8 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 2001, for an 
improvement rate of 12.7 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 6 8 10 
  Proficient 36 34 36 35 
  Needs Improv. 42 41 38 39 
  Warning/Failing 17 19 18 17 
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Figure/Table 13: MCAS Proficiency Index, by Subject, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004 

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

  ELA       Math       
  2001 2002 2003 2004 2001 2002 2003 2004 

Advanced 5.9% 5.4% 7.1% 7.5% 5.7% 7.0% 8.7% 11.0% 
Proficient 50.1% 48.1% 49.2% 47.7% 21.8% 23.3% 26.8% 25.9% 

Needs Improvement 36.0% 37.5% 35.8% 36.1% 46.9% 43.8% 39.2% 40.6% 
Warning/Failing 7.9% 9.1% 8.0% 8.7% 25.6% 26.0% 25.3% 22.4% 
Analysis of Figure/Table 13: 
• The proficiency gap in ELA was 1.1 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 2001 in Everett. 

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

• The percentage of Everett students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories on 
the MCAS math tests was 9.4 percentage points higher in 2004 than in 2001.  
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4. Equity of Improvement: How has the MCAS test performance for the district’s student 

subgroups change over time? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
• The improvement gap in ELA was 15.5 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 2002 in Everett. 

• The improvement gap in math was 5.1 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 2002 in Everett. 

• The performance gap in ELA was 14.1 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 2002 in Everett. 

• The performance gap in math was 0.9 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 2002 in Everett. 

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

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

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

Afr Amer Asian Hispanic White

 
 

  34



D. 
Prof Index by Subgroup (Math)
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State    Everett    

  ELA Math     ELA Math 
ALL 02 81.4 66.5 ALL 02 79.7 62.9 

 03 82.8 69.1   03 80.6 65.0 
 04 84.0 71.3   04 81.1 67.1 

Regular 02 85.8 71.4 Regular 02 84.5 66.4 
 03 87.9 74.7   03 87.6 70.8 
 04 89.4 77.3   04 87.4 71.8 

Disability 02 57.4 41.0 Disability 02 57.9 44.0 
 03 64.7 47.2   03 65.6 48.6 
 04 65.2 48.0   04 60.9 49.9 

LEP 02 49.9 37.9 LEP 02 36.1 38.2 
 03 48.1 39.6   03 42.5 38.8 
 04 57.2 48.4   04 53.0 45.3 

FRL (N) 02 85.8 72.0 FRL (N) 02 82.0 66.2 
 03 88.4 75.9   03 84.2 68.3 
 04 89.3 78.0   04 84.4 72.7 

FRL (Y) 02 65.3 46.7 FRL (Y) 02 76.4 56.5 
 03 68.4 51.0   03 76.7 61.4 
 04 70.8 53.9   04 77.9 61.7 

Afr Amer 02 64.2 43.7 Afr Amer 02 64.2 47.7 
 03 68.9 48.8   03 70.5 51.9 
 04 71.5 52.3   04 72.3 57.8 

Asian 02 81.9 73.8 Asian 02 83.0 76.0 
 03 82.1 76.7   03 89.3 86.1 
 04 84.2 80.1   04 86.0 81.8 

Hispanic 02 60.1 41.2 Hispanic 02 73.6 57.3 
 03 63.1 46.1   03 72.5 55.3 
 04 65.9 49.3   04 75.9 58.6 

White 02 86.1 72.4 White 02 82.6 65.8 
 03 87.4 74.4   03 82.9 66.6 
 04 88.1 76.2   04 83.2 69.0 

Analysis of Figures 14/A-D/Table 14:  
• The proficiency gap in ELA for all students was 20.3 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 18.9 

PI points. 

• The proficiency gap in math for all students was 37.1 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 32.9 
PI points.  

• The subgroup performance range in ELA was 48.4 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 34.4 PI 
points. 

• The subgroup performance range in math was 37.8 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 36.5 PI 
points in Everett. 

• The average gap in ELA was 10.3 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 10.2 PI points. 

• The average gap in math 18.3 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 18.7 PI points. 

• The performance gap in ELA was 58.7 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 44.6 PI points. 
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• The performance gap in math was 56.1 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 55.2 PI points. 

• The improvement gap in ELA was 79.0 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 63.5 PI points. 

• The improvement gap in math was 93.2 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 88.2 PI points. 
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5. Participation and Access: Are all eligible students attending and participating in all 

required programs and assessments? 

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

levels in Everett in 2004. 

Table 15: Student MCAS Test Participation by Subject Area 

 ELA Math STE 
NTO 4.0% 2.9% 2.8% 

T 95.6% 96.8% 97.2% 
ALT 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
NTM 0.4% 0.1% 0.0% 
NTA 0.1% 0.2% 0.0% 

T = Tested 
NTA = Not Tested, Absent 

NTM = Not Tested, Medical 
NTO = Not Tested, Other 

ALT = Alt. Assessment 
Analysis of Table 15: 
• In Everett, the 95.6 percent student participation rate on the 2004 MCAS ELA test was 0.6 

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

• In Everett, the 96.8 percent student participation rate on the 2004 MCAS math test was 1.8 
percentage points higher than the state’s 95 percent requirement. 

• In Everett, the 97.2 percent student participation rate on the 2004 MCAS in STE test was 2.2 
percentage points higher than the state’s 95 percent requirement. 
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Appendix A: N- values  

1. N-Values by Grade 

   ELA Math STE 
Everett ALL LEVELS 1525 1612 757 

  Advanced 88 178 34 
  Proficient 749 418 180 
  Needs Improv 569 655 341 
  Warning/Failing 119 361 202 

Regular Advanced 88 171 30 
  Proficient 692 380 162 
  Needs Improv 386 526 282 
  Warning/Failing 30 212 120 

Disability Advanced 0 4 4 
  Proficient 39 27 15 
  Needs Improv 132 94 40 
  Warning/Failing 42 98 46 

LEP Advanced 0 3 0 
  Proficient 18 11 3 
  Needs Improv 51 35 19 
  Warning/Failing 47 51 36 

Free Lunch (Y) Advanced 31 64 18 
  Proficient 339 176 87 
  Needs Improv 318 346 185 
  Warning/Failing 76 226 121 

Free Lunch (N) Advanced 57 114 16 
  Proficient 408 241 93 
  Needs Improv 249 308 154 
  Warning/Failing 41 133 78 

Afr American Advanced 5 7 0 
  Proficient 57 36 10 
  Needs Improv 73 65 22 
  Warning/Failing 23 52 32 

Asian Advanced 11 28 2 
  Proficient 39 28 18 
  Needs Improv 30 27 17 
  Warning/Failing 2 9 4 

Hispanic Advanced 8 12 3 
  Proficient 101 51 23 
  Needs Improv 100 91 50 
  Warning/Failing 28 81 37 

Native American Advanced 0 0 0 
  Proficient 0 1 0 
  Needs Improv 1 0 0 
  Warning/Failing 0 0 0 

White Advanced 64 131 29 
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  Proficient 552 302 129 
  Needs Improv 364 471 252 
  Warning/Failing 66 219 128 

2. N-Values by Subgroup/Level 

YEAR GRADE ELA Math STE 
2001 Grade 03 421 0 0 

  Grade 04 384 385 0 
  Grade 05 0 0 0 
  Grade 06 0 421 0 
  Grade 07 370 0 0 
  Grade 08 385 383 0 
  Grade 10 312 313 0 
  All Grades 1,872 1,502 0 

2002 Grade 03 0 0 0 
  Grade 04 411 414 0 
  Grade 05 0 0 0 
  Grade 06 0 367 0 
  Grade 07 422 0 0 
  Grade 08 0 379 0 
  Grade 10 326 323 0 
  All Grades 1,159 1,483 0 

2003 Grade 03 359 0 0 
  Grade 04 340 342 0 
  Grade 05 0 0 0 
  Grade 06 0 416 0 
  Grade 07 398 0 0 
  Grade 08 0 448 0 
  Grade 10 382 381 0 
  All Grades 1,479 1,587 0 

2004 Grade 03 353 0 0 
  Grade 04 354 354 0 
  Grade 05 0 0 356 
  Grade 06 0 458 0 
  Grade 07 418 0 0 
  Grade 08 0 401 401 
  Grade 10 400 399 0 
  All Grades 1,525 1,612 757 
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3. N-Values by Race/Level 

  ELA Math STE 
EVERETT ALL LEVELS 16,891 16,681 8,954 

 Advanced 690 1,684 250 
 Proficient 5,917 2,791 1,167 
 Needs Improv 7,188 5,897 3,168 
 Warning/Failing 3,096 6,309 4,369 

Afr American Advanced 138 342 53 
 Proficient 2,522 1,032 340 
 Needs Improv 3,632 2,901 1,414 
 Warning/Failing 1,629 3,578 2,312 

Asian Advanced 171 546 51 
 Proficient 717 427 209 
 Needs Improv 499 383 356 
 Warning/Failing 136 148 174 

Hispanic Advanced 87 231 36 
 Proficient 1,407 711 270 
 Needs Improv 2,361 1,885 905 
 Warning/Failing 1,120 2,096 1,532 

Native American Advanced 0 2 1 
 Proficient 34 7 3 
 Needs Improv 25 26 8 
 Warning/Failing 14 25 14 

White Advanced 293 561 109 
 Proficient 1,233 611 341 
 Needs Improv 660 689 481 
 Warning/Failing 185 435 316 

 
4. N-values by year: 

 
 2001 2002 2003 2004 

Advanced 172 165 217 266 
Proficient 1,054 904 977 977 

Needs 
Improvement 1,228 1,083 1,023 1,078 

Warning/Failing 499 490 490 463 
Total 2,953 2,642 2,707 2,784 
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5. N-values for NTA, NTM, and NTO by Student Status: 

 ELA Math STE 
T. Disability 212 223 105 
T. Regular 1,196 1,289 594 

T. LEP 116 100 58 
NTM. Disability 1 0 0 
NTM. Regular 5 1 0 

NTM. LEP 0 1 0 
NTO. Disability 8 7 2 
NTO. Regular 15 12 0 

NTO. LEP 40 30 20 
NTA. Disability 1 2 0 
NTA. Regular 0 1 0 

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.  
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 

 
Subgroup inclusion was based on the number of students in a district and the number of schools in a 
district. 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 1 1 1 1 1 N/A 6 

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

  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 1 0 0 0 1 N/A 4 

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

  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 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 4 

  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 3 

S4 - Evaluation Processes: Programs, Services, & 

Resource Acquisition          

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

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

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

 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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• The district formally analyzed assessment data to determine the strengths and weaknesses of 
students; however, it did not disaggregate data for subgroup analysis of student achievement, 
suspensions, absences, or participation in advanced courses. 

• The district had a detailed curriculum that included local benchmarks, assessments, and a 
scope and sequence.  

• Teacher’s use of detailed plan books and regular feedback provided ongoing evidence that 
they were regularly assessing students and that their assessments were tightly aligned with 
the district’s curriculum and the state’s frameworks. 

 

Indicators: 

 

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

evaluation of student assessment results.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: During the review period, the district lacked formal policy statements, but did 

formally analyze MCAS and Iowa assessment data using TestWiz. These analyses enabled 

teachers to identify the relative strengths and weaknesses of their incoming and previous students 

and helped each school develop an MCAS test remediation plan.  

 

The district also administered district-wide final exams and recently added mid-year exams. 

Administrators stated that analyses of these results strengthened the curriculum. Department 

chairs reviewed grade distributions for grades 7-12, and building principals reviewed them at the 

elementary level. Administrators discussed grade distributions with teachers who seemed to fall 

outside the norm.  

 

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: During the review period, the district conducted analyses to identify those students 

who demonstrated academic need, but did not identify subgroups with specific needs. Interviews 

with numerous administrators indicated that they did not analyze subgroup data. Examiners 
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asked if administrators recorded racial and ethnic representation in program areas such as special 

education, AP, or honors, or regarding disciplinary actions, and administrators responded that the 

subgroup figures were largely representative of the overall population. However, they relied on 

anecdotal evidence. Principals excused this omission by noting that TestWiz, the main data 

analysis tool, did not allow them to disaggregate by race or ethnicity until 2003-04.  

 

The anecdotal evidence administrators relied on in lieu of subgroup analysis was inconsistent. 

For example, the high school principal related that disproportionately high numbers of students 

of color selected the lowest level math courses. The current high school principal, having 

previously served as the middle school principal, knew these students’ academic histories and 

concluded that they lacked confidence, but not ability. He stated that the students had the 

background and ability to succeed in the middle level course, and that the lowest level course did 

not provide adequate preparation for post-secondary success. His solution was to cease offering 

the lowest level course, and he concluded that these students were performing well in their more 

advanced math classes. 

 

While the district had the ability to track suspensions, absences, and various performance data by 

race, ethnicity, or other demographic category, it did not do so. The administrators deemed such 

tracking unnecessary. However, when questioned directly, secondary level administrators noted 

that the AP courses were disproportionately populated by White students. The district’s decision 

not to sort the data by subgroup prevented it from recognizing important clues. Not all subgroups 

made AYP targets, though the district did, in the aggregate.  

 

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

Administration” in their jurisdictions and provided complete and accurate information on student 

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

test and system-wide tests.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: During the review period, the district followed the procedures outlined in the 

Principles of Test Administration. Administrators stated that each school principal received all 
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MCAS test materials, and each was required to review the protocols accompanying the tests. 

Principals explained that they then discussed the materials with the appropriate staff and 

provided them with written, specific directions. Examiners reviewed the agenda, which covered 

MCAS testing procedures and confirmed that it matched administrators’ descriptions. The high 

school delayed opening on MCAS testing days to ensure that only Grade 10 and other tested 

students were present. That policy allowed for the school to maintain classrooms of 

exceptionally small groups of students during the test administration. Since all teachers were 

required to be present, there were multiple teachers in each room during the testing period.  

 

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: During the years from 2001 to 2004, the district measured student progress using 

various assessments. The district administered the MCAS test, Iowa exam, Massachusetts 

English Language Assessment-Oral (MELA-O), the Massachusetts English Proficiency 

Assessment (MEPA), DRA, end of year exams, mid-year exams, Test of Achievement and 

Proficiency (Grade 9), the PSAT and SAT I and II, ASVAB, and the Advanced Placement exam, 

among others. Teachers, principals, department chairs, and district staff analyzed these 

assessments regularly. For example, the high school math and English departments had 

comprehensive MCAS test action plans supporting the claim that they used data to improve 

student achievement. The other schools also had MCAS test action plans that delineated in detail 

the staff’s use of data to inform the plan. Student test performance largely determined Title I 

programming. The schools’ Unified School Improvement Plan (USIP) stated that Title I staff 

targeted students based on analysis of test performance. 

 

Everett had a detailed curriculum that included local benchmarks and assessments, as well as a 

scope and sequence. All teachers were required to maintain a detailed plan book that clearly 

described their lessons’ alignment with the state frameworks, along with the Everett curriculum. 
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These plan books were stored in large three ring binders and were collected. Principals at the K-6 

level and department chairs at the secondary levels reviewed them weekly.  

 

Teacher evaluations included specific references to turning in plan books late. Administrators 

initialed plan books and wrote comments or verbally commented to teachers. In this manner, the 

district was confident that teachers were regularly assessing students, and that their assessments 

were tightly aligned with the district’s curriculum and the state’s frameworks. 

 

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

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

populations.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district had the ability to reallocate staff and resources. Administrators from the 

superintendent down to building principals claimed that they shifted staff according to student 

data. For example, the superintendent stated that he had occasionally recommended the transfer 

of a student with lower performance results to a team with high performance results. He added 

that the higher performing teachers influenced the lower performing teachers. Reviewing teacher 

files, examiners found examples of the district’s reassignment of teachers to fit its need.  

 

Specific schools established certain programs to specialize in ESL or specific special needs, such 

as autism. Schools were able to hire and use resources according to student needs, and in the 

most cost-efficient manner. By establishing the autism program, the district reported being able 

to serve almost all of their students’ needs at substantial savings. The Title I staff used DRA and 

Iowa scores to track the needs of students and to assign staff and programming accordingly. As 

the population shifted, the district reallocated resources and Title I staff to meet demonstrated 

student needs. 

  

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

regular intervals. 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: During the review period, the district provided appropriate staff with analyses of 

assessment data. Administrators explained that principals received the MCAS test results as soon 

as they were available. Principals explained that they used TestWiz to further analyze the results 

and presented these analyses to their staff. At the elementary level, teachers stated that they 

reviewed the aggregate data for the school and the district as well as the specific test item 

analysis for the students they had taught the previous year and for the students they would teach 

in the preceding year. In some grades, these results were from the MCAS test or the Iowa 

assessment. The data included item analyses indicating the relative strengths and weaknesses of 

each student and of the class and district. These analyses, teachers and administrators explained, 

provided guidance as to how to strengthen the curriculum and instruction, as well as how to 

remediate individual student needs. Each school in the district wrote MCAS remediation plans 

which featured these analyses and plans. At the high school level, faculty indicated that teachers 

of ELA, math, ESL, and special education received test analyses. The other teachers apparently 

did not receive this information. 

 

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: The assessments in the classroom were consistently linked with the learning standards 

in the state curriculum frameworks through Everett’s system of requiring and checking teacher 

plan books. 

 

Principals and administrators described the direct and clear link to classroom assessments and 

the state curriculum frameworks. They stated that teachers were expected to use the curriculum 

guide to plan their lessons, and any assessments they performed were supposed to be based on 

the lessons that were assigned. Since the curriculum guides were aligned to the curriculum 

frameworks, the assumption was that the assessments were linked. Because each plan book 

included homework assignments and these books were collected and reviewed weekly, 
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administrators assumed that classroom assessments were tightly aligned with the frameworks. In 

addition, the district required mid-year and end of year assessments, so that it could compare all 

students. These opportunities allowed district staff to ensure horizontal alignment.  

 

 

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 percentage of students that participated in the MCAS test was 99 percent each year 

in the period under review. 

• The district did not meet the state requirement for 93 percent attendance in two of the 

four years under review. In addition, the chronically absent students missing 18 days or 

more, ranged from a low of 6.6 in Grade 3 to highs of 36.6 in Grade 11 and 43.3 in Grade 

12. 

• For the review period, the district maintained accurate data on students but did not 

analyze the data by subgroup. 

 

Indicators: 

 

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

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

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

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district did not have a formal management system in place that required all 

students to participate in mandatory assessments. A review of the district’s student handbooks, 

teacher handbook, and district policies did not reveal any testing requirements or systems in 

place. Interviews with principals and administrators confirmed this omission. Interviewees did 
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indicate that teachers emphasized the importance of the MCAS test to the students. A review of 

DOE data indicated that for the review period, the percentage of students that participated in the 

MCAS test was 99 percent each year in 2001-04. The district’s participation rates exceeded the 

state requirement of 95 percent for all years under review. 

 

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: The district and each of its schools had systems that required all students to 

participate in district and school-based assessment programs or benchmarks. The school 

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

Interviews with teachers, building administrators, and central office administrators indicated a 

clear system of student assessment in core content areas.  

 

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

MCAS assessment. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the review period, the district maintained accurate records on waivers for LEP 

students and ALT status for the MCAS assessment. Interviews with district administrators 

revealed that all students, regardless of their status, were encouraged by their teachers to take the 

MCAS test. As a result, very few students did not participate. The administrators continued that 

trend. In an average year, they reported that one to two students took the ALT assessment and a 

small number of ELL students did not take the test. Teachers were handed a list of ELL students 

who were new to the district as of October, and their teachers then recommended whether they 

should take the test. None were automatically waived. 

 

A review of DOE data showed that on the MCAS test, special education students participated at 

a rate of 99 percent in ELA and 100 percent in math. Similarly, ELL students participated at a 

rate of 100 percent in both ELA and math. 
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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: For the review period, the district had policies in place that required all students to 

attend school. 

 

The student and teacher handbooks for PreK-8 stated, “All pupils are expected to attend school.” 

They explained why students should attend school and referred to state law requiring it. A review 

of the high school students’ handbook did not reveal similar high standards. The policy stated, 

“The general rule is that students must be present 89 percent of the school year.” This policy 

mandated a level of attendance substantially lower than the state requirement of 93 percent. 

 

A review of attendance data provided by the DOE indicated that the average attendance rate for 

the district was: 93.1 percent in 2001, 92.1 percent in 2002, 92.8 percent in 2003, and 93.3 

percent in 2004. The district did not meet the state requirement in two out of the four years under 

review. 

  

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

with chronic absenteeism. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: The district did not, for the review period, outline clear consequences for students 

with chronic absenteeism. A review of district documentation, including policies and handbooks, 

did not mention consequences for students with chronic levels of absenteeism. The high school 

student handbook explained that students with an attendance rate of less than 89 percent, or 20-

plus days absent, would forfeit course credit. 
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Administrators explained in interviews that the district’s attendance officer was called upon to 

track down students who were absent. 

 

A review of data provided by the DOE indicated that in 2004 the percentage of students absent 

18 days or more, or chronically absent, ranged from a low of 6.6 in Grade 3 to a high of 43.3 in 

Grade 12, and 36.6 in Grade 11. 

 

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: For the review period, the district maintained accurate data on students, but did not 

analyze it by subgroup. Interviews with administrators and principals revealed that the district 

maintained a central database of all student data. Closer examination showed that each school 

operated a similar system and that “snapshots” were taken of their data throughout the year and 

then combined to form the central database. As a result, it was difficult to conduct district-wide 

analyses on an ongoing basis with current data.  

 

This database included data on attendance, grades, discipline, and contact information. Sample 

queries of the database were provided to the EQA. These confirmed the nature of the data that 

was available and what types of inquiries could be generated. Further questioning revealed that 

this data was analyzed periodically, but did not address whether the district reviewed the data to 

follow subgroup trends. 

 

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: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: During the review period, the district maintained individual records on ELL students. 

Administrators, principals, and teachers explained that the schools maintained ELL students’ 
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files. Examiners reviewed randomly selected files in the schools, which indicated that their 

information was compiled, organized, and available. These files contained information on 

services that had been provided to particular students, as well as scores obtained from various 

assessments such as the MELA-O or the LAS/R-W. Additional information was available for 

these students on the district’s main student information database.  

 

 

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

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

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

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

the process was the improvement of achievement for all students. 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• The district did not have a personnel evaluation system for teachers that was linked to student 

achievement but did have a system that improved instructional quality. 

• The administrator evaluation system was informative and instructive but was not linked to 

student achievement. 

• Principals made annual presentations to the school committee in which they described their 

students’ achievement on the MCAS assessment and their action plan for addressing 

weaknesses. 

• Although evaluations were informative and instructive, the teacher evaluation system 

required a written evaluation only once every three years and did not comply with the state 

requirement of summative evaluation every other year. 

• Evaluations did not generally contain specific comments about areas for improvement or 

suggested strategies and techniques for improvement.  

 

Indicators: 
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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: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district did not have a personnel evaluation system that was linked to student 

achievement, but did have a system that improved instructional quality. 

 

Interviews with teachers, administrators, and principals explained that their evaluations did not 

refer specifically to student achievement data. Additionally, the instrument provided in the 

teachers’ contract made no mention of student data. 

 

The district had, however, fully implemented the RBT system for evaluating staff. All parties 

interviewed cited this initiative as having contributed to a significant improvement in the quality 

of district-wide teaching and learning. The district was not able to provide any specific data to 

support this claim. Administrators stated that 85 percent of the staff had completed the RBT 

training. 

 

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: Satisfactory 

 

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

71, §38 and 603 CMR 35.00. 

 

A review of the district’s documentation revealed that there were no policies describing the 

evaluation process for administrators. In interviews, the superintendent and principals explained 

that administrators were evaluated annually based on the Principles of Effective Administration. 

 

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. 
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Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: During the review period, the evaluation system was informative and instructive. 

Principals explained that their evaluation process involved a pre-conference, or a full day on 

which the administrator shadowed them in their school, followed by a meeting to review the final 

written evaluation. All principals questioned stated that they thought the evaluations were very 

useful. 

 

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

evaluations. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district administrators were not held accountable for student assessment results. 

A review of administrators’ evaluations revealed that during the review period, there was no 

mention of student assessment results. This absence of linkage was confirmed through an 

examination of administrator contracts, as well as in interviews with principals. The 

superintendent explained that they were not specifically held accountable for student scores, but 

he did say that student achievement might be discussed during the evaluation. He also stated that 

it may appear as a comment on the evaluation; however, a review of administrators’ evaluations 

revealed no comments of this nature. The superintendent also explained that all administrator 

contracts were one year in length and were not altered based on performance.  

 

Principals explained that they made annual presentations to the school committee, where they 

were expected to explain their students’ achievement on the MCAS assessment. They also had to 

describe their action plan for addressing weaknesses. 

 

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: Unsatisfactory 
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Evidence: The district’s evaluation procedure for teachers was not aligned with MGL Chapter 

71, §38 and 603 CMR 35.00. The 2002-05 teachers’ contract contained extensive details on the 

evaluation process. This document stated that the current evaluation system had been in place 

since September 1996. 

 

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

principals, and teachers, indicated that professional-status teachers were evaluated on a three-

year cycle. Phase I comprised an in-class observation and a written evaluation. Phases II and III 

involved a goal-setting process in which the teacher, in collaboration with an administrator, 

established goals and attempted to meet them during the year. At the end of the year, the teacher 

was expected to submit a written status report. This system led to a written evaluation once every 

three years. This practice did not comply with the state requirement of once every two years.  

 

The teachers’ handbook contained a copy of the instrument to be used. It listed a number of 

criteria for review, including: currency in curriculum, effective instruction, and fulfillment of 

professional responsibilities. These criteria were specifically aligned with the Principles of 

Effective Teaching.  

 

A review of the personnel files for 84 teachers revealed that 0 percent of the staff had been 

evaluated once every two years, as required by CMR; 33 percent, or 28 of 84, had not even been 

reviewed once every three years, as the contract required. In fact, 19 percent, or 16 of 84, of 

these teachers had not been evaluated at all in the past four years; and one teacher had not been 

evaluated for a period of seven years. 

 

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: Satisfactory 

 

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

evaluation process was informative and instructive. 
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Of the 84 personnel files reviewed, 16 contained no evaluations at all. The remaining 68 files 

contained evaluations whose quality was fairly consistent. The instrument used was consistent 

and the quality of the written content varied slightly based on the individual evaluator. 

Interviews with administrators and principals revealed that they had all received RBT training. 

Additionally, district documentation contained a memo sent to all administrators responsible for 

evaluating teachers. This memo provided specific guidance for administrators, including prompts 

and activating sentences for each of the areas being evaluated and drafted. 

 

Teachers stated that the evaluations were very informative, and that they pushed them to grow 

further. EQA reviewed approximately 100 completed evaluations from the files of 68 teachers. 

These evaluations consistently used the instrument required by the district and were considered 

informative and instructive. 

 

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: The district’s teachers were not held accountable for student assessment results. Of 

the 84 teachers’ files that examiners reviewed, none contained evaluations that mentioned 

student assessment results. A review of the teachers’ contract confirmed the absence of linkage, 

as did interviews with 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. The teachers’ contract included mention of an improvement plan; however, 
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district administrators were not aware of a specific process that was in place for teachers who 

were performing poorly.  

 

In general, evaluations did not contain specific comments highlighting areas for improvement or 

suggested strategies and techniques for improvement. Interviews with administrators revealed 

that there was not a formal system in place to verify steps taken to follow through on any 

suggested strategies. 

 

 

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): 

• During the review period, 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 data. 

• The district did not meet its performance targets for LEP, special education, and African-

American students in ELA, and it did not meet the performance targets for LEP, special 

education, African-American, and Hispanic students in math. 

 
Indicators: 

 

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

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

Rating: Poor 
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Evidence: During the review period, 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 

data. There was no school committee policy or program evaluation and there was no 

documentation provided to EQA examiners to demonstrate 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. The district 

was able to cite some examples in which data was used to drive decisions, such as discontinuing 

the Homeroom.com program. However, these examples were the exceptions, not the rule. 

 

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: Poor 

 

Evidence: During the review period, the district in some cases used student assessment and other 

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

programs. However, this practice was sporadic and did not follow any documented timeline or 

informal schedule. 

 

In interviews, administrators stated that they periodically evaluated programs and assessed their 

effectiveness based upon MCAS test results. EQA examiners were told that principals and other 

administrators had received TestWiz training.  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 review the district data.  

 

Interviews with administrators revealed that the district viewed the graduation rate as an overall 

measure of its instructional programs’ success. They also explained that they reviewed AP 

programs to monitor the number of students scoring highly. In addition, they paid some attention 

to the effectiveness of programs serving ELL students. Interviewees reported that this was 

prompted by the change in state law that resulted in the elimination of bilingual programs. 
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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: The evaluation of programs was sporadic. However, interviews with administrators 

revealed that the results of evaluations, when conducted, were used to inform decision-making. 

 

A review of the assessment data showed that the district’s programs did not result in sustained or 

continued improvement in the quality of teaching and learning for all subgroups during the 

review period. The district made its AYP Cycle III target in the aggregate; however, it did not 

meet all of its targets for subgroups in either math or ELA. The performance of students with 

disabilities was below the state average in math. The district did not meet its performance targets 

for LEP, special education, and African-American students in ELA, and it did not meet the 

performance targets for LEP, special education, African-American, and Hispanic students in 

math. The performance and improvement targets were not met for special education students. 

 

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: A review of the documents, interviews with administrators, and teacher focus group 

discussions indicated that the district did not have a formal process in place to measure the 

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

materials, and supplies during the review period. However, administrators, teachers, and school 

committee members stated that this was done informally. 

 

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. 
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Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: The district did not have a formal mechanism in place to evaluate its acquired 

resources, including capital improvements and projects, equipment, materials, and supplies 

during the review period. Although the district informally evaluated its acquired resources, its 

analysis did not result in sustained and continued improvements for the entire review period. A 

review of such documents as the school improvement plans and professional development plans, 

and interviews with administrators and teachers, indicated that the district informally factored 

into its decision-making process the impact of changes and improvements upon the quality of 

teaching and learning. The district made its AYP targets for the aggregate population, but not for 

all subgroups, including African-American, special education, LEP, and Hispanic 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: During the review period, the district made appropriate modifications as needed when 

it evaluated programs and resources. Interviews with administrators and teachers revealed that 

programs such as Homeroom.com, Title 3 ESL classes, and the district’s volunteer program were 

discontinued. They explained that their assessments of these programs showed that they were 

either ineffective, or that there was minimal interest in them, and therefore, that they were not 

worth continuing. Some programs, such as Singapore Math, were piloted, but were discontinued 

due to lack of funding. In contrast to this, programs such as Accelerated Reader and RBT were 

deemed effective. As a result, these programs were expanded and, in the case of RBT, became a 

district-wide initiative. 
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Domain B: Curriculum and Instruction 

 
 Standards ▼ Indicators ► 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total

Domain B - Curriculum & Instruction               

S5 – Curriculum                     

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

  Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A 8 

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

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

S6 - Instruction: Expectations & Policies                     

  Excellent 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

  Satisfactory 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 6 

  Poor 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 

  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

S7 - Opportunity & Access To Quality 

Education Programs                     

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

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

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

  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 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A 7 

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

  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 actively engaged in the process of drafting, 

writing, and revising the district's ELA and math curriculum to align with the state 

frameworks. 

• Teachers stated district administrators encouraged them to pilot textbooks and 

educational materials. Teachers recommended grade-level adoptions through consensus. 

 

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 maintained written curriculum guides in ELA and 

math that were aligned at all grade levels with the curriculum frameworks. The district's 

Coordinated Program Review (CPR) report, submitted by the Department of Education (DOE), 

stated that the district's curriculum was aligned with the frameworks. 

 

An examination of the curriculum guides revealed that they contained a timeline, subject content, 

teaching resources, suggestions for implementation, and measurable benchmarks based on 

framework standards and strands. The district paid two teachers at each grade level a stipend to 

write curriculum drafts, which all appropriate grade-level teachers reviewed prior to the 

curriculum director’s final approval. 

 

Interviewees indicated that the district intended to establish a standardized curriculum in ELA 

and math specifically aligned to the state frameworks, rather than relying on a site-based 

management process to develop curriculum guides. The aligned curriculum guides presented for 

review were dated 2001. 

 

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 
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Evidence: Interviewees indicated that principals were the primary, designated curriculum 

leaders in all district schools. During the review period, district responsibility for curriculum and 

instruction fell under the job description for the Director of Curriculum. 

 

During the review period, the teachers’ labor union and the school committee approved job 

descriptions for the positions of ELA and math department head, for grades 6-12. Some of the 

duties included in these job descriptions were supervision and evaluation of instruction; visiting 

classrooms and observing teachers in grades 7-12 to assist principals in the evaluation of teacher 

performance; ascertaining that the state frameworks were being taught; reviewing and discussing 

curriculum matters at monthly departmental meetings; and remaining current on new educational 

materials and technology. 

 

The ELA and math department heads collected and reviewed teachers' lesson plans on a weekly 

basis, often meeting with teachers to discuss instructional delivery. During focus group 

discussions, teachers indicated that the ELA and math department heads were highly visible on a 

regular basis in all district schools. Several teachers indicated that department heads’ comments 

on lesson plan booklets and teacher evaluations were helpful and supportive in the delivery of 

instruction consistent with the district's expectations and curricula. 

 

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: The district curriculum guides contained a notation that the curriculum was examined 

yearly. Administrators indicated that the district's curricula was carefully scrutinized yearly to 

ensure alignment with the frameworks, through in-service allotted time, release days, common 

planning time, and departmental meetings. 

 

In addition, interviewees indicated that a yearly review of MCAS and Iowa test data served as a 

focal point for assessing the strengths and weaknesses of the curricula. Through MCAS test item 
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analyses generated by TestWiz, and through district and school grade equivalents for the Iowa 

tests, the district reached decisions on curricula modifications. The district's curriculum director 

oversaw this process. Grade-level teachers were selected and paid a stipend to revise curricula in 

accordance with test data analyses and teacher input. 

 

Interviews with district administrators indicated that the district commonly piloted textbooks. 

They viewed this process as a means of engaging teachers in the review and selection of 

appropriate instructional resources. 

 

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 

 

Evidence: A district curriculum document, “Curriculum Development,” indicated that the 

curriculum frameworks and common chapters provided the guidelines to ensure a cohesive plan 

for the ongoing assessment, development, implementation, and evaluation of the district's 

curriculum. The document further stated that this plan was a commitment statement by the 

faculty to continue providing quality education. 

 

District administrators indicated that assessment data, particularly item analyses for MCAS and 

Iowa tests, were used yearly to determine the efficacy of the district's curriculum. Interviewees 

indicated that, over time, the district's assessment data indicated alignment. Prompted by review 

of assessment data, district administrators cited changes, such as including standards-based 

language in teachers' lesson plans, the use of graphic organizers, emphasis on open-ended 

questions, and the implementation of the Research for Better Teaching (RBT) model for 

supervision and evaluation of teachers. The district's curriculum director, along with input from 

teachers, principals, and department heads, was responsible for the overall process of analyzing 

the MCAS and Iowa test results to ensure the scope, sequence, and alignment of competencies 
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and expectations from grades PreK-12. District administrators indicated that the curriculum 

guides listed measurable benchmarks to assist teachers in classroom assessment of learning 

activities. Teachers also used an abbreviated standards form on which they recorded the date a 

particular subject standard was introduced as a means of assessing curriculum timelines and 

continuity of instruction. 

 

5. The district’s curricula in all tested content areas were aligned horizontally to ensure that all 

teachers of a common grade level addressed specific subject matter following the same time line, 

and vertically to ensure complete coverage, eliminate redundancies, and close any gaps. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the review period, the district's curriculum guides were both horizontally and 

vertically aligned. A review of the ELA and math guides indicated that there were no 

redundancies and that the subject content matched grade-level expectations aligned with the 

curriculum frameworks. Interviewees indicated that it was the responsibility of the district's 

curriculum director to ensure that the curricula was in place, current, progressive from grade to 

grade, and contained measurable benchmarks for assessment of student learning. Within the 

curriculum guides, the grade-level benchmark assessments were specific, descriptive, and 

detailed as related to the ELA and math strands of the frameworks. 

 

A review of the district's standards timeline indicated that subject content was reviewed 

throughout the year, once it had been taught. The curriculum timeline listed specific subject 

content to be taught and reviewed monthly and quarterly. During focus group discussions, 

teachers indicated that through regularly scheduled grade-level and departmental meetings, they 

discussed the adequacy, effectiveness, and currency of the curriculum. Department heads in ELA 

and math indicated that their weekly review of teacher lesson plans facilitated communication 

with teachers about the delivery of the aligned curriculum. 

 

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

populations. 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: Tier I MCAS proficiency index data for 2002-04 in ELA and math for all subgroups 

indicated improved, equitable rates of achievement. During interviews with district 

administrators and focus group discussions with teachers, the district's curriculum was described 

as aligned, current, and designed to meet the needs of all district subgroups. District 

administrators indicated that inclusion had been the primary practice for special education and 

ELL students during the review period. Administrators indicated that special education teachers 

were assigned to core academic departments and met as a matter of practice with regular 

education teachers to review and discuss core subject content. Special education teachers 

attended grade-level meetings with regular education teachers in their respective schools. 

 

The curriculum director indicated that the district frequently engaged in pilot programs to select 

instructional materials and textbooks appropriate for all subgroups. Teachers reviewed, 

discussed, and recommended those instructional programs best suited for all student populations. 

Some examples of the district’s textbook adoptions in an effort to modify the curriculum 

included Harcourt Trophies and Silver Burdett for ELA, and Addison Wesley and Mathematical 

Connections for math. 

 

7. Staffing levels were adequate to deliver the district’s curriculum to all students, as indicated by 

equitable rates of improvement for all student populations. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: DOE data on ELA and math for all subgroups indicated that improved, equitable rates 

of achievement occurred from 2002-04. In focus group discussions and interviews, teachers, 

principals, and administrators described class size overall as adequate and educationally sound. 

They stated that, periodically, some classes reached 30 students as a result of unanticipated 

enrollment increases. The teachers' contract specified that K-8 class size not exceed 22 and at the 

high school, 25. Trend data indicated that, during the review period, class sizes increased. In 

2002-03, the district reduced staffing at the high school by approximately 20 teachers due to 

financial constraints. Interviewees indicated that some of the eliminated positions were restored 

during the past two years. 
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Teachers, principals, and district administrators indicated that an adequate number of support 

personnel were available to assist ELL and special education students throughout all schools. 

Local city funds and Title I grant funds subsidized the costs of support personnel. 

 

8. The district established practices that adequately provisioned for and supported the curriculum 

and its overall effectiveness in all assessed subject areas and all levels. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: During the interview process and in focus group discussions, administrators and 

teachers indicated that the district supplied the faculty with all necessary textbooks and 

classroom materials to support instructional delivery. Teachers indicated that district 

administrators were very responsive to providing supplementary academic resources if justified 

as improving student achievement. 

 

At the school level, principals submitted budget requests each February based on student needs. 

Principals forwarded budget requests first to the assistant superintendent and then to the 

superintendent and the school committee. Principals indicated that school budgets were not 

approved strictly on a per-pupil cost basis but that they considered individual school needs. The 

district informed principals of final budget allocations in late summer. Interviewees indicated 

that mid-summer purchases of books and supplies were timely and adequate for the start of the 

school year. 

 

Overall, the district met net school spending requirements. The district's average per-pupil cost 

was below the state average, but this fact did not restrict expenditures required for implementing 

the district's curriculum. 

 

 

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 
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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): 

• In an effort to improve student achievement, the district negotiated a contract allowing it 

to establish a calendar that added six days to the school year, exceeding state 

requirements for instructional time. 

• The district's instructional program for LEP students resulted in steady improvement in 

MCAS test performance during the review period. 

 

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: The district's strategic plan focused on raising instructional expectations as an overall 

objective, and included a Mission Statement, "To accommodate the varying learning styles and 

learning rates of all children." 

 

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

for Better Teaching (RBT) model, held teachers to a high standard of expectation and of teaching 

performance. A review of a sampling of teacher evaluations revealed that they were descriptive 

and informative, and some included specific recommendations to enhance the instructional 

process. During focus group discussions, teachers stated that they were held to high standards of 

performance. They also indicated that they viewed the pre- and post-conference aspects of the 

RBT supervision and evaluation process as helpful and professional. All district administrators 

received training in using the RBT model. A majority of teachers in the district completed the 

Skillful Teacher course related to the RBT evaluation process. The district required newly hired 

teachers to enroll in the Skillful Teacher course in their second year of teaching in the district. 

Some of the teacher evaluations reviewed by the EQA examiners stated this requirement. 
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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 

 

Evidence: Although MCAS proficiency indices in ELA and math for 2002-04 reflected 

subgroup improvement, the district’s MCAS test results were below the state average at all grade 

levels in both ELA and math. 

 

During focus groups and interviews, teachers and administrators indicated that the district 

annually analyzed test data related to the Iowa and MCAS tests. Principals used TestWiz for 

MCAS analysis and annually presented reports to teachers. District administrators indicated that 

the district's written grading policy as outlined in the district's handbook and in student 

handbooks evidenced expectations of teachers in the use of assessment information. 

 

Teachers in focus group discussions stated that at the beginning of each school year, they 

received Iowa and MCAS test results for their students. Teachers indicated they had received 

professional development training in data analysis and expressed confidence in the use of the 

item analyses to inform the content and delivery of their instruction. Teachers indicated that the 

district's curriculum was aligned with the frameworks; textbooks and teaching supplies were 

adequate; class sizes overall were educationally sound; and, through professional development 

and the leadership efforts of principals and department heads, they were well supported. 

 

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

subject area and at each level. 

Rating: Excellent 
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Evidence: Instructional time in grades PreK-8 and 9-12 far exceeded the 900/990-hour state 

requirement. During each year of the review period, district students attended school for 186 

days, six days more than the normally scheduled school year of 180 days. District administrators 

indicated that the district's 186 instructional days and 189 workdays was negotiated and was in 

the teachers' contract. 

 

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

that resulted in improved student achievement. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: During the review period, instructional leadership was provided by the district's 

curriculum director, grades 6-12 department heads, and principals as school educational leaders. 

Teachers in focus group discussions expressed satisfaction with the instructional leadership 

support provided by district and school administrators. They specifically mentioned 

administrative responses to the provisioning of adequate teaching materials and supplies and 

professional development offerings. They also praised the informative and helpful process of 

supervision and evaluation using the RBT model. The district promoted and endorsed a process 

for the piloting of textbooks and educational programs engaging teachers and involved teachers 

at all grade levels in the writing and revision of curriculum guides. MCAS proficiency indices 

for 2002-2004 for district subgroups showed improved student performance. 

 

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: District administrators indicated that the district conducted annual analyses of MCAS 

and Iowa Test data in an effort to strengthen curriculum and instruction and to improve student 

achievement. The district's school year calendar numbered 186 days during the review period. 

Six additional school days were added to provide increased instructional time to address student 

achievement. The district had time allotment schedules for grades 1-3 and grades 4-8. Minutes 

for daily and weekly instruction were listed for each subject content area. At grades 1-8, the 
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actual yearly instructional time was 1,031 hours, 131 hours over the state requirement. District 

administrators indicated that additional instructional time for students who did not attain MCAS 

proficiency was decided on a case-by-case basis. The district added a half-hour of math per day 

in Grade 6 and weekly classes in writing and math in grades 7-8. MCAS proficiency indices for 

district subgroups reflected improved proficiency rates for 2002-04. 

 

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: Poor 

 

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

The district submitted documentation listing teacher absence information for 472 teachers in 

2003-04. The average number of days absent per teacher was 8.66 for all categories, including 

long- and short-term illnesses, professional development, jury duty, military leave, bereavement, 

and personal days, based on a school year of 189 days. 

 

At the K-8 level, daily teacher absences were reported to the district office. The high school 

maintained internal records of teacher absences. District administrators indicated that school 

principals received monthly reports of teacher absences and were instructed to review the data 

for patterns and number of absences considered to be excessive. 

 

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

staff attendance and chronic staff absenteeism. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: District administrators indicated that chronic staff absenteeism was not problematic in 

the district, particularly with professional–status teachers. School principals monitored teacher 

absences on a daily basis, and teachers who incurred five absences in a given year were required 

to meet with the principal, as indicated in the teachers' contract. Once a teacher accrued ten 

absences, he or she was required to meet with the superintendent, who considered staff 

  72



attendance a high priority in the district. The superintendent, upon meeting with teachers, asked 

that they submit documentation justifying the absences. There were no reported cases of teacher 

dismissal due to chronic absenteeism. 

 

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

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Educational technology was more available in newer schools in the district. The 

district's strategic plan indicated that technology was an educational tool. The district developed 

K-12 Student Technology Competencies which contained a list of technology skills for 

integration with the district's curricula, such as keyboarding, project-based units, process writing, 

and internet research. 

 

At the K-8 schools, principals indicated that there were two computer labs staffed with an 

instructor who taught computer skills at least weekly to all grades. On average, each classroom 

had three computers with one printer. At the high school level, there were six computer labs and 

20 computers in the media center. A mobile lab with 24 laptop computers was available to 

teachers as requested. The high school required that all students enroll in “Computer 

Applications,” a full-year course listed in the high school’s Program of Studies. The high school 

was not wired for internet in classrooms due to the age of the building. It was indicated that plans 

were made to build a new high school for occupancy in 2007 or 2008. In 2003, the district added 

Computer Assisted Drafting (CAD) to the high school curriculum. Teachers assigned research 

papers that required students to use the school's technology in grades 11-12. 

 

9. Student achievement data indicated that the district provided effective instruction, programs, and 

services to all English language learners. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The 2003-04 MCAS data for the district indicated that the Limited English 

Proficiency (LEP) subgroup met AYP in both ELA and math. The Department of Education 

Enrollment/Indicators Report for 2003-2004 indicated that 37.9 percent of the district’s students 
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were listed as “first language not English,” and 10.7 percent as LEP, as compared to 13.7 percent 

and 5 percent, respectively, statewide. The Tier I report showed steady improvement on the 

MCAS test in both ELA and math for 2002-04. Over this three-year period, the LEP subgroup 

approximated the state average. In 2004, the district’s ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) was 53, 

compared to 57.2 statewide. The district’s math PI (MPI) was 45.3, compared to 48.4 statewide. 

 

A district document entitled, “English Language Learners, Structured English Immersion,” 

indicated that the superintendent and the school committee committed time, resources, and 

funding to meet the needs of this student population as outlined in Massachusetts General Laws 

Chapter 71A (2003). The district document summarized the structured and sheltered English 

immersion programs. 

 

 

Standard 7. OPPORTUNITY AND ACCESS TO QUALITY EDUCATION PROGRAMS: 

For the period under examination, district and school policies, practices, procedures, and 

programs encouraged and supported equitable access to and participation in high quality 

educational programs for all students.  

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• The district’s minority students were over-represented in disciplinary actions and under-

represented in higher level courses. 

• An increased number of students earned Competency Determination. 

 

Indicators: 

1. All of the students in the district graduated in their senior year. All senior students met or 

exceeded the state’s Competency Determination. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: Not all of the students in the district graduated in their senior year. Not all seniors met 

the state’s Competency Determination. Data posted on the Massachusetts Department of 

Education’s website indicated that 96 percent of students in Everett’s class of 2003 achieved the 
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Competency Determination, while 97 percent of students in Everett’s class of 2004 achieved the 

Competency Determination. The high school principal stated that not all high school seniors 

graduated in their senior year. He noted that for the class of 2003, approximately 12 out of 350 

seniors did not graduate. For the class of 2004, he recalled that approximately 12 out of 365 did 

not graduate. 

 

2. The district had documented policies, practices, or procedures that addressed and supported 

students in transition from one level to another, one program to another, one school to another 

(intra district), and students entering the district after the start of school (inter district), tracked 

dropouts and maintained these data over time (3 years).  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district did have practices and procedures that addressed and supported students 

in transition. The district tracked dropouts over time. The Everett Teacher’s Handbook referred 

to expected practices regarding transferees’ student records within and outside of the district. The 

high school Program of Studies and Course Selection Forms detailed course registration 

procedures. DOE data on the district included dropout percentages for 2000-03. District 

documentation submitted to the EQA included high school dropout rates for 2001-04. The 

district did not produce policies regarding student transition or dropouts. 

 

Interviews with district and school administrators indicated that the district did have established 

and understood practices to address student transitions. The Early Childhood Coordinator stated 

that for students entering the system at Pre-K, Kindergarten, or Grade 1, screening took place to 

identify students with special needs. Parents and students were allowed to attend programs 

together for up to three days to ease the entry of young students.  

 

 The districts elementary schools included grades PreK-8. Interviews with district and school 

administrators and teachers indicated that transition activities for students shifting from self-

contained classrooms at Grade 5 to teams at Grade 6 included student assemblies and parent 

information nights. To support the transition to high school, Grade 8 students visited the high 

school in June, took a tour, and met teachers. Students toured the Alternative Education 
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Programs and received information regarding vocational education opportunities at the high 

school. Guidance counselors assisted students and parents in course selection. High school 

special education teachers met with Grade 8 special education teachers to become familiar with 

individual students’ needs.  

 

Students transferring within the district registered at their new school and assumed a program 

similar to their sending school. Students transferring from outside the district during the school 

year registered through the same process as September entries, including a review of residence, 

health, previous school records, and a home language survey. Students and their parents or 

guardians met with guidance personnel to schedule courses. 

 

The high school principal assumed responsibility for reporting the SIMS data during the review 

period and reported the high school dropout rates as 3.21 percent in 2001-02, 4.59 percent in 

2002-03, and 3.59 percent in 2003-04. DOE dropout statistics for the district were not available 

for 2001-02 or 2003-04. DOE data for 2002-03 indicated a 4.1 percent dropout rate for the 

district, compared to 3.3 percent for the state.  

 

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: Disaggregated trend data indicated significant differences among racial subgroups for 

rates of suspension, retention and special education designation, but not for the dropout rate. 

Exclusion rates were too low to be statistically significant.  

 

The data indicated that the Everett student population in 2004 was 69 percent White, 15 percent 

Hispanic, 10 percent African-American, and 6 percent Asian-American. Forty-five percent of 

Everett’s students were low income; 38 percent did not speak English as their primary language; 

11 percent were LEP students; and 14 percent were categorized as needing special education 

services. In 2004, 4 percent of the students serving out-of-school suspensions were White, 5.9 
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percent were Hispanic, 6.8 percent were African-American, and 3.7 percent were Asian-

American. During the same period, 8.7 percent of in-school suspensions were White students; 

11.4 percent were Hispanic; 14.6 were African-American; and 2.5 percent were Asian-American. 

The 2004 data indicated that the district retained 2.7 percent of White students, 4 percent of 

Hispanic students, 1.4 percent of African-Americans, and 4.3 percent of Asian-Americans. White 

students represented 70.96 percent of the special education population; Hispanics represented 

13.51 percent; African-Americans represented 13.01 percent; and Asian-Americans accounted 

for 2.37 percent. 

 

For 2001-04, data indicated that 60.6 percent of the district’s dropouts were White, 10.5 percent 

were Hispanic, 4 percent were African-American, and 3.9 percent were Asian-American. For the 

same period, the district’s overall population was 71.3 percent White, 14 percent Hispanic, 9 

percent African-American, and 5.6 percent Asian-American.  

 

Disciplinary data for the representation of low-income, LEP, and students whose first language 

was not English were not available. 

 

Interviews with district and school administrators indicated that for the review period, they did 

not perceive noticeable discrepancies in subgroup representation in disciplinary categories. 

Interviewees stated that students from different cultures interacted well, and they attributed this 

to Everett’s longstanding practice of integrating classrooms. When asked about the presence of 

gangs, interviewees indicated that this was not a problem in Everett. The high school principal 

indicated, and DOE data confirmed, that exclusions were rare, averaging about two per year. 

Types of offenses leading to exclusions in 2001-03 included one instance of possession of a 

weapon, two of possession of illegal substances, and one case of assault on a student. 

 

4. The district used aggregated and disaggregated student achievement data on participation and 

achievement to adjust instruction and policies for populations at risk and evaluated the 

effectiveness of these adjustments. 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The district did use aggregate and disaggregated achievement data to adjust 

instruction and policies for at-risk populations. Student performance data for LEP students in 

ELA indicated performance that fell below the state average by 5-15 percent from 2002-04. 

Special education students’ ELA performance met the state average for 2002-03, but fell below it 

in 2004. FRL(Y) students in Everett exceeded the state average performance in ELA. In math, 

Everett LEP students met the state average in 2002 and 2003, but fell slightly below it in 2004. 

In 2002-04, special education students’ performance met the state average, and FRL(Y) students’ 

performance exceeded the state average by approximately 10 percent each year. African-

American, Asian-American, and Hispanic students in Everett performed above their counterparts 

across the state in both ELA and math. For each subgroup in Everett, the gaps in ELA and math 

closed, but not significantly more than that of the district-wide gaps from 2002-04. 

 

The 2004 AYP report indicated that Everett met its participation target in the aggregate and for 

subgroups in both ELA and math. It also stated that Everett met its performance targets in the 

aggregate and for FRL(Y), Asian-American, Hispanic, and White students in ELA. In math, the 

district met performance targets in the aggregate and for FRL(Y), Asian-American, and White 

students. The district met its improvement targets in ELA and math for all subgroups except 

special education. Overall, Everett’s Cycle III Improvement Ratings for both ELA and math 

were ‘Above Target.’ The Cycle III Performance Rating in ELA was ‘High,’ and in math was 

‘Low.’ 

 

The 2004 Annual Report and the 2004 Coordinated Program Review, interviews with 

administrators and teachers, and school site visits indicated that at-risk students were properly 

identified and provided with services in inclusive settings whenever possible. Program or 

instructional changes were made when data indicated the need. For example, when early literacy 

was identified as an area needing improvement, Title I administrators led an extensive 

restructuring of the elementary reading program which was instituted during the review period 

for all grades PreK-8 students. ELL administrators led district-wide training in ELL instruction 

for all teachers to improve ELL instruction. Grant funds supported ELL after-school homework 

help sessions at all grades K-8 sites. Special education students who needed extra help could 

have received it during the school day. The high school introduced structured reading instruction 
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in 2002-03 to address the deficits of some special education students. Interviewees indicated that 

informal evaluations of these changes did indicate general effectiveness. 

  

5. Enrollment data indicated equitable participation in higher level, advanced, and AP-type courses 

in all assessed grade levels and programs. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: The district did not have equitable participation in higher level, advanced, and AP 

courses. The district’s mission included principles which championed acceptance of all students, 

respecting cultural differences, maintaining high expectations, and providing opportunities for all 

students to reach their potential. The 2003-04 Program of Studies described ‘general’ and 

‘accelerated’ levels and listed six AP courses. Accelerated and AP courses carried prerequisites. 

EQA examiners requested but did not receive recent years’ AP enrollments classified by gender, 

race, and ethnicity. However, the district stated that Everett High School continued to review 

course enrollment trends at the high school. For example, AP course data was shared and 

discussed at the high school department meetings. Demographics, achievement, and other data 

factored into increasing enrollment and expanding AP course offerings. 

 

Interviews with district and school administrators indicated that the majority of students in AP 

classes were White. In discussions, interviewees suggested that they had not deliberately 

recruited subgroup students for AP enrollment. Special education and ELL leaders indicated that 

students from these subgroups were represented in higher level courses, the push for their 

inclusion had come from the special education and ELL staff rather than from regular education 

staff.  

 

6. The district had documented policies and practices to respond to student behavior and support 

student needs in an equitable manner. The collective district policies, procedures, and practices 

addressed issues in the areas of discipline, retention, suspension, exclusion, and dropout 

recovery. 

Rating: Satisfactory  
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Evidence: The district had policies, procedures, and practices that addressed issues in the areas 

of discipline, retention, suspension, exclusion, and dropout recovery. Handbooks detailed 

policies, procedures, and practices under headings such as: Policies on Discipline and Student 

Behavior, Suspension Policies, Expulsion Policy, Attendance Policy, Non-Discrimination Policy, 

and Office Referral Forms. Parents’ signatures were required on student handbooks. DOE data 

for 2003 indicated that Everett’s dropout rate of 4.1 percent exceeded that of the state, at 3.3 

percent. Also, the district’s in-school suspension rate of 8.1 percent exceeded the state rate of 4.6 

percent. Everett’s retention rate of 2.8 percent was just slightly higher than the state rate of 2.6 

percent. The districts out-of school suspension rate of 5 percent was below the state rate of 6.7 

percent. Also, the district’s exclusion rate of 0.4 percent was below the state average of 2.0 

percent. 

 

Interviews with district and school administrators indicated that student handbooks provided 

discipline guidelines for students, and cited Massachusetts law for topics such as weapon or drug 

possession. 

 

While PreK-8-level interviewees did not cite a specific retention policy, they stated that they 

deemed retention an option if the child needed more time at a grade level. The PreK-8 student 

handbook contained the standards for retention. At the elementary level, retentions were highest 

at grades 1-2 and ranged in number of instances from 10 to 38 during 2000-04. High school 

retentions were based on earning the number of credits required for promotion. High school 

retentions were highest at Grade 9, numbering 45 in 2003 and 38 in 2004. Interviewees indicated 

that Grade 9 retention rates contributed to the decision to restructure it into small learning 

communities beginning in 2002-03. 

 

Interviewees did not mention a dropout recovery policy. Interviewees stated that students who 

planned to drop out of school were required to meet with the principal prior to leaving. Parents or 

guardians were required to attend. Students and their parents or guardians were counseled on the 

importance of graduating. Potential dropouts were informed about options such as the General 

Education Diploma (GED) and an adult diploma program offered in a neighboring district. For 

pregnant teens at risk of dropping out, the district extended services such as community nursing, 
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home tutoring, and flexible school schedules to prevent these students from leaving school. The 

Dropout Prevention Committee Report (1991) detailed many of the practices that the district had 

in place during the review period, such as clustering students into small learning communities, 

teaming staff to work with the same cluster of students, providing flexible schedules for students 

at risk of dropping out, channeling at-risk students to ‘hands-on’ programs in vocational 

education, and involving community service agencies to support at-risk students. 

 

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 implemented programs and practices to address the needs of transient or 

mobile students. The teachers’ handbook addressed procedures recording student transfer 

information. The Coordinated Program Review Component II: Student Identification and 

Program Placement credited the district with appropriately identifying and placing homeless 

students and providing transportation when needed. It described district practices that provided 

health care, tutoring, and flexible schedules for pregnant students and young parents. Active and 

inactive rosters showed students entering from and leaving for other district schools, surrounding 

school districts, and foreign locations largely in Central and South America. 

 

Interviews with district and school administrators verified this evidence. Interviewees indicated 

that rates of homelessness were relatively low but that rates of teen pregnancy were rising among 

some subgroups. Interviewees also described a pattern of entry and withdrawal among some 

foreign-born subgroups. Interviewees noted the pattern of student movement among neighboring 

districts, largely related to family instability. 

 

Interviewees stated that regardless of the level, reason, or season, students entering the district 

were processed in the same way, reflecting Everett’s inclusive philosophy. The district received 

health records, records from previous schools, proof of residency, and home language surveys. 

New students and their parents or guardians met with guidance personnel to determine 
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appropriate class or program placement, and students were paired with a ‘buddy’ identified by 

school personnel to help ease the entry process. 

 

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 had negotiated agreements and practices that assigned faculty and courses 

that maximized faculty talents and promoted high levels of achievement. Everett’s Collective 

Bargaining Agreement 2002-2005, Article 6.03, indicated that in the case of voluntary and 

involuntary transfers, the “teacher’s area of competence, major/minor field, attendance, quality 

and length of service” would be considered. Interviews with district and school administrators 

verified that the contract did permit them to place teachers in the best interest of students. For 

example, when the high school principal decided to restructure Grade 9 into clusters, he asked 

teachers to volunteer for positions in these small learning communities. For positions that were 

not filled by volunteers, he reassigned staff. Conversely, when a teacher requested a transfer out 

of the cluster model after one year, the principal denied the request because he felt that that the 

teacher possessed the qualities most needed in the position. 

 

 

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): 

• A 30-member Professional Development Committee, with wide representation, oversaw 

the district's strategic plan, its priority goals, and the strategies, tasks, and professional 

development activities needed to meet the stated objectives. 

• The district encouraged teachers within the district to become professional development 

presenters. 
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• The district prioritized a staff supervision and evaluation model and provided no-cost 

professional development training for teachers and administrators to standardize the 

process. 

 

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 a professional development plan which was reviewed annually. 

Listed in the district's strategic plans for each year of the review period were the names of the 

members of the Professional Development Committee. The committee was comprised of teacher 

representatives from all district schools, high school students, parents, district administrators, and 

representatives from the business community. The Professional Development Committee held a 

yearly update during the months of April and May, based on information and data received from 

school councils, principals, teachers, department heads, directors, coordinators, and central office 

staff. 

 

The district's strategic plans included a listing of professional development activities designed to 

support the district’s four goals and mission statement. Professional development activities were 

planned for teachers, administrators, and support staff as evidenced in the plan and described by 

teachers and administrators during focus groups and interviews. 

 

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: During FY01-03 the district exceeded state spending requirements by $379,365, 

$234,476, and $160,608, respectively. The district offered 25 hours of professional development 

to staff after school, on an annual basis, along with three full days beyond the students' academic 
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year. The district compensated participating teachers in accordance with negotiated contract 

agreement. 

 

In interviews and discussions, district administrators and principals indicated that MCAS test 

data were the focal points of the district’s professional development activities, and the evaluation 

of their effectiveness in improving student achievement. The district offered Research for Better 

Teacher (RBT) as an example of professional development which improved the delivery of 

instruction. 

 

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 targeted the improvement of the 

teacher supervision and evaluation process, improved student performance on MCAS tests for all 

student subgroups, and continuous review of the district's curricula. 

 

The district's strategic plans and the listing of professional in-service opportunities featured 

examples of these professional development priorities. Some examples included RBT training 

for administrators and teachers, instructional strategies and techniques for educators working 

with ELL students in mainstream classrooms, literacy instruction, district benchmarks, and 

writing folder portfolios. District administrators indicated that the strategic plans highlighted the 

guiding principles and district goals. Interviewees indicated that professional development 

programs were designed to support the district's priority goals. During 2003-04, the district's 

‘Goal One’ was to ensure that all students achieved high standards. For each district goal, the 

strategic plan listed grade-level strategies indicating the persons responsible and the professional 

development required. 
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4. The district’s professional development programs included training in the teaching of the 

curriculum frameworks, participatory decision-making, community and parental involvement, 

and other skills required for the effective implementation of education reform. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In interviews, district administrators indicated that during the review period, the 

district provided curriculum frameworks training. They cited literacy in all grades as a priority. 

The district provided professional development opportunities in its four writing rubrics, journal 

notebooks, ELA writing folder portfolios, and training for the ELA curriculum frameworks 

research strand. 

 

The district offered parenting workshops through the Title I program. Parents were able to 

participate in their children's reading activities, including the Book in a Bag program and the six-

week Rigby Parents, Children and Literacy course. Members of the city's business community 

served on the district's Professional Development Committee. At the high school level, 

interviewees indicated that through research and professional development training, smaller 

learning communities were implemented in Grade 9 to meet the demands of education reform, 

with the ultimate goal of improving student achievement and reducing the district's dropout rate. 

 

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, the district offered several professional development 

programs informed by data analysis. Principals indicated that they were trained in TestWiz, were 

able to review student responses to MCAS test questions, and could develop an action plan along 

with teachers to strengthen the curriculum and to offer appropriate professional development. 

Principals mentioned that the developers of TestWiz only recently added the capacity to 

disaggregate MCAS data by student subgroups. 
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During the interview process, district administrators cited several examples of professional 

development training prompted by data analysis. They mentioned diversity of instruction, further 

in-service related to the frameworks, and delivery of instruction. They stated that the district's 

professional development offerings included RBT training, literacy instruction for diverse 

learners, understanding disabilities, assessment and evaluation of students, and several math 

workshops. They indicated that upon receipt of yearly MCAS test results, principals at each 

school led the data analysis process using district, school, and item response data.  

 

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 to staff a list of 

professional in-service opportunities. The district included a course registration form which, 

upon completion, it forwarded to a designated professional development representative in each 

of the district's six schools. A review of the listing of offerings for 2003-04 indicated that 

approximately 30 courses were available at a no-cost and cost basis, ranging from $40 to $100. 

Included in the course listing was a monthly calendar specifying the dates and time for each 

course. 

 

During focus group discussions, teachers indicated that the district provided ample opportunities 

to advance their knowledge and skills. Teachers also mentioned that external conference 

attendance was approved for seminars and workshops related to their professional assignment. 

Teachers were able to meet re-certification requirements through the district's in-service 

program. 

 

7. Teachers were involved in the development, implementation, and assessment of the district’s 

professional development program. 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: Teachers were involved and engaged in all aspects of the district's professional 

development program. Teachers from each of the district's six schools served on the Professional 

Development Committee. Each year, all staff were surveyed in January or February to solicit 

input and training needs, which were conveyed to the district administration office. 

Approximately 46 percent of the staff responded to the surveys annually. At the school level, 

teachers and principals conveyed school needs to the district administration office. Survey results 

and individual school requests were compiled and district administrators developed a schedule of 

topics, activities, and courses for the upcoming year. This schedule was presented to the 

Professional Development Committee in the spring of each year for approval. 

 

During discussions, teachers expressed satisfaction regarding teacher input to the development 

and implementation of the district's professional development program. Teachers indicated that 

district administrators were sensitive to and supportive of meeting teachers' 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 1 0 1 5 

  Poor 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 

  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 1 N/A 5 

 Poor 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 

 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):  

• The district employed a wide variety of assessments to track and analyze student progress 

and design programs. 

• Despite a longstanding and comprehensive emphasis on early literacy, Grade 3 student 

performance did not improve during the review period. 

• The district did not have a formal District Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP) but 

did have the required components. 

 

Indicators: 
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1. The district monitored student progress through the assessment of individual student 

performance data and provided students who were not proficient with additional programs and 

support to assist their progress. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the review period, the district monitored student progress through assessment of 

performance data and offered programs to assist students. A review of documents indicated that 

a variety of assessments were administered and analyzed to ensure student progress, program 

development, and program implementation, including the 2003-04 Annual Report, the list of the 

standardized tests which the district administered, the 2004 Coordinated Program Review (CPR), 

and ELL student records. 

 

Title I administrators indicated that students in kindergarten through Grade 3 were assessed 

using the Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA), the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early 

Literacy Skills (DIBELS), and Marie Clay instruments to determine needs for reading 

interventions and Title I support. The DRA was administered to students in grades 3-8 by school-

based literacy specialists on an as-needed basis to determine remediation.  

 

For the review period, administrators of the English Language Learners program (ELL) indicated 

that the Language Assessment Scales for Reading and Writing (LAS R/W) and the 

Massachusetts English Language Assessment-Oral (MELA-O) and the Massachusetts English 

Proficiency Assessment (MEPA) were administered to ELL students on an annual basis to 

determine the child’s level of need and to inform program placement. 

 

Special education administrators indicated that in addition to assessments germane to placement 

and diagnosis, MCAS scores were reviewed to determine students’ needs for specialized or 

supplemental instruction. In cases where students’ reading skills were lagging, assessments such 

as the Woodcock Johnson were utilized to diagnose the child’s needs. 
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District and school administrators indicated that results of the MCAS and Iowa tests were 

routinely analyzed to inform instruction and program development. Iowa tests, administered 

yearly in grades 2-9, were also used in determining class placement.  

 

Examples of programs or services that resulted from the analysis of assessment data included the 

institution of the Grade 9 clusters 2002-04, various summer and after-school MCAS support 

programs, the creation of MCAS prep courses at the high school, the institution of literacy 

centers in all elementary classrooms, and ELL specialized after-school support. 

 

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: A review of the documents provided indicated that for the review period, the district 

did not have a DCAP. However, the 2004 Coordinated Program Review conducted by the 

Massachusetts Department of Education stated, “Everett Public Schools has a District Strategic 

Plan which includes all required components of the curriculum accommodation plan.” 

 

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: A review of the district’s annual strategic plans, the 2003-04 Annual Report, the 

district’s ELA curriculum, and the district’s Induction Program documentation, indicated that the 

district had the components of the DCAP in place for the review period. 
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Interviews with district administrators, school leaders, and teachers confirmed that systemic 

instruction in reading was a major focus in the district since before the review period. Largely 

through Title I leadership, testing, training, purchase of materials, and classroom restructuring 

have taken place to support reading instruction in grades PreK-9. Examiners viewed learning 

centers and new reading materials during school visits. 

 

District and school administrators described programs such as the Success Academy, designed 

2002-03 and instituted 2003-04 as a program instituted to meet the academic, psychological, and 

social needs of students whose behavior was interfering with learning at the high school. Efforts 

were undertaken in 2003-04 to provide contracted psychological counseling on-site during the 

school day. In 2002-04, the high school principal restructured Grade 9 into small learning 

communities in response to his analysis of disciplinary records. The 2004 Program of Studies 

described these programs. 

 

The district provided documents germane to their induction program such as a program 

description, assignment of mentors to new hires, logs of mentor/protégé activities, and non-

evaluative observations of protégé classes. Interviews with teachers indicated that supportive, 

informal mentoring aided them in becoming integrated into their roles. Collaboration among 

teachers was supported through regular grade-level meetings PreK-8, common planning time for 

teachers in grades 5-9, and departmental meetings in the high school. Parent involvement was 

encouraged through parent nights held at each school in the fall. Parents and community 

members were included on all school councils. ELL parents were offered free instruction in 

English through the parent night school program, which experienced full enrollment with a 

waiting list for the two years it was offered. Title I and special education programs both included 

parent advisory council components. 

 

Professional development courses listed in the strategic plans evidenced workshops addressing 

inclusion practices and instructing ELL students in the regular classroom. Interviewees indicated 

that outside providers such as the Urban Education Collaborative had provided workshops on 

analyzing students’ needs.  
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4. At each grade level, the district used data available from classroom teachers, standardized tests, 

and local benchmarks to identify all students who are not meeting grade-level performance 

expectations and provided these students with sufficient supplementary and/or remedial services. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district used grade-level data from classroom teachers, standardized tests, and 

local benchmarks to identify students who were not progressing, and provided services to these 

students. 

 

Examiners reviewed documents such as annual MCAS Success Plans, district strategic plans, a 

list of standardized tests, the 2004 Annual report, samples of student writing portfolios, school-

level assessment binders, and district curriculum documents. Information on student progress in 

multiple forms was available and used to provide supplementary services such as tutoring, 

summer remediation, and alternative class placement.  

 

Interviews with district and school administrators as well as teachers indicated that grade-level 

test data was received by teachers, and that administrators reviewed teachers’ grade-level data, 

such as student grades or results of common grade-level tests. For instance, principals indicated 

that annual Iowa test data given for grades 2-9 were used to determine class placement and 

inform TAT referral. Principals indicated that review of end-of-year grades was routine in the 

district. When student success at Grade 9 was seen as lacking in 2002, the principal restructured 

the instructional delivery to provide a more supportive learning setting. Results of the DRAs 

were used to determine the need for supplemental, grades PreK-9 reading services. 

  

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. * 

*This indicator is not applicable to secondary and Vocational schools and districts. 

Rating: Poor 
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Evidence: The district did have early intervention programs in literacy. However, Grade 3 

reading scores decreased during the review period. Everett’s Grade 3 reading results were as 

follows: 4 percent of the students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category in 2001, 6 percent in 

2002, 8 percent in 2003, and 7 percent in 2004, representing an increase during the review 

period. Fifty-seven percent scored in the ‘Proficient’ category in 2001, 58 percent in 2002, 50 

percent in 2003, and 53 percent in 2004, marking a decline in performance.   

 

A review of documents such as the 2003-04 Annual Report, the annual Strategic Plans, the list of 

standardized tests administered by the district, MCAS success plans, and reading program 

documentation provided by the district’s elementary schools indicated that early intervention 

activities were in place for the review period. The history of the adoption and implementation of 

the district’s early literacy program was detailed in, “A District Case Study: Lessons from 

Studying How Everett Massachusetts Adopted and Implemented Rigby’s Professional 

Development Program,” by Dr. Jeffery Eiseman, of the University of Massachusetts.  

 

Documentation and interviews with district administrators indicated a sustained emphasis on 

early literacy that began prior to the review period. During the review period, administrators and 

teachers received training in Rigby courses such as Developing Literacy First and Supporting 

Literacy. Six reading facilitators were hired to provide in-house training and support to teachers. 

Through professional development, changes in instruction, new materials, classroom libraries, 

learning centers, daily sustained reading, increased diagnostic testing, and the use of running 

records, the district focused considerable time and energy on improving Grade 3 reading scores. 

Interviews with teachers confirmed these practices and examiners observed literacy emphasis in 

primary classrooms. 

 

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 

 

Evidence: The district had an MCAS success plan that included the required components. A 

review of the Everett Public Schools District-Wide Success Plan, dated FY2001, specifically 
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addressed procedures for student identification, needs assessment, developing the ISSP, 

delivering individual support, and communicating and evaluating results. A review of the 

documents revealed annually updated school-based MCAS success plans addressing the 

components and including program modifications based on data analysis. Interviewees verified 

that the plans were updated, distributed, and implemented as stated.  

 

 

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 routinely analyzed test results and adjusted academic support services to 

respond to student needs. 

• When funding decreased, the district continued successful programs through the local 

budget. 

 

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: The district engaged in formal, comprehensive analysis of student assessments. 

Documents including yearly MCAS Action Plans, Individual Student Success Plans (ISSPs), 

ELL folders, test data binders produced by principals and distributed to teachers, and item 

analysis documents prepared by department heads for teacher use provided evidence of 

assessment data analysis. The district used TestWiz to disaggregate scores. TestWiz-generated 

student profiles were distributed to teachers and included in ISSPs. 
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Interviews with district and school leaders indicated that Iowa test results were analyzed by 

grade level to determine staffing redistribution and student placement needs at the elementary 

level. All of the district’s elementary schools (PreK-8) were designated Title I schools, and 

supplemental services were delivered within the context of the regular classroom. In addition to 

testing specific to special education identification, special education personnel received MCAS 

and Iowa test data and used it to inform teachers of students’ individual needs. Like Title I, 

services were delivered within the context of the regular classroom whenever possible. ELL 

personnel indicated that in addition to the MCAS and Iowa tests, results of the LAS R/W and the 

MELA-O were used to determine ELL students’ instructional needs and levels of proficiency in 

English. Services were delivered in Sheltered English Immersion (SEI) classes, in the 

mainstream, and through after-school tutoring sessions.  

 

Examples of programs or services that the district developed or implemented as a result of the 

analysis of performance data included MCAS test preparation classes at the high school, after-

school and summer school programs, the transition to instructional teaming at Grade 9, the 

introduction of review programs such as Study Island at some elementary schools, and MCAS 

Mondays, which focused on practice test items and standards 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 review period, the district used MCAS grant funds to enhance academic 

support programs for students in need. Funds ranged from a high of $198,000 to a low of 

$26,000 and were used to support teachers for MCAS test preparation courses at the high school. 

Interviewees also indicated that during some of the years under review, these funds also 

supported after-school tutoring and summer school MCAS remediation programs for identified 

students. During 2002-03, after-school services were extended to grades 7-8 students.  
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3. District and/or school administrators evaluated the overall effectiveness of its grant-funded 

MCAS success program. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: A review of the Academic Support Services grant application and activities 

summaries for the review period indicated that the district evaluated the overall effectiveness of 

its grant-funded MCAS success programs. This review and interviews with district 

administrators indicated that the district changed its grant-funded programs based on the analysis 

of student success and participation. For example, when the district determined that students 

were not attending the after-school component due to employment priorities, it eliminated that 

activity. When the district determined that ELL students needed additional support in MCAS 

remediation programs, it assigned ELL staff to assist.  

 

Interviewees indicated that the most successful program, based on the analysis of student 

improvement, was the in-school MCAS preparation course at the high school. As grant funds 

decreased, the district assumed the costs of these courses. 

 

4. The district used a range of supplemental support programs to advance student performance for 

those students in need. These programs were designed to address a variety of learner needs and 

styles in the assessed content areas. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district used a wide range of support programs to advance performance for 

students in need, as indicated by a review of documents such as the annual MCAS Action Plans, 

the district’s annual Strategic Plans, the 2004 Coordinated Program Review conducted by the 

Massachusetts Department of Education, “The October 2004 Case Study of Promising Practices 

in Urban Special Education,” and “A District Case Study: Lessons from Studying How Everett, 

Massachusetts Adopted and Implemented Rigby’s Professional Development Program.” 

 

Interviews with district and school administrators representing Title I, special education, early 

childhood, ELLs, and regular education indicated that the district adopted an inclusionary 
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approach to instruction beginning in the mid-1990s and increasing in implementation during the 

review period. Services were provided within the context of the regular classroom whenever 

possible. In addition to the regular program, interviewees stated that special education students 

were offered extra-help study groups during and after school. Teachers at some elementary 

schools voluntarily hosted special interest clubs in addition to their contractually required after-

school commitments. Interviewees cited the Everett Business Educational Cooperative as a 

source of funding for supplemental after-school homework help and enrichment activities. 

Through Title III grants, ELL students were provided with after-school help in all schools. At the 

high school, the Success Academy was designed in 2002-03 and implemented in 2003-04 for 

special education students needing academic and psychological support. For those special 

education students identified with reading deficiencies at the high school, a supplementary 

reading class was initiated in 2003-04 and students in need were reassigned from electives. This 

program was in place in all Grade 9 clusters. 

 

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: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The evaluations of the MCAS grant-funded academic support programs for the years 

under review indicated that the programs were efficient, modified to increase effectiveness, and 

shifted students from ‘Warning/Failing’ to higher categories of performance. Pre- and post-test 

data for 2000-01 showed gains among those students who completed the programs. MCAS retest 

data for 2002-04 indicated gains among students who participated in the district’s programs. For 

the review period, the district showed a slight improvement in ELA, from 80.0 in 2001 to 81.1 in 

2004. During the same period, math performance improved from 62.3 to 67.1.  

 

Interviews with district and school administrators indicated that the increase in time on task 

resulting from the introduction of the MCAS test classes at the high school during the school day 

accounted for the improvement in scores. In ELA, the percentage of Grade 10 students scoring in 

the ‘Warning/Failing’ category decreased from 16 percent in 2001 to 11 percent in 2004, while 
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the combined percentages of students scoring in the ‘Proficient’ and ‘Advanced’ categories rose 

from 48 percent in 2001 to 50 percent in 2004. In math, the percentage of students scoring in the 

‘Warning/Failing’ category fell from 25 percent in 2001 to 13 percent in 2004. The combined 

percentage of students scoring in the ‘Proficient’ and ‘Advanced’ categories rose from 30 

percent in 2001 to 49 percent in 2004. 
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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 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 4 

  Poor 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 5 

  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 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 6 

  Poor 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 

  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 

 

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 developed a comprehensive strategic plan each year, which provided 

guidance and direction at the central administration level. 
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• There was no discernible relationship between the DIP (District Improvement Plan), or 

strategic plan, and School Improvement Plans (SIPs), and there were no formal 

evaluations of either plan. 

• The school committee did not maintain a policy manual. 

• The district produced an annual report that provided the staff and community with a 

highly readable summary of district initiatives and achievements.  

 

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: Examiners found the mission of the Everett Public Schools in the annual strategic 

plans that were in effect in each year of the review period. The mission was written over a 

decade ago, and had not been updated since. The school and district administration wrote each 

year's strategic plan. The district lacked a formal process for evaluating the strategic plans, and 

the district offered an annual evaluation verbally to the school committee, which approved each 

strategic plan; however, the school committee did not receive a written evaluation of the plan. 

 

The school committee had no policy regarding the process or content of the strategic plans. 

However, the strategic plans were developed on an annual timetable, usually during April, and in 

the same format. The strategic plans contained significant initiatives. For example, the district 

converted all of its elementary and middle schools to K-8 schools in accordance with strategic 

goals. That goal and others were based on pupil achievement analysis, in hopes that the new 

configuration would further improve test scores.                                                                                                      
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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: The members of the Everett School Committee met twice per month and in 

subcommittee sessions, with agendas, which allowed them to monitor school district issues. 

School committee members attended not only the subcommittee meeting to which they were 

assigned, but they also attended meetings of other subcommittees according to topic.  

 

There were fifteen subcommittees in operation during the review period. The subcommittees 

were conducted in accordance with the document, "Rights and Responsibilities of the School 

Committee," submitted during the review. Representative school committee members stated that 

all new members of the school committee attended the required orientation workshops conducted 

by the Massachusetts Association of School Committees (MASC) since the requirement was 

established during the review period. 

 

Examples of decisions based on pupil achievement were found in the school committee agendas. 

There were periodic presentations to the school committee about district performance on the 

MCAS and other tests. Building administrators delivered presentations to the school committee. 

There were minimal decisions regarding policy because the school committee did not keep a 

policy manual. 

 

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: Poor 

 

Evidence: The district did not maintain a policy manual during the review period, nor had it 

maintained a policy manual prior to the review period. The school committee developed and 

adopted almost no policy statements. The district had several documents which provided 
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direction for the schools. These included the adoption of the school handbooks and the 

negotiation of labor contracts. 

 

The central office maintained personnel records, including applications and related materials, 

health records, and CORI reports. Some salary records were stored at city hall. There were no 

periodic newsletters from central administration, but during each of the four years under review 

there was a comprehensive annual report in a user-friendly format. Each annual report 

highlighted district initiatives and achievements from the prior year. The district distributed the 

reports to city officials, businessmen, teachers, and town libraries, and made them available upon 

request. 

 

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: Poor 

 

Evidence: Interviews with school level administrators confirmed that their SIPs were not based 

upon nor interrelated to the DIP. Like the DIP, the SIPs were not evaluated annually by the 

central administration or the school committee. 

 

Each school did have a SIP during each year of the review. The format had been established at 

the outset of education reform and were written in accordance with the "Guidelines for the 

Everett School Councils," adopted in 1995. The SIPs had all of the elements required by 

regulation. Each SIP had a mission statement and those that were dated had developed their 

mission statements in the early 1990s, and had not reviewed or updated them since. The one 

exception was the high school mission, which was periodically updated as a result of the NEASC 

process. Each SIP contained sections that were based upon student achievement data analysis. 

The SIPs were all submitted to central administration in April and to the school committee in 

May for approval.  
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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: Poor 

 

Evidence: As a result of professional development programs, all principals were trained in the 

use of TestWiz to analyze MCAS data. In the central administration, all administrators except the 

superintendent had also received training in TestWiz. The district also analyzed the data from the 

Iowa testing program. Principals, the Title I coordinator, and teachers conducted this analysis. 

 

Other data such as attendance, suspensions, and exclusions were maintained in a school database 

called MacSchool, a commercial software program. The principals were also trained to access 

and use MacSchool. The high school principal demonstrated data manipulation options to the 

reviewers during a school visit. He provided written reports on student exits and entries, and 

attendance, as examples of the data stored in the program. He also had access to every student 

schedule, grades, and comparable information.  

 

However, it was not evident that the Everett Public Schools used this data to inform, assess, and 

improve planning, programs, and services. 

 

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: Poor 

 

Evidence: Both the DIP and individual SIPs had target goals which required the analysis of 

student achievement data. The data typically analyzed were from MCAS, Iowa, special 

education, and language proficiency test programs. Teachers received MCAS and Iowa test 

results and were familiar with analyzing data. The principals were able to analyze data by 

subgroups and to develop action plans as part of their SIPs. 

 

  103



The annual MCAS and Iowa data were reviewed yearly, with only teacher-generated testing 

occurring during the school year. The teacher tests were based in part upon the data analysis and 

were combined with ongoing instruction rooted in the curriculum frameworks. At the secondary 

level, some departments, including math, administered common departmental exams 

periodically. The special education and MELA-O test results more directly influenced the 

establishment of student programs and placement during the school year. Additionally, the 

district related professional development offerings intended to improve student achievement to 

instruction for students with disabilities, and in math and literacy. 

 

The district did not use benchmarks throughout the year that linked MCAS test performance to 

teacher assessments. The MCAS test action plans were based on the analysis of the MCAS test 

data as the predictor of at-risk students. MCAS test results identified that population. The 

instruction for pupils who have ISSPs was directly based on benchmark analysis of the 

Massachusetts ELA and math frameworks. In addition, the SIPs and the DIP recommend specific 

programs based on this framework analysis. 
 

7. All of the district’s administrators were appropriately certified. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: During the review period, 100 percent of Everett administrators, including both 

central administration and building administrators, were certified. 

 

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: Poor 

 

Evidence: The leadership did not develop evaluation reports for submission to the school 

committee, staff, or community regarding either the DIP or SIPs. The district produced multiple 

reports to describe school achievement progress and the overall performance of the district. The 

general tone of the reports, including the annual report, suggested that there was significant 

  104



improvement in student achievement. That was supported by a number of external reports, such 

as an analysis of special education performance by an independent researcher and DOE 

recognition. 

 

That generally positive depiction did not corroborate the Tier I data analysis for the review 

period. During that period, the Proficiency Index in ELA rose marginally from 80.0 in 2001 to 

81.1 in 2004. The math scores rose minimally, from 62.3 in 2001 to 67.1 in 2004. The trend data 

in both ELA and math suggested scores continued to fall below state averages. Though 

infrequent, there were instances in which grade levels and subgroups outperformed district 

trends. 

 

9. The superintendent's performance was evaluated annually based on the district’s state assessment 

results and implementation of the DIP. This evaluation served as the basis for setting 

compensation and improving the future job performance of the superintendent. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The superintendent was evaluated annually during each year under review. The 

section of the evaluation entitled "Instructional Leadership" addressed student performance. The 

overall evaluation format was based on a policy adopted in February 1999, and effectively 

modeled itself on the Massachusetts Association of School Superintendents Evaluation 

Instrument. That format was based upon the Principles of Effective Leadership, including the 

following subcategories: Relationship with School Committee; Community Relations; Staff and 

Personnel Evaluation; Instructional Leadership; Business and Finance; and Personal Qualities. 

 

The superintendent's contract for the review period contained no language requiring an 

evaluation. The contracts also provided for no merit pay provisions. The school committee 

practice was to rate indicators in each major grouping on a one-to-five basis and to develop an 

average score for the cumulative evaluation. The process also provided for written narratives by 

the school committee members. The evaluation was completed annually in the month of 

February and voted on in public session by the full school committee. The evaluations were 

placed in the superintendent’s personnel file. 
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Standard 12. ORGANIZATIONAL AND HUMAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT: For the 

period under examination, the district had organizational structures, policies, collective 

bargaining agreements, procedures, and practices with clear lines of authority, responsibility, and 

accountability. Teacher retention/turnover rates were within reason. Together, these elements 

promoted efficient and effective district operation and facilitated achievement for all students. 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• The superintendent delegated substantial authority to his administrators, and the SIPs, 

which were independently developed, exemplified the superintendent’s delegation of 

authority to school principals. 

• The lack of a policy manual, the large number of school committee subcommittees, and 

the independent SIPs impeded intra-district cohesion. 

• The clear lines of authority and the administration’s longevity and commitment to Everett 

provided a supportive environment. 

• The district made a discernible commitment to mentoring teachers new to Everett through 

programs and contractual requirements whose effectiveness depended on a formal 

evaluation. 

 

Indicators: 

 

1. The superintendent effectively delegated the educational and operational management of the 

schools to the building principals and program directors. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The superintendent met monthly with the full administrative team and more often 

some months. Each meeting had an agenda and minutes. The school administrator or central 

administration added agenda items related to the district’s needs, such as budget or personnel 

patterns. An example of an ongoing agenda item was the concern to hire quality math and 

science teachers. 
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The central administration met almost every morning to review the district's priorities. Central 

administration also met with building and program administrators as needed. The SIPs, which 

were independently developed, exemplified the superintendent’s delegation of authority to 

school principals. 

 

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: Poor 

 

Evidence: The principals were aware of the district's general policies, especially those contained 

in their handbooks and the negotiated contracts, but the overall lack of a district policy manual 

contributed to fragmentation. Similarly, the principals were all aware of the DIP, or strategic 

plan, for each year but did not necessarily incorporate it into their own SIPs. 

 

With the exception of the annual report, few documents indicated an established system of intra-

district communication. The district did not distribute a newsletter to any targeted audience. 

Some electronic mail communication occurred to facilitate cooperation among administrators, 

but this was not systematic, nor did it emanate from the superintendent’s office. Interviewees 

indicated that the monthly administrative team meeting was helpful in providing communication. 

However, one administrator said the agenda was often too lengthy for the time allotted, and 

consequently, meetings provided minimal dialogue on all but a few items. 

 

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 
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Evidence: An organization chart was in effect during the review period, clearly indicating 

reporting relationships. The positions represented a longstanding administrative organization. 

Job descriptions pre-dated Education Reform and were only revised in the event of an 

administrative opening when a new job description accompanied the posting or in the event that 

a new position was established. 

 

The organization chart also illustrated evaluation responsibilities. The superintendent evaluated 

four key central administrators. Two central office administrators evaluated the principals, who 

evaluated teachers. Principals at the secondary level were assisted by department heads and 

program administrators. 

 

4. The district had practices for the recruitment and hiring of staff that involved administrative and 

staff participation. The process was perceived as fair and open and focused on identifying and 

acquiring the most qualified individuals for each position. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The hiring practices and procedures followed the education reform regulations. 

Principals were primarily responsible for identifying, interviewing, and recommending teacher 

applicants to the superintendent. Central administration posted advertisements for positions. 

There was no formal development of a personnel file. Interviewees indicated that the principal 

often worked primarily from a résumé, and that transcripts, evidence of licensure, and CORI 

reports were collected only at the end of the hiring process.  

 

Interviewees indicated that program directors assisted in the hiring process as needed. The 

principal and the department head often interviewed secondary teacher candidates, and often 

solicited input from other staff for specialty positions such as special education. Teachers and 

parents were not routinely involved in the hiring process. Nonetheless, central administrators and 

building principals described the process as open and fair. Interviewees stated that the district 

frequently gave preference to Everett residents with proper certification and qualifications. The 

principal’s recommendation was forwarded to the superintendent, who interviewed every final 

candidate prior to appointment. 
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5. The district employed qualified teachers who were certified in the area(s) of their primary 

assignment or responsibility. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

 

Evidence: Everett’s teaching staff had a slightly higher percentage of certification than the state 

average, but was slightly below the state average in the percentage of highly qualified staff.  

 

The district enjoyed substantial latitude from contractual restrictions in placing certified teachers 

in classroom settings. For example, if the district could not hire a special education teacher to fill 

a position, it could transfer a Grade 3 regular education teacher who was also certified in special 

education to fill that vacancy. Despite this latitude, and the recruiting process, the State Auditor's 

Office reported the extensive use of Permanent Substitutes for extended periods of time. It stated 

that, "Twenty had been employed by EPS as Permanent Substitutes for over three years," and 

that "twenty-eight had a combined total of 109 years of teaching in EPS without a license or 

waiver from DOE." 

 

6. The district maintained waivers for staff regarding certification and progress toward certification. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: A central office administrator and the principals tracked the progress of uncertified 

teachers and the waiver process. The principal's file on a teacher without professional status 

highlighted the waiver status. The administration reported progress towards certification as 

essential for hiring a second-year teacher.  

 

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 district was committed to mentoring new teachers and administrators. Much of 

the information was contained in the document, "Mentoring: A Resource and Training Guide for 
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Educators," which included a teacher/mentor compact, monthly forms, a journal format, and a 

program assessment. In 2002, the district offered a workshop based on such materials as the 

document, "Mentoring: Helping Teachers Succeed," as an in-service program. The teacher 

contract stipulated a requirement for teachers new to the district to attend an induction program. 

 

However, there was no formal, written evaluation of the mentor program, though a central 

administrator oversaw it. Interviews with both teacher leaders and building administrators almost 

unanimously indicated that the mentor program "could be a lot better." Their criticism related to 

the lack of quality mentors willing to participate in the program. They also stated that many of 

the best mentor-teachers were heavily recruited for the assignment and not fully supportive of the 

program. Ironically, some teachers new to the system who participated in the mentor program 

regarded it as beneficial, contrary to the estimation of those administering the program or serving 

as mentors. 

  

8. The district ensured that all personnel records were carefully compiled, maintained, and available 

to all appropriate faculty and staff. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district files were locked in a centralized location in the district office. These 

included the application materials, health records, transcripts, copies of certification, and other 

supportive documents. An annual master list of teachers was recorded to indicate the certification 

status of teachers, and this indicated certification renewal deadlines. 

 

The district maintained CORI reports in a locked, separate file, removed from the general files. 

The only records formally maintained outside the school district office were payroll records 

which were stored in city hall, where paychecks were generated. Employees could access their 

files upon request during normal business hours at the central administration building or at city 

hall.  
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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: Poor 

 

Evidence: The district employed a higher percentage of certified teachers than the state average. 

It also employed a lower percentage than the state average of teachers classified by the DOE as 

"highly qualified." The district retained teachers by providing a mentor-teacher program for 

teachers new to the district and an extended professional development program for all teachers 

who were required each year to accumulate 25 hours of professional development.  

 

The district experienced virtually no turnover of administrative staff except through retirement. 

Almost all administrators serving during the review period were lifelong Everett residents and 

were graduates of the Everett Public Schools. 

 

There was no formal exit interview process for teachers. Interviewees indicated that only three-

to-five teachers resigned each year. They departed due to relocation or to accept positions for 

higher pay and fewer work days. The remaining teachers who did not return to the system were 

either non-renewals or retirees. 
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Domain E: Business and Financial Management 

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

Domain E – Business & Financial 

Management                 

   

S13 - Budget Preparation & Development                    

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Satisfactory 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 

  Poor 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

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

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

  Unsatisfactory 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 N/A 4 

S15 – Supplemental, Capital, & Facilities 

Asset Management            

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

  Satisfactory 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 N/A 4 

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

  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 did not have documented polices and procedures for budget development. 

• For the review period there was a lack of communication between the school system and 

the city about budget needs and information sharing for the staff that needed to make 

budget decisions. 
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• The inadequate budget communication between the city and school resulted in the 

acceptance of a budget figure provided by the city for the school to develop a budget 

without the communication of true needs. 

 

Indicators: 

 

1. There were clear, documented policies and procedures for the development of the district’s 

budget to ensure input from all staff. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: For the review period there was no formal policy manual and no policies for budget 

development. The procedures for the budget development began each year in January with the 

release of the Governor’s House 1 budget. At this time the superintendent met with the city 

budget director and the city auditor, and the budget was predicated on a dollar figure provided by 

the city. In December, the principals presented their budget requests and defended them to the 

school committee. Input from the staff was handled differently at each building. The budget was 

presented to the city in May or June. If the budget changed from the House 1 figure, the school 

system made changes accordingly.  

 

2. Relevant budget development decisions were premised on a clear, documented systemic analysis 

of student performance data as well as other pertinent information.  

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: Initially the school budget decisions were based on the number that the city gave 

them. The school system used MCAS data and IOWA test score data in building the budgets. 

They developed ISSPs for students who scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ categories; however, budget reductions resulted in concentrating on students 

that were in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. They developed cluster programs at Grade 9 and a 

Success Academy, an alternative high school program. For the review period they hired retired 

teachers as Title I tutors. The focus in the system for the review period was on math. They also 

developed a summer program for high school students who failed the math MCAS test. The 
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Massachusetts Department of Education’s Coordinated Program Review (CPR) of the district, 

conducted on-site from May 5 to 6 and May 10 to 14, 2004, stated that "the district provides 

assistance to low performing students" and "the district is not regularly evaluating all of its 

special education programs and services." It also stated that the district “annually evaluates all 

aspects of its K-12 program to ensure all students have equal access to all programs."  

 

3. The district’s budget development process was a clear, document and integrated district and 

school improvement plans, long-term goals, and action plans.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The principals developed their improvement plans with goals, and they used these 

goals for their respective budget requests. For example, the grades 7-8 focus had been on hiring 

teachers who were certified in content areas rather than K-8 or middle school certification. The 

technology plan of the school system had its needs met primarily through the building projects.  

  

4. The district allocated its resources based on the ongoing analysis of student assessment data in 

the aggregate and disaggregated by student subgroups to improve achievement for all student 

populations.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The DOE's CPR of the district in May 2004, stated that "the district provides 

assistance to low performing students" and "the district is not regularly evaluating all of its 

special education programs and services." It also stated that the district “annually evaluates all 

aspects of its K-12 program to ensure all students have equal access to all programs." They hired 

more LEP teachers and according to district administration the school system need. 

  

 

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 
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Evidence: The school system focused on bringing students back into the district who were in 

out-of-district placements by creating the Success Academy and programs for autistic children. 

They also focused on the consumable expenditures and shared resources between schools. They 

purchased copy paper in bulk. More expensive items such as computer ribbons were purchased 

on an as needed basis. The district jointly purchased oil, electricity, and gas through the city. In 

addition to these actions, the school system took advantage of opportunities provided by the 

Shore Collaborative as a member. 

 

 

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: For the review period the district had not changed the budget booklet format. The 

school department's FY04 budget booklet contained a comparison of the FY03 budget booklet, 

the FY03 revised budget, the FY04 proposed budget, and the percent of change between each. 

The categories of expenditures that were compared were general administration and personnel; 

instruction and instructional personnel; special education and special education personnel, 

special education tuition and vision/hearing; athletics; maintenance and custodial personnel and 

general; water and sewer, oil, electricity, and gas; and student handbook. It also included a list of 

the personnel by each category with the current year salary and proposed fiscal year 2004 salary. 

In interviews, city officials stated that the format of the budget booklet was not useful.  

 

7. The budget and district’s expenditures were adequate to provide for appropriate levels of 

staffing, professional development, materials, supplies, and equipment.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Staffing levels were not adequate for the years under review. According to district 

administration, central administration had been knowingly under funded in an attempt to retain 

classroom teachers. The school system reduced staffing in FY03 by approximately 56 teachers. 

The district’s fiscal year budget booklet detailed a reduction of 77 positions for FY04. Materials 
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and equipment were adequate. Based on a review of the school system's End of Year Pupil and 

Financial Report Schedule 8, Professional Development, expenditures exceeded the requirement 

for fiscal years 2001 to 2003 by $379,365, $234,476, and $160,608, respectively.  

 

In the fiscal year 2003 management letter from Powers and Sullivan to the city there was a 

finding that was related to the district and city. It stated that in FY03, FY02, and FY01, school 

expenditures exceeded appropriations by approximately $160,000, $250,000, and $270,000, 

respectively.  

 

8.  The community provided financial resources to ensure an educational program of quality, as 

evidenced by a sufficient district revenue levy. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: According to district administration the city contributed at the minimum required 

local contribution for the years under review. Based on the city's records they contributed 3.9 

percent ($1,499,907) above minimum net school spending in fiscal year 2002; 3.2 percent 

($1,268,641) above minimum in fiscal year 2003, and 2.1 percent ($813,897) above minimum in 

fiscal year 2004. 

 

9.  The school committee:  

a. reviewed and approved a budget for education in the district according to the process and 

timeline developed with the superintendent, 

b. worked to ensure that necessary funds were appropriated for the district, and  

c. maintained the balance between needs and resources in the distribution of monies, and 

oversaw the operation of the annual school budget. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the review period there was no formal policy or timeline for budget development. 

In April the school committee's finance subcommittee received a draft of the budget and the 

committee adopted the budget by May first or the first Monday in May. The school committee 
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had lobbied for more funds from the city when supplemental funds became available. Transfers 

were processed one time per year in April or May.  

 

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: The school system worked with the Everett Business Education Collaborative, a 

401C3 that started approximately twelve years ago. They raised funds and gave mini-grants to 

teachers. They had informal relationships with the local hospital. The district also had active 

relationship with the Chamber of Commerce and banks. 

 

 

Standard 14. FINANCIAL ASSET MANAGEMENT: For the period under examination, the 

district maintained adequate accounting and financial reporting procedures. This was done to 

inform district-level and school-level decision-makers, to ensure effective and efficient 

managerial control over the use of all funds, and to improve achievement for all students. 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• There were significant issues regarding the accuracy of reporting and communication 

between the city and the school regarding reconciliation of financial issues.  

• The school system's accounting system was inefficient in reporting necessary information 

to the Department of Education.  

• Audit findings were not addressed in subsequent fiscal years.  

 

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: Unsatisfactory 
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Evidence: For the review period the school committee did not have a policy manual, and the 

district was without existing policies for transferring or expending funds. Specific procedures 

were followed for expending funds and processing transfers.  

 

The school system used requisition forms for ordering goods and services. Requisitions began at 

the building level or from the department with budgetary authority. These were reviewed by the 

business office and then submitted to the city's purchasing agent who generated a purchase order. 

Purchase orders were sent back to the school business office and then sent to the vendor. 

Invoices were prepared for payment on a bill sheet that was approved and signed by the school 

committee. This was then sent to the city purchasing agent and then the city auditor for review 

and approval. They were then sent to the city treasurer's office where a check was prepared and 

sent out. For the review period transfers were processed one time per year during the April and 

May time period. 

 

2. The district exercised appropriate controls to ensure accuracy of local, state, and federal financial 

reports. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the review period there were ineffective controls regarding accuracy of reporting. 

Based on a review of the End of Year Pupil and Financial Reports Agreed Upon Procedures 

review by Powers and Sullivan, the school system had several compliance findings regarding the 

accuracy of reporting that repeated in each fiscal year. In fiscal year 2001 the school system was 

cited because the auditors: (1) found variances between the school's Schedule 1 and the city's 

general ledger; (2) found a lack of a crosswalk for some expenditure line-items; (3) were unable 

to trace medical care revenues and private grants revenues as reported on Schedule 1; (4) were 

unable to trace the teacher FTEs reported on Schedule 13; (5) were unable to trace the 

expenditures for Schedule 3 for Everett High School; (6) were unable to trace Schedule 1 tuition 

payments; (7) found no formal written agreement between the city and school regarding the 

expenditures paid for the school by the city; (9) found no documented methodology for the 

  118



Schedule 4 special education costs; (10) found no documentation for Schedule 7 special 

education prototypes; and (11) found  no list for the Schedule 7 pupil transportation. 

 

In fiscal year 2002 the school system was cited for the following conditions:  (1) encumbrances 

were not included on school's Schedule 1; (2) Schedule 8's reported professional salaries was 

$58,000 less than documented; (3) there was no supporting documentation for the average pupil 

membership on Schedule 11; (4) there was no supporting documentation for pupil attendance on 

Schedule 16; (5) the district's accounting system did not allow for reporting instructional costs by 

school; (6) there were variances between the crosswalk and the End of Year Report (EOYR); (7) 

there were duplicate entries of revenues on Schedule 1; (8) there was no formal written 

agreement between the city and school regarding the expenditures paid for the school by the city; 

(9) the district did not maintain a payroll system to allocate staff to more than one school; (10) 

there was no documented methodology for the Schedule 4 special education costs; (11) there was 

a lack of documentation for Schedule 7 special education prototypes; (12) there was no list for 

the Schedule 7 pupil transportation; and (13) the auditors were unable to trace the teacher FTEs 

reported on Schedule 13. 

 

In fiscal year 2003 the school system was cited for (1) encumbrances were not included on 

school's Schedule 1; (2) the tuition of other districts on the school's accounting ledgers were 

unable to be broken down by function; (3) the lack of formal written agreement between the city 

and school regarding the expenditures paid for the school by the city; (4) the lack of a payroll 

system to allocate staff to more than one school; (5) a lack of documented methodology for the 

Schedule 4 special education costs; and (6) the lack of a list for the Schedule 7 pupil 

transportation. 

 

3. Regular, timely, accurate, and complete financial reports were made to the school committee and 

the public. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: For the review period there were no monthly reports provided to the school 

committee. The school committee received a "burn rate" letter from the city's budget director. 
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This letter highlighted line items with greater-than-projected expenditures. The school committee 

formally approved expenditures for payment at each meeting. School committee meetings were 

televised and each meeting had an agenda item that included an opportunity for public comment. 

 

4. Required local, state, and federal financial reports and statements were filed in a timely manner. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the review period the district filed its End of Year Pupil and Financial Report in a 

timely manner. Extensions were requested and granted from the Department of Education. The 

reports were completed within the extension time period. Based on a review of the district's grant 

financial reports for fiscal year 2004 these were filed within the time period allowed by the grant 

program.  

 

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: Unsatisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district used MicroBudget for its financial accounting system; however, the 

business office was the only office with access to it. The city used a different system called 

VADAR that was not connected to the MicroBudget system. Based on the independent auditor 

review of the End of Year Pupil and Financial Report by Powers and Sullivan the district’s 

accounting system had deficiencies. For example, the system did not allow for reporting 

instructional costs by school; the district did not maintain a payroll system to allocate staff to 

more than one school; the tuition of other districts on the school's accounting ledgers were 

unable to be broken down by function; and grants were not on the financial accounting system 

but were tracked separately on Excel. The district used forecasting mechanisms to track 

expenditures such as utilities by using past years’ spending histories. Budget freezes were 

instituted during the review period. Payroll was not encumbered on the district's accounting 

system; however it was done on a separate Excel spreadsheet. 
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In the city's fiscal year 2001 management letter the auditors cited the school department for 

numerous journal entry requests/corrections for their special revenue funds indicating inaccurate 

reporting and transaction processing during the year. The management response stated that this 

was to be corrected to be timelier. In the city's fiscal year 2003 management letter from Powers 

and Sullivan there was a finding that was related to the district and city. It stated that in fiscal 

years 2003, 2002, and 2001 school expenditures exceeded appropriations by approximately 

$160,000, $250,000, and $270,000 respectively. The school administration provided 

documentation to the EQA team that rectified the fiscal year 2003 deficit. According to the 

administration this deficit was known by both the city and school. The fiscal year 2001 and 2002 

deficits were never brought to the school's attention until 2004. The city officials interviewed 

stated that these deficits were unknown and handled by the former city auditor independently 

from the mayor's office. The school's fiscal year 2004 budget was over expended by 

approximately $527,000. 25. 

 

6. District administrators were able to accurately track spending and other financial transactions on 

a regular basis. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: For the review period building administrators were not provided with budget updates. 

The school system provided them with the materials, supplies, and professional development 

opportunities that they needed. According to the central office administration there was no such 

thing as "building budgets." 

 

7. The district reviewed student achievement data and the reviews were reflected in the district’s 

financial decisions. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: For the review period the system used student achievement data in its financial 

decisions primarily through the use of their grants and amending them as needed. In addition, 

administrators shifted funds from one program, to another program or to additional services. 
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Examples cited by the superintendent were the expansion of the ESL program and the after- 

school program for tutoring and salaries for the "unassigned teachers" in the schools. When 

asked for further documentation the school administration provided the Academic Support Grant 

application and award notification. 

 

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: Unsatisfactory 

 

Evidence: The school system did not have a business administrator position. They had an 

Associate Superintendent for Business. The Associate Superintendent was certified as an 

assistant superintendent /superintendent, not as a business administrator.  

 

All purchasing was processed through the city hall purchasing department. The city provided to 

the school and all city departments a document called the "Five Point Purchasing Plan" that 

described the steps needed to purchase goods and services in accordance with the city 

regulations. The City Charter requires the city, not the school department to employ a purchasing 

agent. The Charter further states that the chief procurement officer approves or disallows all 

procurement requests from the school department. 

 

In the city's fiscal year 2001 management letter the auditors cited the school department for 

numerous journal entry requests/corrections for their special revenue funds indicating inaccurate 

reporting and transaction processing during the year. In the city's fiscal year 2003 management 

letter from Powers and Sullivan there was a finding that was related to the district and city. It 

stated that in fiscal years 2001, 2002, and 2003 school expenditures exceeded appropriations by 

approximately $160,000, $250,000, and $270,000 respectively. The school administration 
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provided to the EQA team documentation rectifying the fiscal year 2003 deficit. According to 

administration this deficit was known by both the city and school. The fiscal year 2002 and 2001 

deficits were never brought to the school's attention until 2004. The city officials interviewed 

stated that these deficits were unknown and handled by the former city auditor independently of 

the mayor's office. The school's fiscal year 2004 budget was over expended by approximately 

$500,000. The school department, through chapter 70 chargebacks, paid for the independent 

fiscal audit of the End of the Year Report. In the fall of 2004, the Massachusetts Department of 

Revenue issued a ruling that the school department could pay FY04 obligations from the FY05 

school department appropriation. The city government approved the payment of FY04 

obligations from the FY05 school department budget. 

 

Based on a review of the End of Year Pupil and Financial Reports Agreed Upon Procedures 

reviewed by Powers and Sullivan the school system had several compliance findings regarding 

the accuracy of reporting that repeated in each fiscal year. In fiscal year 2001 the school system 

was cited because: (1) the auditors found variances between the school's Schedule 1 and the 

city's general ledger; (2) lack of a crosswalk for some expenditure line-items; (3) the auditors 

were unable to trace medical care revenues and private grants revenues as reported on Schedule  

1; (4) the auditors were unable to trace the teacher FTEs reported on Schedule 13; (5) the 

auditors were unable to trace the expenditures for Schedule 3 for Everett High School; (6) the 

auditors were unable to trace Schedule 1 tuition payments; (7) there was no formal written 

agreement between the city and school regarding the expenditures paid for the school by the city; 

(9) there was no documented methodology for the Schedule 4 special education costs; (10) the 

lack of documentation for Schedule 7 special education prototypes; and (11) there was no list for 

the Schedule 7 pupil transportation. In fiscal year 2002 the school system was cited for (1) 

encumbrances that were not included on school's Schedule 1; (2) Schedule 8's professional 

salaries that were reported was $58,000 less than documented; (3) there was no supporting 

documentation for the average pupil membership on Schedule 11; (4) there was no supporting 

documentation for pupil attendance on Schedule 16; (5) the district's accounting system did not 

allow for reporting instructional costs by school; (6) there were variances between the crosswalk 

and the EOYR; (7) there were duplicate entries of revenues on Schedule 1; (8) there was no 

formal written agreement between the city and school regarding the expenditures paid for the 
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school by the city; (9) the district did not maintain a payroll system to allocate staff to more than 

one school; (10) there was no documented methodology for the Schedule 4 special education 

costs; (11) the lack of documentation for Schedule 7 special education prototypes; (12) there was 

no list for the Schedule 7 pupil transportation; and (13) the auditors were unable to trace the 

teacher FTEs reported on Schedule 13. In fiscal year 2003 the school system was cited for (1) 

encumbrances were not included on school's Schedule 1; (2) the tuition of other districts on the 

school's accounting ledgers were unable to be broken down by function; (3) the lack of a formal 

written agreement between the city and school regarding the expenditures paid for the school by 

the city; (4) not maintaining a payroll system to allocate staff to more than one school; (5) the 

lack of a documented methodology for the Schedule 4 special education costs; and (6) the lack of 

a list for the Schedule 7 pupil transportation. 

 

The Reports on Federal Awards Programs done by independent auditors' Powers and Sullivan for 

fiscal years 2001, 2002, and 2003 cited the city and district for not accounting for interest earned 

on advances of federal funds. In fiscal year 2001 and 2002 they were also cited for not tracking 

inventory in the school lunch program as required. Also the school system overspent line items 

of the Special Education 94-142 grant in excess of 10 percent in fiscal year 2001.  

 

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: Poor 

 

Evidence: For the review period the purchasing was processed by the city purchasing 

department. The city had lower purchasing thresholds for soliciting quotes and bidding. Special 

revenue funds and revolving accounts were tracked on Excel and part of the city and school's 
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monthly reconciliation. In the city's fiscal year 2001 management letter the auditors cited the 

school department for numerous journal entry requests/corrections for their special revenue 

funds indicating inaccurate reporting and transaction processing during the year. There were no 

management letter findings in subsequent fiscal years regarding the special revenue funds. All 

textbooks were tracked by the district's director of curriculum. Materials, equipment, and 

supplies were tracked at each building. The district provided the EQA with inventory sheets by 

each school. Technology was tracked using the serial number on each piece of equipment. The 

school's review of its End of Year Pupil and Financial Report was completed by the auditing 

firm of Powers and Sullivan in fiscal years 2001 to 2003 and Melanson Heath and Company in 

2004.  

 

 

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): 

• There was no formal preventive maintenance plan or capital improvement plan.  

• Management of grants and revolving accounts were done on Excel spreadsheets and not 

on the financial accounting system.  

 

Indicators: 

 

1. Educational and program facilities were of adequate size, clean, safe, well-lit, maintained, and 

conducive to promoting the learning process. 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The school facilities were well kept and well maintained. The city built three new K-8 

facilities. Based on the EQA Facilities Inventory completed by the district, the Parlin School was 

constructed in 1920 and was in "Good" condition; the Lafayette School was constructed in 1999, 

renovated in 2003, and was in "Very Good" condition; the Madeline English School was 

constructed in 2003 and was in "Excellent" condition; the Whittier School was constructed in 

1976 and was in "Fair" condition. The EQA examiners did a walkthrough of the Whittier School 

and found it to be clean, safe, and well lit. It was originally designed as an "open space" building. 

Walls were constructed to lessen noise. The only issue in the building was storage. The Keverian 

School was constructed in 2001 and was in "Excellent" condition. Everett High School was 

constructed in 1924, renovated in 1979, and was in "Poor" condition. 

 

2. The district had a long-term capital plan that was reviewed regularly and revised as needed with 

input from all appropriate stakeholders. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: For the review period, there was no formal capital plan in the school system. The 

concentration had been on new construction and technology upgrades. However, there was no 

plan to address capital needs long-term. The city had periodically committed $1.5 million in 

technology upgrades that were approved in fiscal year 2004 for fiscal year 2005 implementation. 

The city government committed one time only in response to the School committee’s request for 

technology upgrades, a new roof for the field house, various repairs at Everett High School, and 

the HVAC compressors at the Whittier School.  

 

3. The district implemented formal preventive maintenance programs for buildings and equipment. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: The district contracted out for preventive maintenance of HVAC systems, elevator, 

burners and boilers, alarm systems, and generators; however there was no formal preventive 

maintenance plan. The school district’s maintenance department used a work order system to 

track and handle maintenance requests.  
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4. The district spent at least 50% of its combined foundation maintenance and extraordinary 

maintenance targets each fiscal year during the period under examination. (See 603 CMR 38.14). 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In fiscal year 2003, the district was required to spend $1,808,050. The actual 

expenditures in fiscal year 2003, according to the district's End of Year Pupil and Financial 

Report, were $2,029,109, exceeding the state requirement by $221,059. In fiscal year 2002, the 

district was required to spend $1,759,617. According to the district's fiscal year 2002 End of 

Year Pupil and Financial Report the actual maintenance expenditures were $2,138,241, 

exceeding the requirement by $378,624. In fiscal year 2001, the district was required to spend 

$1,683,632. According to the district's fiscal year 2001 End of Year Pupil and Financial Report, 

the district's actual maintenance expenditures were $2,795,027, exceeding the requirement by 

$1,111,395. The district's fiscal year 2004 requirement was $1,823,579. The fiscal year 2004 End 

of Year Pupil and Financial Report (EOYR) was submitted to the Department of Education; 

however, at the time of the EQA review, the figures had not been reviewed. 

 

5. The district tracked its capital assets in accordance with GASB No. 34. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The city was required to become compliant with GASB No. 34 by 2003. It met this 

requirement and set the threshold for capitalizing assets at $5,000. 

 

6. The district implemented procedures for the appropriate expenditure of monies from all 

supplemental sources of revenue, goods, services, endowments, foundations, and donations. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: For the review period, the school system managed its grants and revolving accounts 

using the same procedures as the local budget. Requisitions were used and purchase orders 

generated and approved by the city purchasing agent. In addition, the school committee formally 

approved and accepted grants that the district received. They were tracked on Excel spreadsheets 

and not on the district's accounting system. The grant funds were allocated on the EOYR 
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Schedule 3 by population, not by actual expenditure allocation. Donations were also formally 

accepted by the school committee, and the city auditor set up accounts for each donation or gift. 

The Everett Business Education Cooperative (EBEC) was a separate entity that required grant 

application from teachers and also it had its own criteria for awarding grants to teachers and 

students.  

 

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: Poor 

 

Evidence: For the review period, the school system had its Title I services reviewed by an 

independent agency, the Public Affairs Research Institute. In addition, the district curriculum 

coordinator annually reviewed pupil achievement and made recommendations about how assets 

designated for instruction should be spent during the subsequent year. These reviews and that 

required by the grant program, were the only formal reviews for effectiveness in addressing 

student needs and improving student achievement of supplemental expenditures. The district's 

Coordinated Program Review report stated that "the district provides assistance to low 

performing students," and "the district is not regularly evaluating all of its special education 

programs and services." It also stated that the district “annually evaluates all aspects of its K-12 

program to ensure all students have equal access to all programs."  
 

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: For the review period, the school system received competitive grants. For example, in 

fiscal year 2004, it received the comprehensive School Reform Demonstration grant. In fiscal 

year 2003, it received the Special Education Integration grant, the Special Education Autistic 

Programs grant, and the MCAS Class of 2003 Summer Help grant. In fiscal year 2002, it 

  128



received the Special Education Integration grant, the Eisenhower Statewide/TBE grant, and the 

Emergency Immigration Act grant. 

 

9.  The district coordinated the management and use of grants in an efficient manner. 

Rating: Poor 

  

Evidence: The Reports on Federal Awards Programs, conducted by independent auditors Powers 

and Sullivan for fiscal years 2001-2003, cited the city and district for failing to account for 

interest earned on advances of federal funds. In fiscal years 2001 and 2002, they were also cited 

for failing to track inventory in the school lunch program, as required. Also, the school system 

overspent line items of the Special Education 94-142 grant in excess of 10 percent in fiscal year 

2001.  
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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% of all students scored 200-208; therefore,   12%  x  0   =   0 
 15% of all students scored 210-218; therefore,   15%  x  25   =   3.75 
 21% of all students scored 220-228; therefore,    21% x  50   =  10.5 

34% of all students scored 230-238; therefore,    34% x  75   =  25.5 
18% of all students scored 240 or more; therefore, 18% x 100  =  18.0 

 
The Proficiency Index is calculated by adding: 0 + 3.75 + 10.5 + 25.5 + 18 = 57.75 
 

   The Proficiency Index for the Governor Ambrose High would be: 57.75 
   The MPI would use the same calculation for all students taking the math exam. 
   The EPI would use the same calculation for all students taking the ELA exam. 
 

The 100 point Proficiency Index is divided into six Proficiency Categories as follows: 90-100 is 

‘Very High’ (VH), 80-89.9 is ‘High’ (H), 70-79.9 is ‘Moderate’ (M), 60-69.9 is ‘Low’ (L), 40-

59.9 is ‘Very Low’ (VL), and 0-39.9 is ‘Critically Low’ (CL). 

 
 
 
 
 
 



Appendix B: Everett’s Chapter 70 Funding and NSS FY1996-2004 
 
 
 

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

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

FY 
 

        Contribution     Spending(NSS)   Spending   Requirement Under 

FY96 4,235   26,657,297   18,356,583 6,448,397   24,804,980   25,514,131   709,151 2.9 
FY97 4,367 3.1 28,247,256 6 19,019,256 7,852,251 21.8 26,871,507 8.3 26,544,688 4 -326,819 -1.2 
FY98 4,590 5.1 30,186,410 6.9 20,055,493 9,599,987 22.3 29,655,480 10.4 29,769,172 12.1 113,692 0.4 
FY99 4,790 4.4 32,774,443 8.6 20,454,689 12,008,675 25.1 32,463,364 9.5 32,027,837 7.6 -435,527 -1.3 
FY00 5,008 4.6 34,355,684 4.8 20,426,639 14,831,504 23.5 35,258,143 8.6 34,472,067 7.6 -786,076 -2.2 
FY01 5,236 4.6 36,880,098 7.3 21,502,865 16,163,309 9 37,666,174 6.8 37,708,943 9.4 42,769 0.1 
FY02 5,279 0.8 38,723,262 5 21,605,539 17,126,835 6 38,732,374 2.8 40,233,610 6.7 1,501,236 3.9 
FY03 5,182 -1.8 38,952,783 0.6 22,651,247 17,126,835 0 39,778,082 2.7 41,039,643 2 1,261,561 3.2 
FY04 5,161 -0.4 39,403,545 1.2 22,927,592 16,475,953 -3.8 39,403,545 -0.9 40,168,358 -2.1 764,813 1.9 

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 6,295 1,523 6,025   24.2 93.1 95.7 25.3           
FY97 6,468 1,798 6,078   27.8 95.1 94 29.6           
FY98 6,577 2,092 6,486   31.8 98.2 98.6 32.2           
FY99 6,842 2,507 6,686   36.6 99.1 97.7 37.5           
FY00 6,860 2,962 6,883   43.2 102.6 100.3 43           
FY01 7,044 3,087 7,202   43.8 102.1 102.2 42.9           
FY02 7,335 3,244 7,621   44.2 100 103.9 42.6           
FY03 7,517 3,305 7,920   44 102.1 105.4 41.7           
FY04 7,635 3,192 7,783   41.8 100 101.9 41           
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