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IN MEMORIAM

This Annual Report is dedicated to the memory of Dr. Stanley Z. Koplik, member of the Board of
Education, 1993-2000.

Dr. Koplik, as Chancellor of the Board of Higher Education, was a member of the Board of Education since September 1, 1993.  As
Chancellor, Dr. Koplik championed accessible and affordable college education by promoting tuition reductions in each of the last five
years.  During this period, he worked to improve the quality of college candidates, establishing entrance and exit exams that begin in 2000.

Prior to his appointment as Chancellor, Dr. Koplik served as Executive Director of the Kansas Board of Regents since 1982, and held
educational posts in New York and Missouri.  He held a Bachelor’s Degree in American History from the State University of New York at
New Paltz, a Master’s Degree in Public Administration from New York University, and he received a Doctor of Philosophy in Higher
Education from the University of Kansas in 1985.  Dr. Koplik was Chairperson of the National Advisory Committee on Student Financial
Aid, and served on the New England Board of Higher Education and the Massachusetts Corporation for Educational Telecommunications
Board.  Recently, he served on a team charged with redesigning the South African college system.

Dr. Koplik began his career in teaching in Kingston, New York, and taught at the American School in Karachi, Pakistan, for three years.

This Annual Report is dedicated to him for his years of service and guidance in moving education reform in Massachusetts from policy to
reality for more than 960,000 public school students.  His thoughtful comments and dedication will be greatly missed.





 Chairman’s Statement

During the past year, the Board of
Education has compiled an impressive
list of accomplishments.  We have
adopted a framework for school and
district accountability that is grounded
in student performance and
improvement, we have revised the
regulations governing educator re-
certification to focus on quality and
subject mastery, we have established
the state’s first performance-based
graduation requirement beginning
with the class of 2003, and we have
adopted a fiscally responsible budget

proposal for FY2001 that keeps faith with the state’s commitment
to equitable and adequate funding for all districts.  In addition, we
are well on our way toward completing revisions of the
curriculum frameworks and promulgating improved standards and
streamlined procedures for the certification of new teachers.

In effect, we have been completing the initial phase of education
reform, in which our central task has been the establishment of
standards and assessments.  As we enter phase two, we must make
clear that our overarching goal is now to deliver results,
principally in the form of improved student achievement.

Seven years ago, this Commonwealth embarked on the long
journey of education reform in response to two inescapable
realities.  First, the general quality of education in the state’s
public schools has not kept pace with the ever-higher levels of
knowledge and intellectual skill necessary to sustain
Massachusetts’ competitive advantage and ensure rewarding
opportunities for our children.

Second, even though Massachusetts is home to some of the best
schools in the country, our school system also includes pockets of
abject failure.  The promise of education reform is that it will
raise the level of student performance across the board and, at the
same time, will bring out of the shadows those students who have
not been given the opportunity to realize their potential.  To fulfill
this promise, we must demonstrate perseverance in standing by
our assessment and accountability system, based in the firm
knowledge that the best and perhaps only way to ensure that all
children are given a chance in life is to elevate standards and
expectations—especially for those who have been so poorly
served in the past.  We must also show boldness in embracing the
unsettling necessity of further and continuing change, rather than
the false comfort of the status quo, by working to restructure our
school systems to provide greater authority and autonomy to
individual schools.

Finally, we must have the insight to understand that improving
leadership at the school level is the key to unlocking the potential
of our schools and our students.  To this end, we must craft new
initiatives to identify and cultivate a rising cadre of competent
school leaders, committed to educational excellence.

Education reform is not easy.  In fact, by its very nature it forces
policy makers and educators to make many difficult choices that
inevitably create controversy and wrenching change.  If we lack
the fortitude to stay the course, we will set back the cause of
reform and, more important, we will continue to condemn too
many young people to the hidden injustice of ignorance.

On behalf of the Board, I would like to thank the Department staff
for its extensive input and assistance and Ann Hess, Special
Assistant to the Board of Education, for coordinating this project.





Commissioner’s Statement

As Chairman Peyser and I began our work in our new roles on March 10, 1999, we set out an
ambitious schedule.  We have been most successful in achieving results.  The Board of
Education adopted new recertification regulations, a district and school accountability system,
and a graduation requirement for the class of 2003 of a minimum score of 220 in mathematics
and English language arts on our MCAS test.

The Department made significant progress in many of the initiatives as part of the Teacher
Quality legislation (Chapter 260 of the Acts of 1998), the so-called “12 to 62 Plan." We know
that in order to provide our students with a high quality education, we must have in all our
schools qualified teachers who know their subjects and have a passion for teaching young
people.  The "12 to 62 Plan," which inspires future teachers in middle and high school, recruits
outstanding new teachers from colleges and mid-career professionals in Massachusetts and
across the country, supports teachers in their first critical years in the classroom, and rewards
master teachers throughout their careers.  Our programs include: Tomorrow's Teacher's Clubs,
Attracting Excellence To Teaching, the Massachusetts Signing Bonus Program for New
Teachers, the Massachusetts Institute for New Teachers, Mentor Training, and Master Teachers.
Combined, these programs directly benefit more than 5,000 teachers throughout the
Commonwealth.  We have set a high standard for educator quality in Massachusetts and we have
found thousands of future and current teachers eager to meet that challenge.  I am confident that
these programs will serve our students well.

As I travel across the state, I witness two major phenomena.  The first is a great sense of anxiety
on the part of parents, teachers, students, and administrators as accountability increases and the
constant focus is on higher standards and higher expectations.  The second is a high level of
effort.  Educators are working harder than ever across the state to meet the new challenges and to
help students succeed.

These are extraordinary times for our schools.  I thank the Governor, the Senate President,
Speaker of the House, and our many other friends in the legislature for staying the course on
Education Reform.  The progress made over the past several years, accelerated, will be viewed as
a time of great growth and advancement of the agenda of education reform.
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ESTABLISHING A SYSTEM OF ACCOUNTABILITY

Competency Determination – Grade 10 Passing Score for High
School Graduation – The Board approved Regulations
establishing the Commonwealth’s first academic graduation
requirements at its January 2000 meeting.  The Education
Reform Act of 1993 requires that the Board of Education
establish the so-called “Competency Determination” in order to
ensure that a Massachusetts diploma reflects a threshold level of
academic achievement of the learning standards in the state’s
Curriculum Frameworks.  Specifically, the Competency
Determination is based on a minimum score that all high school
students, beginning with the class of 2003, must achieve on the
grade 10 MCAS in order to graduate from a Massachusetts
public school.  MCAS tests are written to assess students’
knowledge and understanding of the content and skills contained
in the state’s Curriculum Frameworks.  For the class of 2003, the
Board set the threshold score at a scaled score of 220 (Needs
Improvement ) for the Mathematics and English Language Arts
sections.  Studies conducted with MCAS results show that, on
average, students performing in the Needs Improvement level on
MCAS perform near or above the national average (50th

percentile) on commercially available, norm-referenced,
standardized tests.  The sections on Science and
Technology/Engineering, History and Social Science, and
Foreign Languages will be phased in after districts have had
adequate time to implement the revised Curriculum Frameworks
in those areas. The Board will revisit the minimum score
periodically, with the long-term goal of having students achieve
higher scores in order to graduate.  Opportunities for re-testing,
an appeals process, additional remediation programs,
accommodations for special needs students, and other related
issues are under review.

School and District Accountability System - In September 1999,
the Board of Education adopted the School and District
Accountability System and Final Regulations on Under-
performing Schools and Districts.  The system allows the
Department to regularly assess schools’ performance in relation
to state standards, to set clear goals for improvement for every
school based on MCAS results, and to track schools’ progress
toward state performance targets over time.  The system also sets
new standards for effective district performance, ensures a
comprehensive evaluation of every school district on a regularly
scheduled basis, and promotes both short and long-term district
improvement planning.

The system provides local and state decision-makers and the
public with important information on the progress all schools are
making toward meeting State performance targets.  Schools or
districts that fail to improve, even after implementation of an
improvement plan, could be declared chronically under-
performing and be subject to state intervention.

Charter School Approvals & Renewals – During 1999 and early
2000, the Board renewed the five-year charters for 14
Commonwealth Charter Schools that have been in operation
since 1995. The evaluation of the charter schools was based on:
§ charter schools’ annual reports to the Department;
§ Department site visit reports;
§ applications for renewal;
§ renewal inspection reports;
§ financial records; and
§ written comments.
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In 1999 and early 2000, the Board of Education approved five
new Commonwealth Charters and two Horace Mann Charters.
In the 1999-2000 school year, 39 charter schools are in
operation in Massachusetts (34 Commonwealth and five Horace
Mann), with three more Commonwealth and two Horace Mann
set to open in September 2000.  Nearly 13,000 students attend
charter schools, with over 8,500 students on waiting lists.
Commonwealth Charter Schools are independent of the
municipalities in which they are located.  Horace Mann Charter
Schools must first win the approval of their local school
committees and local teachers’ unions before applying to the
Board of Education for a charter.  With the recent approval of a
Horace Mann Charter School, there are six Horace Mann
charters still available to be awarded, while all Commonwealth
Charters have been issued.  The Board has endorsed legislation
authorizing the creation of more charter schools.

MCAS Testing Schedule – At its May 1999 meeting, the Board
voted to amend the MCAS testing schedule in order to reduce
the amount of testing time in any one grade.  Beginning in the
2000-2001 school year, the MCAS will be administered in

grades 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 10.  Among other changes to the
schedule, beginning in 2001, the MCAS Mathematics test will
be administered in grade 6 in addition to grades 4, 8, and 10, so
that students who need assistance can be identified earlier and
receive additional support.

For the spring 2000 administration, the Department decreased
the total amount of time required to administer the grade 4 test to
eight hours, down from 13 in spring 1998.  By 2001, the grade 4
test will require fewer than six hours.  This change is a result of
spreading parts of the grade 4 test to grade 5, a slight reduction
in the number of test questions, and a reduction in the number of
actual testing sessions.

In spring 2000, the MCAS English Language Arts Composition
will be administered on April 12 throughout the state to students
in grades 4, 8, and 10.

See MCAS results and other student performance data on p. 68.

Education then, beyond all other devices of human origin, is a
great equalizer of the conditions of men, -- the balance wheel of

the social machinery.

-- Horace Mann, report as Secretary of the Massachusetts
State Board of Education, 1848.
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RAISING ACADEMIC STANDARDS

CURRICULUM FRAMEWORKS
The Education Reform Act of 1993 directs the Board of Education
to develop, update, and continuously improve the state’s
Curriculum Frameworks.  Periodic review and refinement ensures
that the Curriculum Frameworks remain current, reflect the
Commonwealth’s commitment to high academic standards for all
students, and continue to provide educators with sound
pedagogical approaches and strategies.  In the spring of 1998, the
Board of Education and the Department initiated a review of the
state frameworks in Mathematics, Science and
Technology/Engineering, the Arts, Health,and Foreign Languages,
which had been endorsed by the Board in December 1995.

In 1999, the Review Panels worked with the Department to
finalize the curriculum frameworks for Foreign Languages,
Comprehensive Health Education, and the Arts.  Work continues
in 2000 on the Mathematics, and Science and
Technology/Engineering.  In addition, work has begun to review
the Frameworks in English Language Arts, and History and Social
Science, which were approved by the Board in 1997.

Foreign Languages – In February 1999, the Board adopted the
Foreign Languages Curriculum Framework.  A long term goal
under Education Reform is that all students in public schools will
be proficient in at least one foreign language, which may include
sign language, by the time they graduate from high school.
Students who select modern languages will be able to speak, read,
write, and understand the foreign language they study.  Students
who select a classical language should be able to read and
understand the language they choose.  In order to achieve these
goals, the Framework recommends that students begin their
language studies in the elementary grades and continue to study

one or more languages throughout middle and high school.
The Framework closely parallels the National Standards for
Foreign Language Learning.  It adopts the organizing concept
of interpersonal, interpretive, and presentational modes of
communication and the concept of developmental stages of
proficiency in written and spoken communication from the
American Council on Teaching of Foreign Languages.

Arts – The Board voted to adopt a revised Arts Curriculum
Framework in June 1999.  The Framework parallels that of the
federally-funded national Standards for the Arts: Dance,
Music, Theatre, and Visual Arts developed by the Consortium
of National Arts Education Associations under the guidance of
the National Committee for Standards in the Arts.  The
learning standards have been designed to encourage a
sequential program of instruction in the performing and visual
arts beginning in pre-school and continuing through high
school.  The Framework is also designed to promote
knowledge of the historical and cultural contexts of the arts, as
well as connections between the arts and other academic
disciplines.

Health Education – In September 1999, the Board adopted the
Comprehensive Health Curriculum Framework.
Comprehensive Health Education includes health education,
physical education, and family and consumer sciences
education.  The Framework promotes collaboration between
teachers in these areas and counselors, school nurses, nutrition
services staff, other teachers, families, and students from pre-
kindergarten through grade 12. The Framework focuses on
health literacy, safety and prevention, and public health issues.
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The Framework’s guiding principles share some common features
with the National Standards in Health Education.  There are new
sections in the appendices on law and policy, and the use of
instructional technology.  The revised Health Framework makes
explicit connections to the Massachusetts Science and
Technology/Engineering, History and Social Science, and English
Language Arts Frameworks.

Curriculum Guidelines on Genocide and Human Rights – In
1998, the Legislature passed and the Governor signed a law
requiring the Board to formulate and publish “recommendations
on curricular materials on genocide and human rights issues, and
guidelines for the teaching of such material.” (Chapter 276 of the
Acts of 1998)  In February 1999, the Board adopted the
Curriculum Guide for Genocide and Human Rights. The Guide
will be used by teachers and curriculum coordinators in
conjunction with the curriculum frameworks in History and Social
Science and English Language Arts.

Character, Civility, and the Curriculum Frameworks – The
Board and the Department, together with Governor Cellucci, have
endorsed the teaching of character and civility as a part of the
state’s curriculum frameworks.  As teachers and parents promote
intellectual curiosity and self-discipline in learning, they can also
demonstrate that ideals of behavior are valued at home and in the
school community.  Designed as guides for curriculum
development, the Massachusetts Curriculum Frameworks contain
many references to the ethical as well as the academic dimensions
of education.  The Department has prepared a guide with
examples illustrating how the frameworks link to character
education.

Knowledge – that is, education in its true
sense – is our best protection against

unreasoning prejudice and panic-making
fear, whether engendered by special interest,
illiberal minorities, or panic-stricken leaders.

 -- Franklin D. Roosevelt, speech, Boston,
October 31, 1932.
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IMPROVING EDUCATOR QUALITY

Recertification Regulations - In October 1999, the Board
amended Regulations governing the Recertification of Teachers
and Other Professional Staff.  Recertification is required of all
Massachusetts teachers every five years based on professional
development to continually strengthen their academic knowledge
and teaching skills.  The regulations are designed to strengthen the
ability of educators to help students meet high academic
standards.  They provide new opportunities for teachers,
administrators, schools, and school districts to focus and
coordinate professional development in support of educator
professional growth and improved student learning.  Key
provisions include:
§ aligning educators’ professional development for

recertification with school and district improvement through
supervisors’ review and approval of professional development
plans;

§ increasing the number of required professional development
points (PDPs) from 120 to 150 for those educators renewing
their certificates after December 1, 1999;

§ providing bonus PDPs for advanced academic study in a
content area;

§ increasing from 4 to 10 the minimum number of course hours
that must be completed in a particular topic to earn PDPs;

§ authorizing opportunities to earn credit toward recertification
by achieving a passing score on a challenging content-specific
test or a performance evaluation; and

§ constructing a professional development provider registry.

The amendments retain the flexibility and range of eligible
professional development activities, including independent
projects.  In 1999, the Department processed more than 75,000
applications for recertification under the former requirements.

The “12 to 62” Plan – The Board voted in January 1999 to
adopt Regulations implementing the Teacher Quality
Enhancement Program.  The program, authorized through
Chapter 260 of the Acts of 1998, focuses on improving the
caliber of incoming and continuing public school teachers
through the New Teacher Signing Bonus Program, the Master
Teacher Corps Program, and other professional recruitment,
retention, development, and recognition initiatives.

See Certification and teacher data on pp. 78-79.

My joy in learning is partly that it
enables me to teach.

-- Seneca, Letters to Lucilius, (1st C.)
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FINANCE

Chapter 70 – While final action rests with the legislature, the
Department and Board have been reviewing options for revising
Chapter 70, including:

§ Simplify the Foundation Formula – The formula was built
from the ground up, based on a detailed spending model.
While this has served as a useful guideline for districts in
building their own budgets, it now serves primarily to make
foundation budget calculations inscrutable to the general
public.  Instead of functional spending categories, the formula
should have uniform baseline spending values for the three
main grade levels (elementary, middle and high school)-with a
few adjustments: LEP, vocational, and low-income enrollment
and wage differentials (using far fewer LMAs).

§ Simplify Chapter 70 Distribution – Consolidate the various
types of Chapter 70 aid into just two.  One that locks in the
state’s current share of a district’s foundation budget and one
that ensures all districts have sufficient resources to reach their
foundation budget.  Use enrollment projections, based on
average three-year trends.

§ Simplify & Cap Minimum Local Spending Requirements –
Determine minimum spending requirements using updated
equalized property values and a consistent spending rate per
$1,000 of EQV.  Release a community from its obligation to
increase spending as long as it spends 150% or more of
foundation.

§ Begin the Process of School-Based Funding – Establish
standards for reporting expenditures at the school level, with
an eye toward a transition to school-based funding beginning

in 2002.  Establish a grant fund to provide districts with an
incentive to become an early adopter of a pilot model.

School Building Assistance – In early 2000, the Board voted
to send out a comprehensive set of proposed regulatory
changes for public comment.  A major focus of these changes
is to provide more support for renovation of current facilities
instead of new construction.  Proposed changes include:
§ Allowing for the support of modular construction;
§ Sharing of construction plans;
§ Changing policies regarding renovations, and resuming

funding for repair projects where there is documentation of
district maintenance;

§ Expanding the application time line;
§ Establishing an interagency advisory committee to review

projects in the early stages; and
§ Requiring adequate documentation of enrollment

projections.

See Financial Information & Data Section beginning on p. 57.
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BOARD-SPONSORED FORUMS

School and District Accountability – The Board sponsored a
forum on School and District Accountability on May 18, 1999.
Featured speakers included: Professor Paul Hill from the
University of Washington; Jim Shipley of Shipley Associates as
an expert in the Baldridge criteria and their application to schools;
Maryellen Donahue, Director of Accountability for the Boston
Public Schools; Allen Fraker, Director of SchoolWorks, who is
conducting charter school evaluations and inspections; and a
representative from the British Inspectorate system.  The speakers
discussed various aspects of school evaluation and inspection.
The information presented at the forum assisted Board members
and Department staff in the development of the School and
District Accountability System.

Recertification and Professional Development – On August 31,
1999, the Board sponsored a forum on recertification. The invited
speakers were:  Chester Finn, President of the Thomas B.
Fordham Foundation; Michael Poliakoff, Deputy Secretary for
Postsecondary and Higher Education at the Pennsylvania
Department of Education; Nancy Ibarguen, Coordinator for
Certification for the Maine Department of Education; and Lynn
Stuart, Principal of Cambridgeport School and member of the
National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future.  The
forum focused on the impact of professional development on
improving and retaining effective educators.  The information
provided assisted the Department and Board in revising the
Regulations for Recertification later in the year.

See Certification data on p. 78-79.

Chapter 70 – The Board sponsored a forum to discuss
proposed changes to the Chapter 70 Education Aid Formula on
December 7, 1999.  The Board invited Carolyn Busch,
Executive Education Policy Advisor to Governor Gary Locke
of Washington State, to provide review and analysis of the
current Chapter 70 formula and provide guidance on the
proposed revisions, drawing on her extensive education finance
research background.  Michael Widmer, President of the
Massachusetts Taxpayers Foundation, a non-profit state
watchdog organization, reviewed the proposals from a
Massachusetts perspective.  In addition to the invited speakers,
the Board invited more than thirty individuals who are familiar
with the complex funding formula to discuss proposed
changes.  The discussion will serve to assist the Board and the
Department in proposing legislative changes to the formula in
2000.

See Financial Information & Data Section beginning on p. 57.
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COMMITTEE ACTIVITY

Board of Education/Board of Higher Education Joint
Commission on Educator Preparation in Massachusetts –  The
Joint Commission was established by Governor Cellucci in
response to the initial low passing rates on the Massachusetts
Educator Certification Tests. The Commission, chaired by Peter
Nessen, includes three Board of Education representatives,
Chairman James Peyser, Vice Chairperson Roberta Schaefer, and
Edwin Delattre. Chairman Peyser appointed Dr. Sheldon Stern,
Historian at the John F. Kennedy Library, and Superintendent
Joseph Rappa of Leominster to serve on the Commission.

In June 1999, the Commission completed a Statement of
Principles on professional development and recertification.
Among the recommendations were:
§ greater emphasis on advanced studies in the content area of

the teacher’s certificate,
§ alignment of a teacher’s program of professional development

with the improvement goals of the school and school district,
and

§ approval of individual plans by school administrators.
These recommendations were incorporated by the Board of
Education into amendments to the Recertification Regulations
adopted by the Board in October 1999.

The Commission also completed a series of recommendations for
establishing and implementing an 80 percent pass rate on the
Massachusetts Educator Certification Tests as a requirement for
preparation providers seeking program approval, i.e., the authority
to endorse candidates for licensure.  Many of these
recommendations have been incorporated in the current proposals
for revised certification regulations that the Board will consider at
its regular meeting on April 25.

The Joint Commission appointed special task forces to make
recommendations concerning teacher preparation programs,
teacher assessment, and recruitment and retention.  The task
forces reported to the Joint Commission in January and
February 2000.  A fourth task force was subsequently
appointed to investigate the issue of adequate compensation
levels for the teaching profession.  The Commission will
complete its work and issue its report in June 2000.
See Certification and teacher data on pp. 78-79.

Budget & Finance – In March 1999, Chairman Peyser
appointed a standing committee of the Board on Budget and
Finance.  The Committee, chaired by Charles Baker, included
Board members Roberta Schaefer and Stanley Koplik.
Chairman Peyser served ex officio.  The Budget and Finance
Committee met and reported regularly throughout the year on
proposals for Chapter 70 revisions, possible changes in the
School Building Assistance Program, and the FY2001 budget
recommendations.
See Financial Information & Data Section beginning on p. 57.

Commissioner’s Performance Review – In November 1999,
Chairman Peyser appointed Board members William Irwin and
Roberta Schaefer to work with him to review Commissioner
Driscoll’s job performance and make a salary recommendation.
The Board members used the following criteria to judge the
Commissioner’s job performance:
§ effectiveness in supporting the Board’s work;
§ effectiveness in building external support for Board

policies; and
§ effectiveness in managing the Department and its staff.
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The Committee rated the Commissioner’s performance highly in
each area.  Based on the Committee’s recommendation, the Board
approved a 6.75 percent increase in pay.

Lawrence Public Schools Oversight Committee – Board member
Roberta Schaefer, Chair of the Board’s Lawrence Oversight
Committee, reported regularly throughout the year on the status of
Lawrence Public Schools.  The Committee was established in
1998 when the Board, the Commissioner, and the Lawrence
School Committee entered into an historic partnership agreement
providing significant oversight and assistance to the Lawrence
Public Schools, in lieu of a declaration of under-performance and
state receivership. The Committee has been working with the
district to establish more specific goals and benchmarks for each
of the seven major oversight areas.  The seven areas are:
§ analysis and utilization of MCAS results;
§ English language acquisition;
§ financial management;
§ high school accreditation;
§ leadership team;
§ professional development; and
§ school facilities.

The District has established benchmarks for improvement that
include:
§ reduce dropout, suspension, and exclusion rates below state

average by 2000-2001;
§ increase student attendance and graduation rates above state

averages by 2000-2001;
§ increase test score performance;
§ meet or exceed the statewide MCAS averages by 2001;

§ regain accreditation for Lawrence High School by 2001;
and

§ upgrade current facilities and build new ones.

The Board will continue to oversee Lawrence Public Schools
until all issues have been addressed.

State Student Advisory Council to the Board of Education -
The State Student Advisory Council is a network of high
school students elected by their peers from high schools across
Massachusetts.  Each high school elects two delegates to
participate in one of five regional councils, and those regional
councils choose from their number delegates to the State
Council.  As Chair of this year's State Council, Marcel
LaFlamme serves as a voting member of the Board.

Traditionally, the Advisory Council tackles a host of
educational issues in representing the student's voice to
policymakers.  This year, school violence across the United
States prompted ongoing conversations about school climate
and violence prevention, as well as the compilation of a
resource guide to be distributed statewide for this fall.  A bill
proposing a standardized end-of-course assessment system
continued to wend its way through committees on Beacon Hill,
and the Legislative work group worked to lobby for that piece
of legislation.  The Council also renewed its effort to increase
representation from currently non-participating high schools,
and examined models for integrating student government into
the curriculum as a form of citizenship education.

Table of Contents | Next Section: 1999 Department of Education Programs & Initiatives
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IMPROVING STUDENT PERFORMANCE

CURRICULUM FRAMEWORKS
Throughout 1999, the Department engaged a variety of groups in
the revisions on the Arts, Health, and Foreign Languages
Curriculum Frameworks.  In addition to meeting with focus
groups, Review Panels, and Advisory Councils, the Department
received extensive public comment in order to finalize the
Frameworks.

Guiding the revision process were content-specific Review
Panels.  Review Panels ranged in size from 8 to 12 members,
depending on the scope of the work to be completed.  The Panels
included public school educators, higher education faculty,
appropriate outside agencies or groups, and individuals familiar
with the process of developing curriculum frameworks and
statewide assessments.  Review panels followed six guiding
principles:
§ to work from existing frameworks, aligning them where

appropriate with components from other Massachusetts
frameworks;

§ to be informed by current research in the field, results from
MCAS, work occurring in the discipline in other parts of the
country and throughout the world, and recommendations
from practitioners and experts in the content area;

§ to consider MCAS assessment expectations and performance
standards in use at the time of the revision;

§ to provide opportunities for public involvement so that
educators and other interested parties are engaged in the
Panel’s work;

§ to engage existing Advisory Councils in the Panel’s work;
and

§ to have a review/dissemination process streamlined for work
to be completed in a timely manner.

OFFICE OF ACADEMIC AFFAIRS AND PLANNING
The Department created the Office of Academic Affairs and
Planning in order to ensure that the Department’s work
exemplifies the highest academic standards and rigor and to
increase the Department’s capacity for research and evaluation
to inform policy decisions.  Specifically, the Office of Academic
Affairs and Planning is working to:

Ensure High Academic Standards – ensure that the
Massachusetts Curriculum Frameworks exemplify the
highest academic standards and rigor through:
§ critiquing, and reviewing the comprehensive health

framework adopted by the Board in 1999;
§ coordinating the preparation of final revisions to the

drafts submitted by the mathematics and science panels
in both the mathematics and science and
technology/engineering frameworks;

§ working on English framework revisions through a
committee coordinated by the Office; and

§ revising the history/social science framework in fall
2000.

Increase Department Research & Evaluation Efforts –
develop and implement a comprehensive plan for increasing
and improving the Department’s research and evaluation
efforts.  The Department is beginning to define research
goals and to pursue grant opportunities from private and
public entities.

Improve Educator Quality – work with the Commissioner
and Board to determine the Department’s goals and
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objectives in the areas of professional development, teacher
certification, and recertification.  Activities include:
§ revision and adoption of the recertification regulations,

development and dissemination of the guidelines, and the
convening of a statewide information session in March
2000.

§ revision of the certification regulations are underway.  A
concept paper which serves as the basis for the revision
of the certification regulations was released for public
comment in December 1999.  Draft regulations will be
presented to the Board of Education in May 2000.

§ review, and coordination of the academic content of
summer programs, mentor institutes, and RFRs for
content-based summer institutes.

Department Document Review – Review and critique
proposals, protocol documents, and drafts of various
documents created by different Department programs to
ensure that they reflect high academic standards.

ACADEMIC SUPPORT SERVICES PROGRAM  (ASSP)
Under a state appropriation beginning in FY1999, the
Department awarded $20 million to school districts to fund a
variety of academic support programs in schools with low
student performance on MCAS.  In FY1999, the Academic
Support Services Grant program funded 317 programs in 202
districts and charter schools.  By grade level, there were 163
elementary, 127 middle, and 113 high school programs.
Throughout the year, more than 50,000 students benefited from
added programs during the school year as well as summer
assistance.  The programs focused on English language arts,
mathematics, and/or science/technology.  Two-thirds of the
programs provided support during the school year, after-school,
and weekend hours.  Funded initiatives included:

§ individual reading tutoring;
§ individual and small group direct educational assistance; and
§ extended day, vacation week, Saturday, and summer

academic support programs.

Other initiatives implemented for academic support include:
§ Targeted Assistance Teams in urban districts with high

numbers of low performing students.

§ Technical assistance to schools and districts under the
Academic Support program through workshop presentations
and assistance to individual districts.

§ After-School and Out-of-School time grants, totaling $5
million were awarded to 75 school districts and community
organizations in coordination with other after school
programs funded by Executive Office of Health and Human
Services (EOHHS) and the Office of Child Care Services.

§ School Linked Services (SLS) programs increased their
focus on providing additional services and resources to
schools and districts to support children who are not meeting
state academic standards.  An interactive SLS website was
established, linking local SLS sites and collecting program
specific data on program activities.

In addition to providing roughly 1.3 million hours of academic
support beyond the regular school day to more than 35,000
students, the ASSP Grants require programs to gather follow-up
information that connects the hours of program services with
improvement in individual student performance.  Each of the
programs funded is required to test each student they serve at the
beginning and at the end of the program.  ASSP provides
guidelines for evaluating programs, and electronic data
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collection forms that facilitate accurate submission to all funded
districts.  Department staff continues to give technical
assistance, where necessary, on the gathering and electronic
submission of individual student evaluation information to
ensure quality of data submitted.

MATHEMATICS, SCIENCE &
TECHNOLOGY/ENGINEERING
Partnerships for the Advancement of Learning Mathematics &
Science (PALMS) – The Department develops many of its
Mathematics and Science and its Technology/Engineering
programs through PALMS.  PALMS is a cooperative initiative
of the Department of Education and the National Science
Foundation with funding from the state, the Noyce Foundation,
and other sources to improve student performance in
Mathematics and Science and Technology/Engineering.  Four
programs are highlighted below.

PALMS Phase II &Research and Development Grants –
Grants totaling $748,000 were funded by the Noyce Foundation
($348,000) and PALMS ($400,000) to conduct research and
analyze data about specific models and programs to assess the
impact on improvement of student learning in Mathematics,
Science and Technology/Engineering.

Regional Providers – PALMS supports the work of five
Regional Providers who provide support, technical assistance,
professional development, and data analysis services to school
districts to improve student achievement in mathematics,
science, and technology/engineering.

Parent Involvement Project (MassPIP) – PALMS continues its
close collaboration with Museum Institute for Teaching Science
(MITS) through the NSF-funded MassPIP.  MassPIP, as the

project is known, builds on PALMS Leadership Teams to create
Local Community Coalitions made up of parents, teachers, and
community-based organizations. Over the summer, 43 districts
were selected to participate in Year Three of the project.

Through the coalition and school district efforts, 10,168 parents
participated in events that included field trips to an aquarium,
MCAS day at McDonald's, mathematics shows on the local
cable network, a nutrition fair at the supermarket, a
mathematics-of-sports day for fathers and their children, and
mathematics/science/ and technology/engineering family nights.
In June 1999, Governor Cellucci and Commissioner Driscoll
addressed the Parent Involvement Project coalitions and other
parent and community representatives at "PIP Showcase."
See MCAS results and student performance data on p. 68.

EARLY LEARNING & SCHOOL READINESS
Community Partnerships for Children (CPC) - The Community
Partnerships for Children program supports preschool age
children of working families in comprehensive, high quality
early care and education programs.  In FY1999, $78.5 million
supported 18,500 children in
early care and education
programs.  Improved quality
in Head Start, public school
preschools, private child
care, and family child care
homes as a result of
participating in CPC
benefited over 50,000
children.  The 167
Community Partnerships
Councils, covering 313 cities
and towns, are collaborative

CPC Programs at Work
§ 10,539 parents furthered their

own education
§ 21,375 families used family

resource centers
§ 48,750 families received child

development and guidance
materials

§ 42,615 families used book
and toy lending libraries

§ 13,890 parents and children
attended story hours.
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public/private partnerships that develop local plans that build on
existing programs and resources and reduce duplication of
services.  Families choose programs that meet the educational
needs of their children and their work schedules. In addition to
preschool programs, the program supports comprehensive
services based on community and families’ needs.  A focus on
family education and support helps support reading readiness.

Once every three years, CPC programs must participate in the
Community Profiles program, a standardized needs assessment
system that provides comprehensive information about early
care and education in the communities.  Starting in 2001,
baseline data will be available for almost every city and town in
the Commonwealth.  This will enable the Department to monitor
changes in factors contributing to educational success for
children, such as: teacher qualifications and salaries, class size,
staff turnover, and accreditation status.

In FY2000, an additional $14.6 million will expand 155 of the
existing programs and start new programs in 19 towns.

Massachusetts Family Network (MFN) - The Massachusetts
Family Network now consists of 30 sites serving 140 cities and
towns with a budget of $4.4 million.  Approximately 17,000
families and 20,000 children are served through the program.
The goal is to create collaborative, comprehensive networks of
family services that are high quality, culturally sensitive, and
welcoming to families with children (prenatal through age
three). Program activities are voluntary and open to all families
with young children in the community, although priority is given
to needy and hard-to-reach families.

MFN programs provide several program components through
direct services, referrals and/or contracts with community

agencies.  Each MFN
offers: a space for project
activities; home visits;
guidance in child
development; health and
developmental screening;
adult education; family
literacy activities; family
and community events;
support groups; assistance
in meeting basic needs; and
support for developing
leadership and advocacy
skills.

In FY2000, an additional
$1.2 million will fund 11
new programs in 19 cities and towns across the state.

Parent-Child Home Program – The Program was newly funded
by the state in FY2000.  The program funds home visits to
families with young children between 18 months and 4 years.
The purpose is to support literacy development and parenting
skills.  Visits are twice weekly, usually over the course of two
school years.  The PCHP “teacher demonstrator” introduces
carefully selected toys and books given to the family and models
their use.  The program is a national model that has proved
successful in improving the literacy development of young
children from low income families.  The $1.2 million allocated
in FY2000 will fund 20 new programs and expanding 6 existing
programs.

Full Day Kindergartens – A new grant program to increase the
number and quality of full day kindergartens was funded in

1999 MFN Events
§ 480 parenting workshops for

more than 1,800 parents
§ 8,100 home visits to provide

information on child
development, toys and activities
to stimulate learning

§ 120 ongoing parent support
groups

§ 60 drop-in parent support groups
§ 380 play groups for 4,450

families
§ pregnancy or breast feeding

support for over 300 mothers
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FY2000, $14 million funds two grant programs.  Eighty school
districts that already have existing full day classrooms will
receive funds to improve the quality of their classrooms by
lowering class size, adding aides to the classroom, developing
curriculum, and providing professional development.  About
$2.1 million is committed to grants to help thirty-eight school
districts transition some or all of their kindergarten classrooms to
full day classrooms. The first task for these districts is to conduct
a feasibility study on space, teacher availability, and public
support for the conversion to full day kindergarten.

READING & LANGUAGE ACQUISITION
In 1999, the Department established the Office of Reading and
Language Acquisition to focus on improving the literacy and
reading skills of children in Massachusetts.  Below are
descriptions of several state and federal programs designed to
achieve that goal:

§ Early Literacy Intervention – ($1.5 million for 75 districts)
provides short term intervention for first grade children who
are at risk of failing to read; and supports teacher training in
programs of reading instruction that are research-based.

§ Elementary Literacy – ($0.5 million for 27 schools in 12
districts) improves the reading and writing proficiency of
students in grades K-5 by implementing school-wide literacy
programs; increasing parental involvement; and funding half
the salary of a literacy coordinator.

§ Individual Tutoring in Reading – (nearly $2.0 million, 28
grants) provides one-on-one tutoring in reading to needy
students.

§ John Silber Literacy – ($1.5 million for 79 schools in 22
districts) improves the reading and writing proficiency of

students in grades K-5 by funding reading teacher salaries
and planning for school-wide literacy programs.

§ Reading Excellence: READ! – ($21.0 million over three
years for 82 schools in 27 districts) helps children learn to
read independently and well by the end of third grade
through improving reading instruction based on sound
research; increasing reading services for children having
difficulty learning to read; expanding family literacy
services; promoting involvement of community
organizations; and funding half the salary of a literacy
coordinator.

§ Reading Excellence: Tutorial – ($656,000 over three years
for 26 schools in 4 districts) provides children in grades K-3
with tutoring in reading, using research-based instructional
practices outside of regular school hours.

§ Reach Out and Read – provides books to at-risk children by
distributing funds to Reach Out and Read program through
matching private or corporate funds.

§ Bilingual Education - provides technical assistance to
schools and districts to ensure high quality education;
participates in Coordinated Program Reviews to ensure
implementation of state and federal laws as they pertain to
English language learners; and administers the federal Title
VII bilingual education grant.

See bilingual education costs on p. 66.
See bilingual enrollment on p. 77.
See MCAS results and student performance data on p. 68.
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ADULT & COMMUNITY LEARNING
The Adult and Community Learning Services Unit is charged
with overseeing, strengthening, and expanding educational
services to Massachusetts’ under-educated and limited English
proficient adults.  These adult basic education (“ABE”) services
are designed to provide this target population with opportunities
to succeed as life-long learners, citizens, family members, and
contributing members of our economy and labor market. The
Department’s Adult and Community Learning staff are working
with PreK-12 programs to strengthen content, performance, and
professional standards for adult students and programs.  A
comprehensive, web-based data system is already in place and
funding is linked to program performance.  The major portion of
the unit’s $37 million in combined federal and state funding was
allocated to grant programs that served students directly.  These
include:

§ Community Adult Learning Centers (145 grants, totaling
$25 million) providing support for 145 centers in 130
communities.

§ Workplace/Workforce Education (23 grants, $1.5 million)
supports partnerships between experienced adult education
providers, business leaders, and unions (where applicable) to
provide adult education in workplace contexts so that
workers and employers can meet escalating skill demands on
the incumbent workforce.

§ Family Literacy (25 grants, totaling $2 million) supports
comprehensive family literacy services between the PreK-
Adult educational system, health providers, and human
service delivery systems which include:  adult literacy; early
childhood education; parenting skills; and home visits to

undereducated and/or limited English proficient parents and
their children.

§ Education for the Homeless & Incarcerated (17 grants,
totaling $1,237,000) supports homeless shelters with the
expectation that students would “reintegrate” into
community adult learning centers, adult basic education, and
ESL instructional services for inmates.

SCHOOL-TO-CAREER
Within the Department, the School to Career
unit develops and oversees a broad range of
programs dedicated to preparing students for

the world of work and higher education.

Vocational/Technical Education – Under the 1998
Amendments to the Perkins Vocational and Technical Education
Act, the four core indicators of performance for
vocational/technical tech programs are:
§ student attainment of state-established academic and

vocational-technical standards;
§ high school diploma/post secondary degree or credential;
§ placement in, retention in, and completion of post secondary/

advanced training, placement in military, or placement in or
retention in employment; and

§ student participation in programs that lead to non-traditional
training and employment.

Internships & Externships – In 1999, more than 20,000 juniors
and seniors interned -- also called “work-based learning" -- at
approximately 7,000 employer sites.  At the same time through
the state’s Connecting Activities funds, more than 100
professionals worked full time to place students in structured
internships with a direct connection to classroom learning.
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Approximately 1,000 teachers spent at least two weeks at a
company doing work related to the subject they teach.  Teachers
returned from their “externships” to their schools with new
approaches to connect their classroom activity with real
situations from the workplace and community.

Massachusetts Work-Based Learning Plan – All student-
interns work with the Massachusetts Work-Based Learning Plan,
a tool that articulates tasks, skills, and goals for the student.  The
student and the job supervisor choose specific competencies to
focus on during the workplace experience, and assess the
students’ performance and progress throughout the internship or
job.

Career Majors Initiative – Education Reform spurred high
schools across the Commonwealth to restructure their schools
around career pathways.  Teams of teachers in mathematics,
science, English, and history teach within the context of broad
career paths such as finance, technology, or healthcare.  Class
and internships (work-based learning experiences) are
integrated.

SPECIAL SERVICES
The Office of Special Services develops policy and planning in
the areas of special education, gifted and talented education, and
related interagency initiatives.  In 1999, the key initiatives in the
Office of Special Services included:

§ Special Education Standards – The Office completed
analysis of the impact of the Massachusetts special education
standard known as "Maximum Feasible Benefit" in
comparison to the federal standard known as "Free and
Appropriate Public Education (FAPE)." The final report was
issued in February 2000.

§ New Individual Education Plan (IEP) Forms – A new IEP
form and process incorporating new federal requirements
and students’ rights to have access to the general curriculum
was completed after two years of discussion and feedback.
Full implementation is anticipated for September 2000 when
approximately 150,000 students will have Team meetings
and IEPs will be developed for them based on the new form
and process.

§ MCAS Alternative Assessments – The department is
developing an alternate assessment for those students with
disabilities who cannot participate in the MCAS on-demand
assessment, even with accommodations.

§ Gifted & Talented Education – The Office added staff to
focus on gifted and talented students and develop a plan for
increasing assistance and information to schools to support
this special student group.  In 1999, 54 communities received
state grant funding for these programs.  It is estimated that
current funding assists approximately 6 percent of the nearly
80,000 students who would be considered gifted or talented.
The Board has supported increased state funding in this area
and the Department has increased its staff focus.

§ Interagency Initiatives – The Office of Special Services
oversees several initiatives with the Department of Mental
Retardation, the Department of Social Services, and the
Department of Medical Assistance to prevent the need for
students to be placed in residential settings for long periods
of time.  Additionally, the Office of Special Services
initiated interagency action to develop service alternatives
identified at the Forum on Residential School Issues.  As a
result of the Forum, the Department released for public
comment a "Proposed Policy on the Use of Restraint in
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Publicly Funded Education Programs."  The proposed policy
has received significant public comment and a final policy is
expected by the end of the school year 1999-2000.

See Special Education costs on p. 66.
See Special Education enrollment on p. 76.

LEARNING SUPPORT SERVICES
While the events that occur within the classroom are essential to
student achievement, education does not take place in a vacuum.
Learning Support Services is responsible for a variety of
programs and initiatives that improve conditions concerning
health, safety, violence, substance abuse, and alternative
education.  Programs include:

§ Health and Safety Initiatives: Health Protection Fund
Grants support local K-12 comprehensive health education
and human services programs.  Safe and Drug Free Schools
and Communities Grants provide funds local comprehensive
violence and substance abuse prevention and education
programs.  Teen Dating Violence Intervention and
Prevention Project  and Safe Schools for Gay and Lesbian
Students grants fund violence prevention activities and
strategies for targeted populations.  Centers for Disease
Control Cooperative Agreement  provides training and
technical assistance to expand and strengthen the capacity of
school districts to plan, implement, and evaluate the

effectiveness of HIV/STD prevention as a component of a
coordinated school health program.

§ Student Support Initiatives: Alternative Education Program
provides grants for the development and establishment of
programs to address problems of students who exhibit
classroom behavior that interferes with learning and
education programs, and services for suspended or expelled
students. Community Service Learning/Learn and Serve
America provide training and technical assistance
opportunities for districts to implement community service
learning as a method of achieving the standards of the
Massachusetts Curriculum Frameworks. McKinney
Homeless Assistance Act provides funds for supplemental
instruction, enrichment activities, professional development,
parent education and counseling, supplies for shelters, and
other resources needed to enable homeless children and
youth to attend school. Massachusetts Migrant Education
Program closes the existing achievement gap between
migrant children and the traditional student. Other LSS
programs that supports teaching and learning for targeted
populations include: Emergency Immigrant Act; Dual
Enrollment; Advanced Placement; Metco; and Chapter 636.

The main part of intellectual education is not the acquisition of facts
 but learning how to make facts live.

--  Oliver Wendell Holmes, Jr.  Speech,
Harvard Law School Association, November 5, 1886.
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PROFESSIONAL RECRUITMENT & DEVELOPMENT

THE “12 TO 62” PLAN FOR TEACHER QUALITY
ENHANCEMENT
The “12 to 62” Plan, initiated by Commissioner Driscoll with
policy components added by Governor Paul Cellucci, Senate
President Thomas Birmingham, and Speaker of the House
Thomas Finneran, was signed into law August 10, 1998, two
weeks after it was introduced at a joint press conference by the
four officials.  The law includes a $60 million permanent
endowment that provides for a variety of incentives for veteran
and prospective educators.
See educator certification and experience data on pp. 78-79.

New Teacher Signing Bonus Program – The Signing Bonus
Program for New Teachers is open to qualified college seniors
majoring in all academic areas, and to successful working
professionals and leaders from all walks of life, who have
never been full-time public school teachers.  Mid-career
professionals considering changing their careers and going into
teaching are strongly encouraged. Recipients were chosen
from applicants who provided long writing samples, four
letters of reference, and met at least one of the following
rigorous academic eligibility criteria:
§ Rank in the top 10 percent of the graduating class;
§ Achieve a minimum of a 3.5 grade point average in the

major;
§ Achieve a minimum of a 3.5 grade point average overall;
§ Rank in the top tenth-percentile overall on a nationally

recognized exam; or
§ Receive a nomination by the dean of a college or university

they attend.
Mid-career professionals and leaders were considered based on
their work experience.  Finalists were interviewed, completed

sample teaching exercises, and took the Educator
Certification Test.  The Department received 783
applications from all over the United States as well as Russia,
Romania, and Greece.  Of the applicants, 59 new teachers
received the signing bonus totaling $20,000 over four years.
They receive $8,000 in the first year and $4,000 in each of
the three subsequent years. They must retain the status of
full-time public school teacher to receive the bonus.

New teachers begin their four-year commitment in the
summer in an intensive, seven-week teacher-training
institute, and groups of
four to five began
teaching in thirteen high
needs Massachusetts
public school districts
in the fall of 1999.  The
teachers continue their
training with veteran
teacher mentors in their
schools and seminars
with other bonus
recipients.

In 2000, the
Department received
nearly 1,000 applications for the $1.2 million in available
funds.

Tomorrow’s Teachers Scholarship – The Tomorrow’s
Teachers Scholarship, administered by the Board of Higher
Education, rewards high school seniors who are interested in

Demographics of 1999 Finalists
§ 44% male
§ 23% minority
§ 49% mid-career professionals
§ 21% attended an Ivy League

College or University for
undergraduate studies

§ 50% have a Master's or Ph.D.
§ 8% have a law degree
§ More than 50% teach mathematics

or science
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becoming public school teachers.  The Program provides
tuition remission at a Massachusetts public undergraduate
institution for high school seniors who graduate in the top 25%
of their class and agree to teach for a minimum of four years
after graduation.  In the fall of 1999, the first group of
approximately 300 scholarship recipients entered college.  Up
to 700 scholarships are available for the Class of 2000.

Attracting Excellence to Teaching – Attracting Excellence to
Teaching provides loan forgiveness to high achieving college
graduates who enter public school teaching.  The program has
been in existence since the 1995-96 school year, but has been
expanded in several significant ways as a component of the 12
to 62 Plan.  Rather than limiting the pool to students who
graduated in the top 15% of their undergraduate class,
eligibility has been extended to those who earned an honors
designation with either their graduate or undergraduate degree,
in either their major or overall.  Teachers may now receive up
to $150 per month of loan reimbursement twelve months a
year for four years.  Of the 930 1998-1999 applicants,
$827,000 was awarded to 555 recipients.  The program has

$1.2 million of available funding for the 1999-2000 school
year.

Massachusetts Institute for New Teachers (MINT) – The
Massachusetts Institute for New Teachers is the summer
training component of the Signing Bonus Program.  To better
meet the needs of the districts, the Department is expanding
the Institute to include up to 500 qualified individuals, who
will begin teaching in the fall of 2000.

The Institute is an intensive, seven-week, teacher training
institute designed to allow qualified applicants, who meet
rigorous selection standards, to progress from Provisional
Certification to Provisional Certification with Advanced
Standing.  All Signing Bonus recipients are required to
participate in MINT while other qualified individuals may
earn a scholarship to attend or pay tuition of $2,500.

Case Study Seminars for Beginning Teachers – In order to
support new teachers, the Department sponsors case study
seminars.  Through the seminars, the teachers will develop
professional communities with one another to overcome the
challenges particular to early career teaching.  In 2000, a
series of five support seminars will be offered to beginning
teachers in locations throughout the state.  New teachers
discuss issues that relate to their current classroom practice
with peers and experienced teacher facilitators. The Seminars
will complement the Department’s ongoing efforts to develop
innovative ways of making teaching more attractive to
prospective educators as well as those who have made the
initial commitment to teach.  In the Spring of 2000, this
program will serve 750 beginning teachers, or approximately
25 percent of the teachers hired this year.

Attracting Excellence
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Master Teacher Corps – In April 1999, the Department
awarded 19 Massachusetts teachers $5,000 bonuses for
receiving certification from the National Board for
Professional Teaching Standards, bringing the Massachusetts
total to 75.  Each teacher worked for 200 hours to satisfy the
extensive National Board requirements including ten
assessments, six of performance and four one-and-one-half
hour written tests of content knowledge and content
application.  These teachers have committed to mentor new
teachers over the next ten years, and they will receive a total of
$50,000 during that period.  In 2000, 197 teachers plan to
submit applications.

There are Master Teachers throughout the Commonwealth.
They are honored by their schools as Teachers of the Year, are
recognized by their peers as mentors, and are remembered by
their students.  Until 1998, there was no state program to
recognize and reward these teachers.  The 12 to 62 legislation
created one route to Master Teacher Status, the National Board
for Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS), and the
Department is developing other routes of equal excellence.
The Department’s goal is to create a corps of 1,000 Master
Teachers by 2003.

Once an individual has achieved Master Teacher status, he or
she can mentor a new teacher as part of the required
professional certification process or assume master teacher
responsibilities as designated by a local school district.
Districts are encouraged to use Master Teachers in leadership
positions which provide the master teacher with expanded
roles and/or responsibilities with increased compensation,
while allowing the teacher to continue to function as a
classroom teacher.

Mentor Training – As Massachusetts enters a period of
teacher shortage, the Department has responded with an
aggressive recruiting campaign and positive alternatives to
traditional training, to reduce barriers to entry into teaching.
While these efforts will populate classrooms with teachers
who possess great potential for success, these teachers'
development into top-quality educators will be far from over.
One of the goals of the 12 to 62 Plan is to make it possible
for all beginning teachers in Massachusetts to be paired with
a veteran teacher mentor

In the summer of 1999, Massachusetts expanded its corps of
Mentor Teachers by approximately 50% by sponsoring
Mentor Training Institutes in locations throughout the state.
District teams of three to eight received training and designed
implementation plans.  Almost 100 districts participated in
the program during the summer of 1999.  In 2000, Institutes
throughout the state will be offered to 1,500 individuals who
can, in turn, expand and improve the programs in their own
districts.

Teacher Career Advancement Program (T-CAP) – The
Teacher Career Advancement Program enables schools to
attract and retain top quality educators by creating a high-
paying career track for master teachers and by increasing the
opportunities for mid-career professionals, parents, business
people, and volunteers to share teaching responsibilities.  In
the first year of the program, the Department funded 10 first-
year planning grants of $5,000 to $15,000 for schools to
design plans to redefine teaching career paths through
financial incentives, flexible teaching contracts, and
professional advancement.  Through the T-CAP grant,
schools are encouraged to design professional and salary
advancement for Master Teachers and mid-career
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professionals by providing multiple career paths and
expanding roles for teachers.

As part of T-CAP, schools will create a high-paying career
track for master teachers, in which master teachers could
ultimately earn a compensation package of $80,000 to
$100,000 a year. Under the current salary and career ladder for
teachers, which often caps after 30 years in teaching, teachers
typically reach the current maximum on local salary scales
(approximately $65,000 a year).

Lowell High School, one of the 10 pilot T-CAP schools, will
use the planning grant to focus on recruitment, compensation,
and career development in support of beginning teachers. The
school administration would like to develop a plan to give
bonuses to school staff who recommend individuals who
eventually become teachers at the school.  Another part of
their plan is to investigate job sharing opportunities and
recruitment of mid-career professionals from local industry.

Tomorrow’s Teachers Clubs – As part of the 12 to 62 Plan, 89
Tomorrow’s Teachers Clubs were established during the year
in Massachusetts middle and high schools during the 1998-
1999 school year.  Over 1,000 students are involved in the
clubs, tutoring peers and younger students, shadowing
teachers, and serving as lab assistants in science and language
labs.  The goal is to attract middle and high school students to
teaching, and promote the Tomorrow’s Teachers Scholarship
Program.  The Scholarship Program will give Massachusetts
students who graduate in the top 25% of their high school class
a four-year scholarship to any public college or university in
the Commonwealth if they commit to teach in a public school
for at least four years.  Approximately 500 students applied for
the program in 1999, and 278 accepted the scholarship

awarded by the Board of Higher Education.  In 2000, more
than 700 high school students applied for the program.

Over the past two years, the Department has awarded grants
to 115 schools interested in establishing and implementing
Clubs.

EDUCATOR PREPARATION IN HIGHER EDUCATION
The Department has been working to ensure that teacher
preservice programs in higher education institutions prepare
teachers to meet state standards for student performance.
Below are highlights of the year’s activities.

Massachusetts Educator Certification Tests –The first
complete implementation cycle of the Massachusetts
Educator Certification Tests program tested over 19,000
examinees.  The passing score was set by the Board of
Education, test security was maintained at all times, all tests
were scored, and score reports were sent to all candidates and
their preparation institutions.  Outreach meetings were held
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across the state for education deans, higher education faculty
and administrators, and other interested parties to view and
discuss test items and responses, under secure conditions.  A
Test Information Booklet, containing sample test items and
responses for the Communication and Literacy Skills Test, was
developed and made available to all examinees.

Educator Preparation Program Policy and Accountability –
Information on the Massachusetts certification requirements
and higher education institution passing rates in 1997 – 1998
was included in the Initial Report of the Secretary on the
Quality of Teacher Preparation that the U.S. Secretary of
Education sent to Congress.  The Department participated in
fact-finding meetings of the National Center for Education
Statistics as it developed guidelines for states and higher
education institutions to use in new accountability reports to
the U.S. Department of Education.
After three years of negotiation, the National Association of
State Directors of Teacher Education and Certification
(NASDTEC) added a provision to the NASDTEC Interstate
Contract that enables completers of state-approved
nontraditional educator preparation programs to have
certification reciprocity with other states.  This is in addition to
the existing reciprocity agreements for completers of
traditional, state-approved higher education programs.

Preservice Preparation Program Improvement – Goals 2000
Preservice funds totaling $2.6 million were awarded to school
districts, partnered with colleges/universities, charter schools,
collaboratives, professional associations, and private nonprofit
education organizations.  The Massachusetts Consortium for
Initial Teacher Professional Development was supported by a
$1.3 million competitive grant from the U.S. Department of
Education’s Office of Educational Research and Improvement.

After four years of work, the Consortium produced
innovative teacher preparation in four school-college
partnership programs:
§ Boston and Lesley College
§ Bridgewater/Brockton/Bridgewater-Raynham and

Bridgewater State College
§ Springfield and University of Massachusetts/Amherst
§ Worcester and Clark University

Three of the four partnerships developed year-long internship
programs where preparation took place primarily in the
schools.  These partnerships formed the core of a coalition
that competed successfully for a five-year federal grant to
improve teacher preparation and student achievement in
urban schools.

ASSESSMENT & EVALUATION
A critical link between the educator professional
development and student performance is the ability of
educators to assess and evaluate student work.  During 1999,
the Department sponsored several programs to improve
educator skills in those areas.

Preservice Program Highlights
§ 56 programs jointly sponsored with and co-funded by the

Board of Higher Education to redesign teacher preservice
programs, preparation in literacy development, and
recruiting for a diverse teaching profession

§ 62 induction and mentoring programs for new teachers
§ 7 district certification programs
§ 7 programs to redesign administrator preparation.
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Scoring Institutes - Three, regionally-based, week-long
Scoring Institutes were held to provide approximately 900
teachers and administrators with specialized training in using
the MCAS Annotated Holistic Scoring Method to evaluate
students' writing.  Those educators who successfully
completed this training participated in the scoring of the 1999
MCAS English Language Arts Compositions.  This was the
second year the Institutes were offered.

Teacher As Assessor—The year-long Teacher As Assessor
professional development initiative involved schools that had
70 percent or more of their grade 8 MCAS results in English
Language Arts and/or Mathematics in the combined Needs
Improvement  and Failing performance levels.

The initiative supported teachers from over 60 districts
statewide in developing classroom approaches to instruction
and assessment based on the learning standards of the
Curriculum Frameworks.  In four sessions held during the
school year, educators examined student work in-depth,
strengthened their skills in identifying evidence of student
understanding, and created assessment tasks and rubrics.

Principals of participating districts received separate training
that included an overview of teacher-session content with a
focus on administrative strategies that would support teachers’
work in standards-based classrooms.

Sample Student Work – On the Department’s website, for the
first time, open-response test questions, the corresponding
scoring guides, and benchmark student work at each score
point for each question was provided.

Scoring Student Compositions: NCS Mentor for
Massachusetts CD ROM—At the beginning of the 2000-
2001 school year, each school in the state will receive a CD
ROM designed to help teachers, students, and administrators:
§ gain a better understanding of the MCAS English

Language Arts composition;
§ become more knowledgeable about the MCAS scoring

process for composition;
§ achieve a level of consistency in assessing 1999 MCAS

student compositions; and
§ build a link between the dimensions of student

composition scoring and classroom instruction.
NCS Mentor for Massachusetts promises to be a powerful
professional development tool throughout the state.

Federally Funded Teacher Quality Initiatives
§ Massachusetts awarded $4 million three-year competitive grant.
§ Creation of the state’s first educator data warehouse and database

linking information from school districts, teachers’ retirement
boards, the certification office, certification testing, and
preparations institutions/organizations.

§ Statewide training institutes for the development of induction and
mentoring programs for beginning teachers.

§ Development of two kinds of pilot performance assessments: for
preservice teacher candidates; and of teachers seeking their
professional license (standard certificate).

§ Mathematics and science content training for Signing Bonus
candidates and others in the Massachusetts Institute for New
Teachers (MINT) program.
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OTHER RECRUITMENT & DEVELOPMENT
PROGRAMS
Class-Size Reduction (CSR) in Massachusetts – The federal
program to reduce class size especially in early grades has
provided opportunities for Massachusetts to increase the
number of new teachers.  Massachusetts received $21.6
million in federal funds for Class-Size Reduction for fiscal
year 1999. The goal of the federal Class-Size Reduction
initiative is to help schools improve student achievement by
adding additional, highly qualified teachers to the workforce to
ensure that class size—particularly in the early grades—is
reduced to no more than 18 children per class.  Nationally,
federal class-size reduction funds will help school districts hire
and train 100,000 new teachers to reduce class size to a
national average of 18 in grades 1-3 over the next 7 years.  The
Massachusetts Department of Education allocated 100 percent
of the federal funds received to school districts for the 1999-
2000 school year.  As required by federal guidelines, funding
was distributed to school districts based on poverty and school
enrollment data.  School districts used the funds to:
§ Recruit and hire highly qualified teachers to reduce class

sizes in targeted grades/areas;
§ Provide extra pay for veteran teachers who serve as

mentors to newly hired teachers; and
§ Provide teachers with professional development based on

the identified learning needs of students.

A number of districts used the funds in innovative and
meaningful ways.  For example, Boston Public Schools used
CSR funds to add literacy/mathematics specialists to school
staffs.  At the elementary level, literacy/mathematics
specialists teach third grade for two-thirds of the day, coach
other teachers for the remaining third, and tutor students after
school.  Brockton Public Schools hired teachers for a newly

established Kindergarten Plus full day program for students
who are not ready to have an academically successful
experience in first grade.  Lowell Public Schools instituted a
peer mentoring system that included initial training, peer
coaching, and follow-up for newly hired teachers.

School districts that participate in the
class-size reduction program

266

Recruiting, hiring, testing and training
new teachers

$19,227,937
(89.2%)

Professional development to teachers $1,901,806 (8.8%)
Administrative expenses at the local level $422,360 (2.0%)
Teachers hired for grades 1-3 443
Teachers hired for other grades 65

PALMS Professional Development Summary – PALMS
Professional development offerings included:  workshops
(e.g., curriculum mapping, curriculum alignment, integration
of technology in the classroom), onsite technical assistance,
classroom follow-up, curriculum user group meetings, online
listservs and user groups, and use of curriculum materials
from Curriculum Resource Libraries.

Type of Activity # Participants # PD Hours
Regional Provider activities 8,799 52,794
Summer Content Institutes 514 5,140
New Teacher Leaders 45 5,642
MCAS Workshops 1,642 9,852
Mentor Teacher training 150 900
Nat’l Bd Certification 35 8,750
Total 11,185 83,078
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PALMS Teacher Leader Program – The PALMS Teacher
Leader program helps to ensure that teachers are trained and
are able to demonstrate their mastery of content, pedagogy,
leadership, and systemic change.  More than 400 mathematics,
science, and technology/engineering Teacher Leaders (TLs)
assist their districts in implementing education reform for
mathematics, science, and technology/engineering in the
following ways:
§ 63% directly assist in district professional development

activities
§ 48% provide mentoring and peer coaching
§ 70% directly assist in curriculum improvement activities
§ 56% assist district teachers improve classroom practice

 -- Donahue Institute PALMS Districts Survey, 1998

Eisenhower Professional Development Programs – The
Eisenhower Professional Development Programs provide
approximately $5 million to Massachusetts districts to enhance
the skills of teachers and the quality of instruction for all
students in mathematics and science.  Districts can develop
innovative professional development models that explore the
impact of content knowledge on student achievement.

Summer Content Institutes – The Department sponsored 40
Summer Content Institutes for the professional development of
teachers and administrators.  Each of the Frameworks was
represented.  In 1998-1999, more than 1,200 Massachusetts
educators attended these institutes that were offered at no

charge.  Each Institute offered 100 hours of professional
development in content areas chosen by the district (60 hours
of instruction during the summer with an additional 40 hours
of follow-up scheduled for the school year).  Institute
providers administered pre- and post-tests to all attendees.
The pre- and post-test results indicated that significant
content learning had occurred.

Professional Development Design Team – Under Governor
Cellucci’s Executive Order, the Department participated in a
Design Team convened to develop a plan to implement
regional centers of professional development and online
professional development tools for teachers.  Chairman
Peyser appointed Board Member Patricia Crutchfield as the
Board’s representative.

Collaboration with Spain on Teacher Exchange – The
Department completed an agreement with the Office of
Education and Science at the Embassy of Spain to host ten
teachers of Spanish language or bilingual education from
Spain to teach in the Boston and Lawrence public schools.
The Embassy offered a teacher exchange program through
which Massachusetts teachers may teach in Spain for a year
to further their knowledge of Spanish language and culture,
and summer seminars in Spain for teachers and
administrators.  This program is modeled on successful
programs in Texas, California, Illinois, and Connecticut.

Liberty without learning is always in peril,
and learning without liberty is always in vain.

--  John F. Kennedy, address, Vanderbilt University,
Houston, Texas, September 12, 1962.
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ACCOUNTABILITY FOR RESULTS

In 1999, the Department moved forward on various accountability
programs for schools and districts, as required by the Education
Reform Act. The Department’s Accountability and Targeted
Assistance (ATA) Cluster is primarily responsible for the
development, implementation, and oversight of initiatives
designed to assess the effectiveness of schools and districts. The
School and District Accountability System, approved by the
Board in September 1999, complements the MCAS tests for
students. In addition to these large scale projects there are several
other Department accountability programs described below.

SCHOOL & DISTRICT ACCOUNTABILITY SYSTEM
The School and District Accountability System consists of two
multi-staged processes, one for evaluating school performance,
and another for assessing district performance.  Tailored to the
characteristics of the state’s public school systems and the
Education Reform Act, the Accountability System strikes a
balance between state standards setting and oversight, and local
responsibility for, and control over, the design and
implementation of school improvement plans.

School Performance Rating Process (SPRP) –The SPRP will be
used to rate schools every two years based on performance and
improvement on MCAS for all grades and subject areas tested
(English Language Arts, Mathematics, and Science and
Technology/Engineering).  The School Performance Rating
Process will: serve as a filter to identify both high and low
performing schools that may be reviewed more extensively.  The
SPRP will:
§ use the average of two years’ MCAS results to rate

performance and improvement,
§ measure improvement using the average scaled score, and

§ set specific improvement expectations for each content area
and overall performance.

When School Performance Ratings are issued in the winter of
2000, the report will show each school’s 1998 MCAS results,
the performance category into which those baseline results
place them, and the improvement expected for that school in
this first cycle based on that performance category.  For
example, those schools in the top category (more than 80%
scoring proficient or advanced) would be expected to improve
performance by one to three points while schools in the bottom
category (more than 60% scoring in the failing range) would
have to improve performance by five to seven points.  At the
end of each two-year cycle, the Department will compare
actual improvement in performance to the expectations for
improvement set at the beginning of that cycle, and issue an
improvement rating of failed to meet, approached, met, or
exceeded expectations.

In January 2000, schools received their Mid-Cycle Progress
Report, showing baseline performance on 1998 MCAS,
improvement expectations for the first cycle, and performance
on the 1999 MCAS.  The report lets schools see where they are
in relation to their improvement expectations over the first
cycle.  It also introduces them to the School Performance
Ratings Report, which will be in the same format.

The first ratings will be issued after the 2000 MCAS results are
processed.  However, the Department will begin using the
information in early 2000 to determine whether immediate
state intervention is needed.  Some schools where the 1998
student failure rates were alarmingly high and that have
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demonstrated no improvement on their 1999 MCAS results, are
scheduled for panel review.  Based on the information gathered by
these Review Panels, the Department may decide to declare
certain schools under-performing, triggering an onsite inspection
by a Fact-Finding Team by the end of the 1999-2000 school year.

District Performance Evaluation Process (DPE) – Every district
in the Commonwealth will participate in an evaluation once every
five years. The DPE includes a review and analysis of data and
documentation, and will culminate in a three to five day on-site
visit.  The District Performance Evaluations will focus on several
categories of information to answer key questions in three main
areas of inquiry.
§ Student Results:  foundation skills, core subjects, and

preparation for post-secondary education and employment.
§ Quality of Educational Programs and Services:  academic

preparation in core subjects, health, safety and physical
education, preparation for adulthood and citizenship, learning
environment, student support services, specialized instruction,
expanded programming, and parent and community support.

§ Organizational Effectiveness:  districts will be assessed on
leadership, governance, human resources, business
management, and financial management.

MASSACHUSETTS COMPREHENSIVE ASSESSMENT
SYSTEM (MCAS)
During the spring of 1999, the Department conducted the second
year of MCAS testing of public school students in grades 4, 8, and
10.  Student, school, and district test results were released in the
fall.

In addition to administering the tests, in 1999, the Department
reviewed the 1998 MCAS tests to determine the reliability and
validity of the tests.  The tests were reviewed in coordination with

the Department’s testing contractor, Advanced Systems in
Measurement and Evaluation, and the national Technical
Advisory Committee for MCAS, whose members are national
experts in the field of student testing.  Key findings from the
data show:
§ MCAS is valid based on a number of indicators, and

provides reasonable and credible measures of students’
academic performance.  One indicator is that student
performance on MCAS tests is consistent with student
performance on other tests.

§ MCAS tests are reliable and compare favorably with the
reliability of other nationally recognized tests.  The test
produces consistent results whether taking the test on
different occasions or taking different versions of the test.

§ MCAS tests are challenging and fair.  Students who
performed at the Proficient or Advanced levels scored at
the 75th percentile or above while students in Needs
Improvement  scored around the 50th percentile on national
standardized tests.

See MCAS results and student performance data on p. 68.

PROGRAM QUALITY ASSURANCE
Through its Program Quality Assurance Services (PQA) unit,
the Department implements its ongoing responsibilities to
oversee local compliance with state and federal education
requirements through its Coordinated Program Review System.
The System was implemented in 65 school districts and charter
schools during 1999.  Implemented over a 5-year cycle, this
monitoring system addresses targeted requirements for federal
and state special education, Transitional Bilingual Education,
Title I, and federal civil rights requirements under Title VI,
Title IX, and Section 504.  Other programs monitored include:
the Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Community Act, the
Perkins Vocational Act, and Nutrition Programs and Services.



 ~ 30 ~

Expanded Program Review – Starting in the spring of 1999, the
Department incorporated general administrative requirements for
the Education Reform Act of 1993 in many district reviews.  In
each case, the selected school districts were encouraged to
conduct a self-assessment prior to the arrival of the Department’s
visiting team.  Comprehensive reports of the Department’s
findings in each of the 65 districts describe the implementation
status of each program standard.  The findings also noted those
standards the onsite teams found implemented in a commendable
fashion.  For those standards found to be not fully implemented,
local districts and charter schools proposed actions to bring those
areas into compliance with the pertinent statute or regulation.
Districts were encouraged to incorporate their corrective action
activities into their District and School Improvement Plans,
including the District Professional Development Plans.

Special Education Private School Review – During 1999, PQA
also conducted detailed application reviews and follow-up onsite
visits to all 185 Department approved private schools that serve
the Commonwealth’s most disabled students.  PQA worked
cooperatively with the Operational Services Division of the
Executive Office of Administration and Finance in the pricing of
certain Chapter 766 Approved Private School programs.

Problem Resolution System -- PQA is the Department’s unit most
frequently contacted by the public regarding questions and
concerns about local efforts to implement state and federal
education requirements for students.  Of the several thousand calls
received from parents and others in the general public,
approximately 1,200 individuals formally inquired with the
Department regarding potential noncompliance with education
laws or regulations.  In these cases, the Department’s problem
resolution procedures were implemented through the investigation

and resolution of all signed complaints alleging noncompliance
with state and federal education requirements.

OTHER ACCOUNTABILITY PROGRAMS

Educational Management Accountability Board – In 1999,
the Department began collaborating with the Massachusetts
Department of Revenue on its conduct of audits for the
Educational Management Accountability Board.  Joint audits
were performed in six districts, with more planned for 2000.
Two of the audited districts will participate in the pilot District
Evaluation Process. Much of the information and protocols
used in the audit process will be incorporated in the District
Evaluation component of the School and District
Accountability System.

Charter School Accountability – Beginning in 1999, the
Department developed and implemented a Charter School
Renewal Process.  Fourteen of the State’s Commonwealth
Charter Schools participated in their first renewal process
for their five-year charters.  The results were reported to the
Board for its consideration prior to voting on each charter
renewal.

The key elements to determine if a charter school should be
granted a charter renewal are three simple questions:

1. Is the academic program a success?
2. Is the school a viable organization?
3. Is the school faithful to the terms of its charter?

Each school developed an accountability plan that describes
the school's objectives as well as the measures the school
will use to document progress toward those objectives,
including credible student assessment tools that will
demonstrate the academic progress of students.  Charter
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schools report on progress toward their objectives in an annual
report due August 1 of each year, followed with an
independent financial audit several months later.  In addition,
charter schools are subject to an annual day-long site visit
conducted by a small group of citizens who are not involved in
the school.  The purpose of these visits is to augment and
verify the information contained in the annual report and to
learn firsthand as much as possible about the school's

performance.  As part of its charter renewal process, each
Charter School underwent a four-day renewal inspection
based on the school inspection method practiced in Great
Britain.  Based on annual reports, site visit reports, a
renewal inspection report, and financial records, the Board
of Education voted to renew each of the fourteen charters.

Knowledge is the only fountain both of the love
and the principles of human liberty.

-- Daniel Webster, on completion of the Bunker Hill Monument,
Boston, Massachusetts, June 17, 1825.



 ~ 32 ~

TECHNOLOGY
In 1994, the Commonwealth established three goals for
information technology (IT) improvements to PreK-12 public
education:

§ improved learning opportunities for students;
§ enhanced professional capabilities for educators; and
§ increased administrative efficiencies and effectiveness.

Since then, the Department’s EdTech Group has created a series
of innovative programs designed to support school districts in
fulfilling IT’s potential in education.

MassEd.Net -- In response to Governor Weld’s October 1996
challenge, the Department created a state subsidized purchasing
cooperative for dial up Internet access called MassEd.Net.
Educators across the state receive unlimited Internet access from
their classrooms and homes for $25 per year. In 1999,
approximately 30,000 educators registered for accounts making
it the fastest growing Internet service provider in Massachusetts.

Massachusetts Community Network (MCN) – Building on the
successes of MassEd.Net, the Department is working with
Massachusetts Corporation for Educational Telecommunications
(MCET) to provide every Massachusetts school, library, and
municipal office building with cut-rate, top speed, premium
Internet access.  With an additional $9 million of funding in last
year’s capital budget, MCN will be launched on July 4, 2000.

Local Infrastructure -- The Department worked with all school
districts to establish local technology plans that were judged to
meet set criteria.  Districts update their technology plans online
twice each year, and the data from these plans are used to drive
state policy.  The Department-administered federal grants are
linked to state programs and are available only to districts with
up to date local technology plans.

Procurement Reform -- The Department established a web-
based purchasing cooperative called Ed Tech Integration
Services (ETIS), a program to facilitate procurement of $50
million a year in district IT transactions, resulting in an
estimated $7 million in savings.  Vendors qualify through an
open competitive process and agree to stringent cost disclosure
and customer satisfaction requirements.

Youth Tech Entrepreneurs -- No matter how well planned and
efficiently procured, information technology is costly to support.
To help districts address this need, the Department created a
non-profit organization called Youth Tech Entrepreneurs (YTE)
to establish a statewide network of high school technology
support sites with 540 students at nine sites.  Each site operates
as a semi-autonomous business training two classes of 10th, 11th,
and 12th graders in IT skills, organizing them to provide IT
support to the districts’ schools, and employing them in paid
summer internships.

Web-Based Information Systems -- The Department’s five-year
$19 million Information Management Systems (IMS) project has
created web-based “smart forms” that reduce the average data
collection cycle from 4 months to 24 hours.  IMS development
teams are creating a state student registration system to collect
individual data on each student four times a year.  By January
2000, the Department had records for 960,000 of the
approximately 990,000 students in Massachusetts.  The system
will store the data in a secure environment that links program
and demographic data with MCAS data to evaluate and identify
effective programs. Through a unique student identifier, the
Department will be able to follow a student’s progress from
school to school and district to district.  The end-result will be
lower cost and faster data analysis.
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DEPARTMENT-SPONSORED CONFERENCES & FORUMS

Early Literacy Conference – On January 21, 1999, the
Department of Education and the New England Comprehensive
Assistance Center hosted an conference entitled, “Early Reading:
From Research to Practice.”  The conference was geared toward
improving early literacy in high-poverty schools and districts.
Participants reviewed the recommendations in the report,
“Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children,” which was
commissioned by the National Research Council in 1998.  The
conference showcased effective practices and strategies related to
the report recommendations.

Forum on Performance-Based Teacher Contract – On June 7,
1999, the Department hosted a forum on the performance-based
teachers’ contract negotiated between the Geneva City, New York
School Committee and the local teachers union.  The Department
invited George A. Kiley, Superintendent of Schools for
GenevaCity, presented his school system's contract which ties
teacher salary increases to improved student performance. The
forum included both the national and local teacher union
representatives from the Geneva City district as well as
representatives from the Massachusetts Teachers Association and
the Massachusetts Federation of Teachers.  Unlike most merit pay
plans that cause competition, this plan promotes cooperation and
collegiality.  For example, if a third grade teacher's classroom
scores go up, the teacher would get a portion of a raise.  However,
if all of the third grade scores in the school increase, the teacher
would get an additional raise. The Board of Education and the
Department will be watching the progress in Geneva with great
interest to see if such a model can be implemented in this state.
For more information on the Geneva City Contract, see
www.genevacsd.org.

Forum on Residential School Issues – On October 6, 1999,
the Department sponsored a forum on issues affecting students
who are placed in residential settings by state agencies or by
local school districts under the special education law.  The
meeting responded to the volume and complexity of concerns
that have been raised by parents and others, including issues
such as lack of communication among agencies, staff
qualifications, oversight, medication and administration, use of
restraint, various health and safety concerns, costs and cost-
sharing, and agency policies.  The Forum drew approximately
60 people.  Most of the comments focused on staffing in
residential programs, citing poor oversight and supervision,
inadequate training, unsafe or inappropriate behaviors,
problems with administration of medications, high staff
turnover, and lack of qualified staff.  The speakers identified
the need for policies on restraint, medication, training in the
special needs of children and better cooperation among
agencies.  The Department has been working with the
Departments of Social Services, Mental Health, Mental
Retardation, Youth Services and Purchased Services, the
Office of Child Care Services, and the Executive Office of
Health and Human Services to address these concerns.

Mathematics, Science and Technology Conference – On
November 30, 1999, the Department sponsored a conference
for more than 300 educators entitled, “Mathematics, Science
and Technology Success for All: Strategies for Student
Achievement in Middle and High Schools.” Michael Cohen,
Assistant to the Under Secretary for the US Department of
Education, Boston Superintendent Thomas W. Payzant, and
Worcester Superintendent James Caradonio were the keynote
speakers.  The conference focused on successful models and
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strategies that promote student achievement in Mathematics,
science, and technology/engineering.  Participants learned about
successful transition models for student support services,
strategies for student achievement, and information and materials
to use in schools and school districts.  Emphasis was on MCAS
student support services for middle and high school students, and
successful practices.  The conference was a Project PALMS
initiative.

Conference on Character Education – On December 1, 1999, the
Department of Education, in conjunction with the Governor’s
Office, hosted a conference entitled, “Cultivating Character and
Civility Through the Frameworks.” The conference focused on
how character education and civility can be addressed through the
state curriculum frameworks.  Commissioner Driscoll and
Chairman Peyser opened the conference and introduced Governor
Cellucci, who spoke about the importance of character education.
Mayor Guerriero of Melrose spoke on what society gains from
promoting civility in public life.  The keynote speaker was Dr.
Kevin Ryan, founder and former Director of the Center for the
Advancement of Ethics and Character at Boston University and
co-author of Building Character in American Schools.  Dr. Ryan’s
topic was “Character Education: the Schools’ Latest Fad or Their
Oldest Mission?”  Concurrent sessions were held after the keynote
address.  The conference was very well attended by over 400
people representing approximately 175 school districts. The
Department distributed two documents developed for the
conference:  "Character, Civility, and the Massachusetts
Curriculum Frameworks,"  and "Character, Civility, and the
Massachusetts Frameworks:  A Collection of Sample Units."
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OTHER INITIATIVES

Department Reorganization – The Department’s senior staff met
regularly throughout the year to realign the Department’s
functions and reporting lines to support high performance work
throughout the agency, in order to achieve the Board’s and the
Department’s goals for students and schools.  As part of the
reorganization, there are now two Deputy Commissioners who
report directly to the Commissioner –one for Policy and
Administration and another for Academic Affairs.  While both
Deputies have individual responsibilities, they also share
supervision over many areas of the Department.  The Deputy for
Academic Affairs will work to increase the Department’s
resources for research and evaluation for all programs and
initiatives.

The changes will promote collaboration across Department
clusters as well as with other agencies.  The positive results of
collaboration have been evident in the development of unified
grants, the Certificate of Mastery, and the Summer Content
Institutes.  Future issues that will benefit from collaboration
include: School Building Assistance, early childhood programs,
charter schools, and professional development.

Spread the Word – Since 1995, the Spread the Word, a student-to-
student book donation program, has collected books from children
who have many and distributed them to children who have few
books at home.  This program was started by then Lieutenant
Governor Cellucci and his wife, Jan.

Every school year, hundreds of people, including students,
teachers, librarians, Girl Scouts, Cub Scouts, and private
businesses work together with the Department to collect books
and deliver them to children in schools where they are needed.

Annually, approximately 60,000 books typically are donated
by children and their families throughout the Commonwealth.
The 1999-2000 goal was reached and surpassed in late
December when the Disney Corporation donated nearly
250,000 new Disney books to the Program.

School Councils – The Education Reform Act established
School Councils, consisting of parents and educators, in every
public school to promote school-based management and
decision-making.  For the 1999-2000 school year, the
Department’s Coordinated Program Reviews included, for the
first time, interviews of school council members and reviews of
school improvement plans.  A similar component will be part
of the onsite district evaluations under the Department's new
accountability system.

The Department will soon launch a web site for school councils
that will provide information, resources, and links to improve
councils' understanding of their roles and responsibilities in
support of student achievement.

Advisory Councils – The Board of Education approved new
members of the Advisory Councils in December 1999.  The
Commissioner and Chairman have increased consultation with
these Councils on their specialized policy areas.  The Advisory
Councils were established by the Education Reform Act of
1993 to advise the Commissioner and the Board on matters
relevant to their areas of focus in the development of education
reform in Massachusetts.  Each Council meets four to six times
per year at times and locations determined by its members.
Through diverse membership on each Advisory Council, the
Commissioner and Board are able to draw on the perspectives
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and experience of a wide variety of constituents in order to
strengthen public education.  Councils provide advice in the
following areas:
§ Adult Basic Education
§ Arts Education
§ Bilingual Education
§ Braille Literacy
§ Early Childhood Education
§ Educational Personnel
§ Gifted and Talented Education

§ Global Education
§ Interdisciplinary Health Education and Human Services
§ Life Management and Home Economics
§ Mathematics and Science Education
§ Parent and Community Education and Involvement
§ Racial Imbalance
§ Special Education
§ Technology/Engineering Education
§ Violence Prevention

Table of Contents | Next Sections: 1999-2000 Legislative Update, 1999-2000 Awards for Excellence,
 What to Expect in 2000
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1999-2000 Legislative Update
EDUCATION LEGISLATION ENACTED IN 1999
Selected FY2000 Budget Outside Sections
Chapter 70 Excess Debt Calculation – The Chapter 70 formula
includes a provision that allows municipalities with higher than
average debt service costs for school facilities to reduce their
required contribution to the school operating budget. These two
sections limit the use of this so-called "excess debt" credit, to
prevent the credit from reducing the school operating budget
below the foundation budget targets.

Special Education Regulations – Prohibits the Department from
changing the regulations dealing with publicly-funded special
education services for private school students.

Educational Accountability Audits – After Governor Cellucci’s
veto, the legislature voted to override the veto for a section that
defines the respective roles and responsibilities of DOE and DOR
in conducting audits of municipal and regional education spending
and educational practices.

Teacher Retirement – Governor Cellucci vetoed an outside
section that would have provided some enhancements to the
teacher retirement system, to allow earlier retirement for some
teachers.

PENDING LEGISLATION IN 2000
Teacher Certification – M.G.L. c. 71, s. 38G states that a
provisional educator certificate with advanced standing is good
for only 5 years of employment. The petition would allow a
person with a provisional educator certificate with advanced

standing to renew that certificate for an additional 5 years of
employment.

Competency Determination – M.G.L. c. 69, s. 1D bases the
10th grade “Competency Determination” on the academic
standards and the curriculum frameworks contained within the
common core of skills, i.e. math, science and technology,
history and social sciences, foreign languages and English.
The petition would allow the Board to phase in the standards
for the Competency Determination by designating the
academic subjects that will be included initially and then
expanding the list of subjects as the frameworks are fully
implemented in schools.

Temporary Certification of Teachers –The bill would create a
one-year, non-renewable "Temporary Certificate" for teachers
and other educators who are certified in another state, have
been employed in that state under certificate for at least 3
years, and have not yet satisfied the Educator Certification Test
required in Massachusetts.  Temporary Certificates would be
issued by the Commissioner at his discretion.

Charter Schools – M.G.L. c.71, s.89 allows for 50 charter
schools; 37 commonwealth charters, and 13 Horace Mann
charters.  A district's charter school tuition payment to
Commonwealth charters is capped at 6% of the district's net
school spending.  There is a 2% limit on the total number of
students attending Commonwealth Charter Schools relative to
all public school students in the Commonwealth.  The
application filing date is November 15th with charters awarded
in February of the following year.
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Regional charter school students are provided transportation in the
host district and outside the host municipality when a student
meets the federal guidelines for free or reduced priced school
meals and are paid actual costs for the provision of transportation
services to eligible students.

The petition would:
§ Raises caps on Schools:  Add 7 schools each per year of

Commonwealth charter and Horace Mann for a total of 72
Commonwealth Charter Schools and 48 Horace Mann Charter
Schools over the next 5 years.  Provisions are made to update
existing law permitting limited expansion of Commonwealth

charters in the event Horace Mann Charter Schools are not
operating as allowed.

§ Charter Tuition: Relative to net school spending; increase
from 6% to 9% to allow for expansion and growth of
existing, as well as new charters.

§ Number of Students: Increase from 2% to 4% of public
school students to accommodate growth.

§ Adjusts the application process for this year only; establish
April 15 as the filing deadline and July 31, 2000 as the
awarding deadline.

§ Provides for the same regional transportation provisions as
granted to regional schools.
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1999-2000 Awards for Excellence
Teacher of the Year
At a ceremony in the Great Hall of the
State House in Boston, the Department
honored the Massachusetts Teacher of
the Year for 2000.  He is David F.
Lussier, a Social Studies teacher at
Andover High School.  Mr. Lussier
graduated cum laude from the
University of Lowell in 1991 with a
Bachelor’s Degree in History, and
received the M.A.T. in Social Studies
Education from Boston University in
1992.  He recently received National
Board Certification in Adolescent-
Young Adult Social Studies/History.
As Teacher of the Year, Mr. Lussier is on sabbatical working with
the Department to strengthen the teaching profession.

Bruce Penniman, the 1999
Massachusetts Teacher of the Year
from the Amherst –Pelham Regional
School District, was one of four
finalists for National Teacher of the
Year.  Mr. Penniman is a 28-year
veteran of the Amherst Public Schools
where he teaches English and
journalism at the Amherst-Pelham
Regional High School.  It was the fifth
time in 48 years that a Massachusetts
Teacher of the Year had been named a
national finalist.

Christa McAuliffe Fellowship
The Christa McAuliffe Fellowship,
established in 1987, provides a
Massachusetts teacher with more than
eight years of experience, with the
opportunity and financial support to
design and complete a project that will
help teachers improve student learning.
The Department presented the 1999-
2000 Christa McAuliffe Fellowship to
Dr. Shirley Griffin, an environmental
science teacher at Oakmont Regional
High School in Ashburnham-
Westminster Regional School District.
Dr. Griffin, who has been teaching for 32 years, was
recognized for her project, “Partnering Students and
Community Boards in Environmental Analysis: Local
Decision-Making through the Application of GIS Technology.”
The project engages students in working with community
boards to address environmental issues in their communities.
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Edgerly School Leadership Awards
One Massachusetts high school principal and four elementary
school principals were presented with a gift of $10,000 each
from the Foundation for Partnerships for helping their students
make significant gains on the 1999 MCAS tests.  William S.
Edgerly, Chairman of the Foundation, presented the first annual
Edgerly School Leadership Awards to recognize school leaders
who were catalysts for improved student performance.  The
schools were recognized as having the highest percentage
improvement in overall MCAS scores between 1998 and 1999 in
English Language Arts, Mathematics and Science and
Technology/Engineering (with a minimum of 40 students taking
the test).

The recipients were:  Rose Marie Di Resta of Riverside
Elementary School in Danvers; Mary Brown Daniels of Franklin
D. Roosevelt Elementary School in Hyde Park; William
McDonough of Abraham Lincoln School in Revere; Timothy
Babcock of Kensington Elementary School in Springfield; and
Peter Sack of Swampscott High School.

Rose Marie Di Resta Mary Brown Daniels Timothy Babcock

William McDonough Peter Sack William Edgerly, Chairman
Foundation for
  Partnerships
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Milken Family Foundation Educator Awards
Four Massachusetts educators received the 1999 Milken Family
Foundation Educator Awards, joining 12 prior Massachusetts
recipients.  In 1999, these educators were joined by 168 other
educators from 40 other states to be publicly and financially
recognized for advancing excellence in education.  The goal of the
Awards program, established in 1985, is to celebrate and reward
educators who are making great strides in improving the nation’s
education system, foster professional development and career
enhancement, encourage Milken Educators to shape education
policy in their states, elevate the teaching profession through
public recognition of excellence, and encourage talented men and
women to enter the field of education.

Massachusetts recipients were selected by an independent blue-
ribbon committee appointed by Commissioner Driscoll.  The
committee was comprised of representatives of education
assoications, superintendents, and principals.  Pre-determined
criteria for the Award included:  exceptional educational talent
and promise; distinguished achievement in developing
innovative educational curricula, programs and/or teaching
methods; outstanding ability to instill in students character and
self-confidence; and commitment to professional development.
The Awards, including an unrestricted $25,000 award, went to
Charles McAfee, principal of the Edwards Middle School in
Boston; Janice Smith, English teacher at Weymouth Junior
High School; James DeProfio, health teacher at Lowell High
School; and Karen Orbon, business teacher in the North
Brookfield Public Schools.

Charles McAfee Janice Smith James DeProfio Karen Orbon
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What to Expect in 2000 ……
ESTABLISHING A SYSTEM OF ACCOUNTABILITY
School & District Accountability System – In 2000, the Department will begin piloting the evaluation tools and protocols of the School
and District Accountability System.

At the school level, the Department’s District and School Performance Evaluation unit will conduct panel reviews of the state’s lowest
performing schools that have not shown improvement based on 1998-1999 MCAS results.  The Department will produce the first School
Performance Rating for all schools based on 1998-2000 MCAS performance and improvement.

Schools that receive a score of Excellent or Good for their overall performance rating will be eligible to apply for the Exemplary Schools
program.  Exemplary Schools will be reviewed through a supplemental evaluation process and receive resources to document and share
innovative and effective school practices, programs, and approaches with other schools in the state

Schools receiving an overall performance rating of Poor will be required to submit a School Improvement Plan, including additional data
and initiatives in place to improve performance. If the added data and programs are determined not to result in the necessary
improvements, the Department can declare the schools under-performing, triggering an independent fact-finding team review and
improvement planning process.  A remedial plan, presented by the district and approved by the Department, will be implemented over a
maximum 24-month period.  If the school fails to demonstrate significant improvement, the Board of Education may declare the school
chronically under-performing, triggering intervention measures as proscribed in statute.

Schools receiving a performance rating of Poor who fail to make any improvement may be referred for review.  Based on the Review
Panel’s findings, the Commissioner will determine whether a school should be declared under-performing, or placed on academic
warning and reassessed in one year.

At the district level, the Department will pilot the District Performance Evaluation Process in the Revere Public Schools and in several
other districts in March and April in order to review and revise its draft evaluation standards, criteria, and protocol.  Pilot districts will
have the opportunity to engage in an interactive process, refining the evaluation instrument, and assisting in the development of scoring
rubrics.  Department staff will also work with other district leaders across the state to determine the indicators on which district
performance can reasonably and reliably be assessed.

MCAS Appeals Policy – The eventual high stakes use of MCAS grade 10 test results necessitates the development of a policy to guide
the Department in responding to individual appeals of test scores.  The questions to be answered include:
§ Who will be eligible to initiate an appeal?
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§ What criteria will be required to warrant an official appeal?
§ What will be the procedure for processing, evaluating, and responding to appeals?
The Department has conducted preliminary research into appeals processes for other states and will return to the Board in 2000 with a
proposal.

Governor’s Mathematics Initiative – In his February 2000, State of the State address, Governor Cellucci directed the Board of Education
to:  establish assessment teams for schools that chronically perform poorly, and administer a diagnostic assessment for  all mathematics
teachers in schools where more than 30 percent of the students received a Failing score on the 1999 MCAS tests.  These initiatives are
designed to improve the quality of mathematics education and resulting student performance on MCAS.  To implement the Initiative, the
Department activities will include:
§ Offering expanded content institutes for mathematics teachers;
§ Developing a customized diagnostic assessment instrument to assess content knowledge of middle and high school mathematics

teachers, resulting in detailed item analysis to assist with professional development;
§ Administering the assessments to teachers in schools that are “referred for review” based on 1998-1999 MCAS results, and out-of-

field teachers in schools with 1999 MCAS failure rates above 30 percent as well as teachers in schools that do not meet improvement
expectations for 1998-2000 MCAS; and

§ Exempting teachers in schools that meet or exceed their improvement expectations on the 2000 MCAS, even if student failure rates
exceed 30 percent.

RAISING ACADEMIC STANDARDS
Certificate of Mastery – The Board approved the proposed regulations establishing a Certificate of Mastery in March 2000.  Students
graduating in 2000 will be the first class eligible for this Certificate.  Under the proposed regulations, currently out for public comment,
students would qualify to be a candidate for the certificate by scoring Advanced in one grade 10 MCAS subject and at least Proficient in
the remaining subjects.  In order to receive the Certificate, students would have to demonstrate additional academic achievement in both
mathematics/science and arts/humanities through AP tests, SAT II tests, or other rigorous academic tests or competitions.  Department
staff will develop the application procedure and distribute it to schools in order to award Certificates later in 2000.

Certificate of Occupational Proficiency – Since July 1999, the Department has been working toward the development of the State
Certificate of Occupational Proficiency (COP) through the School to Career Cluster.  The development process has been guided by a
Steering Committee composed of representatives from:  the Department; academic and vocational/technical school districts; public
school districts; community colleges; county agricultural school districts; and the Massachusetts Center for Career and Technical
Education.  COP development activities in 1999 included:
§ Meetings of stakeholders to outline an action plan for the development of the state COP, and to discuss the mission, structure,

process, and profile of the COP.
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§ Development of a statewide Steering Committee to organize and drive the effort to research, create, and monitor the development of
the COP.

§ At the first meeting in February 2000, the Steering Committee:  approved the charge for the Committee; reviewed and refined the
process to be used in development of the COP; reviewed cluster alignment of occupations; began discussions on content committees
for the development of competency descriptions; and approved an initial draft of a balanced assessment system for the COP.

§ Currently, a Request For Response (RFR) is being written to identify a contractor to develop the content committees and deliver
competency descriptions in each occupation.

§ In March 2000, the Steering Committee approved seven clusters to develop competency descriptions, prioritized the cluster
development based on current enrollments and critical success factors, and approved the content committee charge and nomination
form.  Discussion was continued on a balanced assessment system and further defined the implementation process.

The seven clusters for the COP are:
§ Health Services and Human Services
§ Technology & Engineering
§ Business, Finance, & Marketing
§ Arts and Communication
§ Hospitality, Tourism, & Recreation
§ Environmental, Natural Resources, & Agricultural Sciences
§ Construction & Design

In order to begin assessment of career and technical education students in the spring of 2001, the Department’s continuing work will
include:
§ Recruiting and charging the contest committees;
§ developing competency descriptions in at least four of the seven clusters;
§ developing portfolio and employability skills components;
§ developing an RFR to develop third party assessments;
§ developing professional development opportunities for stakeholders; and
§ developing assessment teams.

Curriculum Frameworks – During 2000, the Department and the Board will continue the work begun in 1998 by adopting revised
Curriculum Frameworks for Mathematics, Science and Technology/Engineering, History and Social Science, and English Language Arts.

IMPROVING EDUCATOR QUALITY
Licensure of Educational Personnel – In 2000, the Board consider new Regulations on licensing standards and process for
Massachusetts educators.  Proposed changes would include developing more routes to licensure to encourage a broader range of qualified
college graduates, and mid-career professionals to pursue a career in teaching or administration.  In addition, the proposal would revise
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licensure standards to bring them in line with higher expectations for subject mastery and to eliminate unnecessary or redundant
requirements.

TECHNOLOGY/OTHER
Virtual Education Space -- Virtual Education Space (VES), expected to debut in fall 2000, will provide a “virtual” work space to every
Massachusetts student, teacher, and administrator.  Parents will have access to their children’s MCAS data, student assignments, and
student work.  Teachers will have web space for class assignments, teacher portfolios including certification validation, and access to
curriculum resources linked to the curriculum frameworks at both the state and local levels as districts map their own guidelines to state
Frameworks.

Special Education Regulations – In March 1999, the Board voted to send amendments to the special education regulations out for public
comment.  Revisions focused on streamlining and clarifying regulations especially with regard to eligibility, limiting reiteration of federal
requirements, and reducing paperwork.  The proposed changes reduced the pages of existing regulations from over 120 pages to
approximately 35 pages.  Public comment was significant and revisions were prepared for the Board in June 1999.  At that time, the
Board, in response to a request from the Legislature, agreed to defer final action until at least March 2000.

Legislative Initiatives – The Board and the Department will work with the Governor and Legislature to:  reform special education;
improve the school finance system through changes to Chapter 70 and School Building Assistance; lift the cap on charter schools; and
provide districts with greater flexibility in implementing bilingual programs.
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Board of Education Goals and Strategies

Accountability for Results Creating Conditions for
Effective Schools

Raising Student Achievement

Measuring Performance
& Improvement

Developing Effective
Intervention Strategies

Restructuring for Effective
School Management

Developing Leadership for
Educational Excellence

Replicating Models
of Effective Schools

Recruiting Talented
Professionals

Expand school-based
management prerogatives

Reduce regulatory burden

Research, using MCAS data

Communication & incentives
to promote replication

Collect data on staffing needs

Enhance professional status
of teaching

Develop principal leadership
institutes

Encourage on-the-job
mentoring for principals

Create leadership opportunities
for teachers and students

Recognition

Remediation & Support

Sanctions

Data collection/analysis on
schools, districts, programs

In-depth evaluation of 
schools, districts, 
and programs 

Improve & Expand
Incentive Programs for
attracting  new teachers



Board of Education Members’ Background
James A. Peyser, Chairman, Dorchester
Pioneer Institute for Public Policy Research 85
Devonshire Street
Boston, MA 02108
Mr. Peyser is the Executive Director of Pioneer
Institute for Public Policy Research.  In 1995, he
served as Under Secretary of Education and Special
Assistant to the Governor for Charter Schools.  Mr.
Peyser holds a Master of Arts in Law and Diplomacy
from the Fletcher School (Tufts University) and a
Bachelor of Arts from Colgate University.  He is a
former member of the Board of Directors of Boston
Partners
in Education.

Roberta R. Schaefer, Vice-
Chairperson, Worcester

Worcester Municipal Research Bureau
Assumption College, 500 Salisbury Street
Worcester, MA 01609
Dr. Schaefer is Executive Director of the
Worcester Municipal Research Bureau,
where she has been responsible for
overseeing research, writing, and
organizing public forums for 15 years.
She is Lecturer in Politics at Assumption
College, and has taught political science at
Clark University, Nichols College,
and Rutgers
University.
She received a
Bachelor of
Arts degree from Queens College of the City
University of New York, and she earned her
Master of Arts and Doctorate in Political
Science from the University of Chicago. Dr.
Schaefer is a trustee of the Governmental
Research Association and corporator of the

Greater Worcester Community Foundation.  She is also co-editor of two
books, Sir Henry Taylor's The Statesman and The Future of Cities, and has
authored several articles for professional journals.

Charles D. Baker, Swampscott
Harvard Pilgrim Health Care
10 Brookline Place West
Brookline, MA 02445
Mr. Baker is President and Chief Executive Officer of Harvard Pilgrim
Health Care.  Before becoming Harvard Pilgrim’s CEO, Mr. Baker served
as Secretary of Administration and Finance, Secretary of Health and Human
Services and Under Secretary for Health during the Weld and Cellucci
Administrations, from 1991-1998.  Before joining the Weld Administration,
he founded and co-directed the Pioneer Institute.  Mr. Baker received a
Bachelor of Arts in English from Harvard College and a Masters in
Management, concentrating in Public Administration and Finance, from
Northwestern's Kellogg School.



Patricia A. Crutchfield, Southwick
P.O. Box 98,
Southwick, MA 01077-0098
Ms. Crutchfield is the Senior Manager/Human
Resources and Organizational Development in the
Auxiliary Services Unit at the University of
Massachusetts/Amherst. She is a graduate of the
City College of the City University of New York,
where she also received a Master’s Degree in
English and American Literature, and she holds a
Master’s in Library Science from the State
University of New York at Albany.  Ms.
Crutchfield is a member of the Education
Department faculty at Cambridge College in
Springfield.  She is the founder of Sojourner
Communications, a consulting firm serving the
human services and education communities, and

she is an active member of several community service agency boards.

Edwin J. Delattre, Boston
Boston University School of Education
605 Commonwealth Avenue
Boston, MA 02215
Dr. Delattre of Boston University is professor of
education and dean of the School of Education and a
professor of philosophy, College of Arts and
Sciences.  He is an adjunct scholar of the American
Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research in
Washington, DC, and President Emeritus of St.
John's College, Annapolis, MD, and Santa Fe, New
Mexico.  He received a Bachelor of Arts in
philosophy from the
University of
Virginia, and a
Ph.D. in philosophy
from the University

of Texas.  Dr. Delattre is the author of two
books, Education and the Public Trust and
Character and Cops: Ethics in Policing , and
of numerous newspaper and magazine articles
on ethics in daily private and public life.

Judith I. Gill, Acting Chancellor, Board of Higher Education
Board of Higher Education
One Ashburton Place, Room 1401 Boston, MA 02108
Dr. Gill was appointed as Acting Chancellor on January 6, 2000.  Prior to
her appointment, she served as the Vice Chancellor since 1995, advising the
Chancellor on systemwide policy matters and setting the state’s public
higher education agenda.  She has focused her efforts on performance
measurement and improvement systems and the major accountability report,
Mindpower: The Annual Condition of Higher Education Report.  Dr. Gill
received a B. A. from the University of Massachusetts Amherst and a
Master’s degree in Public Administration from the University of
Washington.  She received a Ph.D. from the University of Michigan.  Prior
to her work with the Board, Dr. Gill worked on higher education policy and
planning issues with the Massachusetts Higher Education Coordinating
Council, the Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education, the
Council of State Colleges and Universities in Washington State, and the
University of Massachusetts.  Dr. Gill is the author of numerous reports and
articles on higher education issues.



William K. Irwin, Jr., Wilmington
Boston Carpenters Apprenticeship & Training
Funds,
385 Market Street
Brighton, MA 02135
Mr. Irwin is the Director of the Boston Carpenters
Apprenticeship and Training Fund, Executive
Board member of Carpenters Local Union #40,
and President of the Building Trades Training
Directors Association of Greater Boston.  A
graduate of Wilmington High School and the
Boston Carpenters Apprenticeship and Training
Program, Mr. Irwin attended Northeastern
University and Northern Essex Community
College.  He is a past Vice Chairperson of the
State Board of Education and a member of the
Occupational Education Commission.  Mr. Irwin

presently serves on a variety of statewide boards and commissions representing
labor and vocational technical education, including the Massachusetts School-
to-Work Committee, Apprenticeship Preparedness Program, and the NASBE
Study Group on School-to-Work.

Marcel LaFlamme, Monson
Mass. Student Advisory Council
c/o Mass. Department of Education
350 Main Street
Malden, MA 02148
Mr. LaFlamme is the 1999-2000 Chairperson of
the State Student Advisory Council, elected by
fellow students in June of 1999.  He is a senior at
Monson Junior-Senior High School, and will be
entering the freshman class of Harvard
University in the fall of 2000.  Mr. LaFlamme's
plans include a concentration in folklore and
mythology, with an emphasis on American
popular culture.  He is also a dedicated musician,
and has performed with the Western
Massachusetts and All-State high school
choruses.

Abigail M. Thernstrom, Lexington
1445 Massachusetts Avenue
Lexington, MA 02173
Dr. Thernstrom is currently a Senior Fellow at the Manhattan Institute in
New York.  She received her Ph.D. from the Department of Government,
Harvard University, in 1975.  Her most recent
book, co-authored with her husband, Harvard
historian Stephan Thernstrom, is America in
Black and White: One Nation Indivisible , which
the New York Times Book Review, in its annual
year-end review, listed as one of the notable
books of 1997.  She was a participant in
President Clinton's first town meeting on race,
and writes for a variety of journals and
newspapers including The New Republic and the
Wall Street Journal .  Her frequent media
appearances have included Fox News Sunday,
Good Morning America, the Jim Lehrer
NewsHour, and Black Entertainment Television.



David P. Driscoll, Commissioner of Education
Massachusetts Department of Education
350 Main Street
Malden, MA 02148
Commissioner Driscoll has a thirty-five year career
in public education and educational leadership.  He
received a Bachelor of Arts in mathematics from
Boston College, a Master’s Degree in Educational
Administration from Salem State College, and a
Doctorate in Educational Administration from
Boston College.  A former Mathematics teacher at
the junior high school level in Somerville and at

the senior high school in Melrose, he became Assistant Superintendent in
Melrose in 1972 and Superintendent of Schools in Melrose in 1984.  He
served as the Melrose Superintendent for nine years until his appointment in
1993 as Deputy Commissioner of Education in Massachusetts.  In July
1998, he was named Interim Commissioner of Education, and on March 10,
1999, he was appointed by the Board as Massachusetts' 22nd Commissioner
of Education.  Commissioner Driscoll has four children, all graduates of
Melrose High School.  Karen is a graduate of Boston College, Michelle
graduated from Wesleyan University and Kerrianne is a recent graduate of
Stonehill College.  Bryan is currently a freshman at Trinity College in
Hartford, Connecticut.
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Department of Education Contacts - By Staff and Program Cluster
STAFF CONTACT PROGRAM CLUSTER PHONE
Susan M. Barker Associate Commissioner for Charter Schools 617-727-0075
Kimberly Beck Manager for New Educators 781-338-3230
Jackie Belf-Becker Director of Special Education Appeals 6441
Robert Bickerton Administrator for Adult & Community Learning Services 3800
John Bynoe Administrator for Learning Support Services 6300
Karen DeCoster Associate Executive Director for the Commissioner’s Office 3115
Anthony DeLorenzo Director of Budget and Finance 6598
Katharine DiBenedetto Director of Human Resources 6100
Juliane Dow Director of Accountability & Targeted Assistance 3500
David P. Driscoll Commissioner of Education 3111
Ann Duffy Acting Associate Commissioner for Educator Quality 3234
Joseph A. Gianinno Director of Legislative Affairs 3123
Carol M. Gilbert Administrator for Educator Preparation in Higher Education 3260
Roger M. Hatch Director of School Finance 6527
Ann M. Hess Special Assistant for the Board of Education 3114
Ron A. Honesty Administrator for Grants Management 6561
Fran Kane Administrator for School to Careers 3900
Richard F. Knox Administrator for Educational Services in Institutional Settings 781-830-8843
Barbara J. Libby Administrator for Professional Development/Mathematics, Science & Engineering 781-338-3460
Connie Louie Coordinator for Instructional Technology 6865
Christine Lynch Acting Administrator for School Building Assistance 6520
Linda Martin Administrator for Reading and Language Acquisition 6216
Meg Mayo Brown Professional Development Leader 3345
Katie Millett Administrator for Nutrition Program Services 6479
Ronald Minervini Director of Operations 6777
Marcia M. Mittnacht Administrator for Office of Special Services 3388
Gregory G. Nadeau Chief Technology Officer 6817
Jeffrey M. Nellhaus Director of Student Assessment Programs 3625
Thomas W. Noonan Associate Commissioner & Director of Office of Mathematics & Science & Engineering 3405
Janice B. O’Keefe Executive Director for the Commissioner’s Office 3117
Darrell S. Pressley Director of Media Relations 3126
Judith Reardon Special Assistant to the Commissioner 3102
Alan P. G. Safran Deputy Commissioner for Administration & Policy 3200
Elisabeth R. Schaefer Administrator for Early Childhood & School Readiness 6357
Rhoda E. Schneider Senior Associate Commissioner & General Counsel 3400
Barbara Solomon State Title I Director 6262
John D. Stager Administrator for Program Quality Assurance 3750



Sandra L. Stotsky Deputy Commissioner for Academic Affairs & Planning 781-338-3310
Jay Sullivan Administrator for School Business Services 6594
Carole S. Thomson Associate Commissioner for Educational Program Services 6201
Kit Viator Administrator for Student Testing 3625
Susan Wheltle Coordinator of the Office for Humanities 6239
Doreen Wilkinson Administrator for Certification Administration 6620
Jeffrey R. Wulfson Chief Financial Officer 6500
Lise Zeig Acting Administrator for School/District Improvement Planning 3516

PROGRAM CLUSTER CONTACTS
Accountability & Targeted Assistance 781-338-3535
Adult & Community Learning Services 3850
Budget & Finance/Chief Financial Officer 6543
Office of the Commissioner 3111
Dep. Comm. Administration & Policy 3200
Dep. Comm. Academic Affairs & Planning 3250
Early Childhood & School Readiness 6363
Educational Program Services 6200
Educator Preparation in Higher Education 3292
Grants Management Services 6595
Human Resources 6105
Office of the Humanities 6234
Learning Support Services 6301
Legal Office 3400
Legislative Services 3123
Office of Mathematics, Science & Engineering 3456
Media Relations 3105
Nutrition Services 6480
Office of Operation Management 6768
Professional Development Systems 3322
Program Quality Assurance 3700
Reading & Language Acquisition 6261
School Finance Services/School Business Services 6585
School to Career 3910
Office of Special Services 3385
Student Assessment Programs 3625
Teacher Certification 6600
Technology Services 6666
Teacher Quality Enhancement 3236
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FY1999 & FY2000 Department Budgets –The Department’s
$3.6 billion FY2000 budget represented a $358.4 million
increase over FY1999.  Formula increases in Chapter 70
Education Aid and School Building Assistance payments to
cities and towns accounted for nearly all of the increase.  These
two programs account for more than 85 percent of Department
spending.  The FY2000 budget process was particularly
challenging and resulted in a four-month delay in enacting the
budget.

Chapter 70 – Chapter 70 Education Aid to cities and towns is
the largest local aid program consuming more than three-
quarters of the Department’s appropriation.  In FY1999, the
Department distributed $2.6 billion in Chapter 70 education aid
to cities, towns, and regional school districts.  For FY2000, that
amount increased to $2.8 billion.  Chapter 70 was designed in
part to ensure that each school district had the resources needed
to educate its students, and it has resulted in a more than
doubling of state financial support for schools during the past
seven years.

During 1999, the Department and the Board have been working
to develop and recommend changes to the distribution formula.
Board members, in particular the Committee on Budget and
Finance, grappled with what changes should be made in Chapter
70 Education Aid.  The seven-year legislative commitment,
scheduled to end with the approval of the FY2000 budget,
defined State funding to local school districts through a complex
formula based primarily on assumptions adopted in 1993.  In
addition to Board and Committee discussions, the Board
sponsored a forum to discuss different proposed plans in
December 1999. Work on this issue will continue in 2000.

School Building Assistance – In November 1999, following
enactment of the FY2000 state budget, the Board approved 65
new school building projects for funding and added 77 more
projects to the waiting list. More than 150 school building
projects are currently under construction, including projects
approved for funding in prior years.

In existence for more than 50 years, the School Building
Assistance Program (SBA) is the Department’s second largest
local aid program after the Chapter 70 School Aid program.
Through SBA, eligible school construction and renovation
projects receive between 50 and 90 percent state reimbursement.
The percentage of state reimbursement is determined by statute
and becomes part of the calculation to determine project priority.
School districts with an approved desegregation plan are eligible
to apply for 90 percent reimbursement on approved construction
projects and are funded on first priority.

Total costs for the year include continuing payments for
approximately 750 projects.  From FY1990 to FY1999, 374
projects have been authorized.  In recent years, the number of
new project applications has far outstripped the available
funding authorization. The program’s annual cost has grown
from $127 million in FY1990 to a projected $331 million for
FY2001.  This figure does not include the 138 projects currently
on the waiting list or the more than 120 new project applications
received in FY2000.  At the current rate of growth, the annual
cost will exceed a half billion dollars within a few years.

Throughout 1999 and into 2000, the Department and the Board
have been working to develop administrative and regulatory
revisions to the School Building Assistance Program to increase
program efficiency and curtail the dramatic growth in cost.  At
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its June 1999 meeting, the Board adopted several new
regulations designed to increase local spending on building
maintenance and repairs. Administratively, the Board is seeking
additional funding to develop a new school building and SBA
project information system to provide timely project analysis;
review current space standards; and hire additional Department
and consultant staff.

More significant changes to the SBA program to slow the rate of
cost growth will require legislative action. In January 2000 the
Governor submitted a comprehensive set of legislative proposals
to the General Court. The Governor's proposals included
changes to the reimbursement rate calculations; providing
reimbursement for non-construction alternatives to meeting
enrollment demand; using the State College Building Authority
to provide project financing; and offering low-cost loans for
smaller repair projects.

School Choice - In FY2000, 121 school districts are educating
7,200 non-resident pupils through this program.  School
committees choose whether or not to become school choice
receiving districts, and may designate a maximum number of
incoming pupils to be enrolled.  The pupils' home districts are
charged tuition based upon 75 percent of the receiving district's
per pupil cost, capped at $5,000 except for special education.

The Department collects enrollment reports twice a year from
the receiving districts, indicating each pupil's name, age, grade,
address, and other information.  It calculates a tuition amount for
each pupil and certifies each district's amount to the Department
of Revenue for inclusion in the quarterly local aid distribution.
In FY2000, a total of $35.3 million in tuition is being transferred
to receiving districts.  The money is kept in a separate account

for expenditure without appropriation by those districts' school
committees.

State Wards – This program reimburses districts for the cost of
educating foster children who've been placed in foster care
settings there and therefore attend local schools.  Although the
Board has recently recommended folding this program into other
aid accounts, it remains a separate aid program.  The Department
uses claims submitted by districts for individual pupils, as well
as data provided by the Department of Social Services, to
calculate eligibility and tuition.  In FY1999, the program
distributed $14.1 million to 220 districts for 1,745 full-time
equivalent pupils.

Transportation Programs – The Pupil Transportation program
reimburses districts for public and private pupils on a per rider
rate.  Separate sections allow for reimbursement of
transportation via public transit, racial imbalance, special needs,
and outside vocational transportation.  The combined funding for
these programs is $57.7 million in FY2000.  Regional School
Transportation reimburses the cost of transporting pupil at least
1.5 miles to regional schools.  Funding stands at $40.5 million in
FY2000.  School choice and charter transportation programs
reimburse the cost of transporting low-income pupils
participating in those programs, accounting for $400,000 in
FY2000.

Charter School Tuition and Reimbursements – In FY2000, 34
Commonwealth Charter Schools serving more than 11,200
children from 185 school districts are being paid $82 million in
tuition.  State reimbursements to sending districts total $31.5
million.
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Tuition paid by sending districts to Commonwealth Charter
Schools is calculated by the School Finance office.  The schools
submit claim forms identifying each pupil's name, address, grade
level, program, enrollment dates, and other information.  Each
school district's tuition rate is determined from budget and pupil
data submitted on the End-of-Year Pupil and Financial Report.
The Department calculates each district's total tuition and the
amount to be paid to each charter school.  These transfers are
processed by the Department of Revenue as part of the quarterly
local aid distribution.

The impact of charter tuition upon sending districts is lessened
by a staggered three-year reimbursement formula.  For any given
year's total charter tuition increase in a district, the district
receives 100 percent of that amount in the year it occurs, 60
percent of that same amount in the subsequent year, and 40
percent the following year.  In addition, the state funds the first
year cost of pupils who were in private or home-school settings
the previous year.
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Massachusetts Department of Education Budget

Program
FY99 Budget

% Total FY00 Budget % Total
FY99-00
$

Change
%

FY01
DOE Request % Total

FY01
House 1 % Total

Administration/Operations:
Department Operating Budget 9,452,029 0.29% 9,779,190 0.27% 327,161 0.09% 8,373,975 0.22% 9,368,497 0.25%
School Finance Programs 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 2,703,054 0.07% 0 0.00%
DOE Information Technology 742,686 0.02% 1,778,393 0.05% 1,035,707 0.29% 2,500,000 0.07% 1,778,393 0.05%

Sub-Total 10,194,715 0.31% 11,557,583 0.32% 1,362,868 0.38% 13,577,029 0.36% 11,146,890 0.29%

Program Oversight:
Auditing Reserve 0 0.00% 503,865 0.01% 503,865 0.14% 0 0.00% 503,865 0.01%
Office of Educational Quality & Accountability 3,328,798 0.10% 2,810,015 0.08% -518,783 -0.14% 4,393,800 0.12% 0 #4 0.00%
Office of Academic Affairs 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 500,000 #3 0.01% 200,000 0.01%
After School Programs 4,025,000 0.12% 11,461,932 0.32% 7,436,932 2.07% 11,461,932 0.30% 11,463,973 0.30%
MCAS Low-Scoring Support 20,000,000 0.62% 20,000,000 0.55% 0 0.00% 20,000,000 0.53% 20,022,418 0.53%
Student Assessment 13,000,000 0.40% 14,800,000 0.41% 1,800,000 0.50% 19,222,500 0.51% 20,529,756 0.54%
Sub-Total 40,353,798 1.24% 49,575,812 1.37% 9,222,014 2.57% 55,578,232 1.47% 52,720,012 1.39%

School Finance:
Metco 12,371,328 0.38% 12,371,328 0.34% 0 0.00% 12,371,328 0.33% 12,371,328 0.33%
Essex Agriculture Assessment Subsidy 0 0.00% 1,275,000 0.04% 1,275,000 0.36% 625,000 0.02% 625,000 0.02%
Essex Agriculture Capital Reserve 0 0.00% 1,500,000 0.04% 1,500,000 0.42% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Magnet Education 4,800,000 0.15% 4,800,000 0.13% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Equal Education 8,448,000 0.26% 8,448,000 0.23% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%

Construction - 1st. Pymt. (Deseg.) 10,912,208 0.34% 10,254,854 0.28% -657,354 -0.18% 9,551,948 0.25% 9,551,948 0.25%
Construction - 1st. Pymt. (Non-Deseg.) 23,160,145 0.71% 35,941,156 1.00% 12,781,011 3.57% 48,284,329 1.28% 48,284,329 1.28%
Construction Annual Payments 200,779,144 6.18% 227,881,436 6.32% 27,102,292 7.56% 271,234,593 7.18% 271,234,593 7.17%
Construction - Planning Grants 276,652 0.01% 276,652 0.01% 0 0.00% 50,000 0.00% 46,206 0.00%
Construction - Emergency Grants 2,000,000 0.06% 1,680,514 0.05% -319,486 -0.09% 2,000,000 0.05% 760,514 0.02%

Pupil Transportation Reimbursements 57,600,000 1.77% 57,600,000 1.60% 0 0.00% 57,600,000 1.53% 57,600,000 1.52%
Regional School Transportation 33,991,451 1.05% 40,605,180 1.13% 6,613,729 1.85% 48,684,734 1.29% 48,684,734 1.29%
Payment to Northampton 535,000 0.02% 885,000 0.02% 350,000 0.10% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
One-Time Chapter 70 Distributions 8,119,446 0.25% 0 0.00% -8,119,446 -2.27% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Foundation Aid 2,515,444,069 77.45% 2,760,762,474 76.56% 245,318,405 68.44% 2,914,668,311 77.18% 2,893,142,578 76.49%
State Wards 17,082,983 0.53% 17,510,058 0.49% 427,075 0.12% 0 #1 0.00% 17,510,058 0.46%
Foundation Reserve 5,000,000 0.15% 5,000,000 0.14% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 5,000,000 0.13%
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Program FY99 Budget % Total FY00 Budget % Total
FY99-00
$

Change
%

FY01
DOE Request % Total

FY01
House 1 % Total

Class Size Reduction for Low Income Districts 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 11,610,786 0.31%
School Choice Transportation 250,000 0.01% 400,000 0.01% 150,000 0.04% 400,000 0.01% 450,000 0.01%
Charter School Reimbursements 25,568,134 0.79% 27,147,555 0.75% 1,579,421 0.44% 38,565,245 1.02% 10,565,255 0.28%
Minimum Aid, $100 per Student in FY99 42,770,481 1.32% 42,770,481 1.19% 0 0.00% 0 #1 0.00% 42,770,481 1.13%
Sub-Total 2,969,109,041 91.42% 3,257,109,688 90.32% 288,000,647 80.35% 3,404,035,488 90.13% 3,430,207,810 90.69%

Student Programs:
Adult Learning Centers 26,626,751 0.82% 30,201,751 0.84% 3,575,000 1.00% 32,201,751 0.85% 30,227,525 0.80%
Early Childhood Grants 85,500,000 2.63% 109,582,893 3.04% 24,082,893 6.72% 109,582,893 2.90% 2,718,679 #4 0.07%
Kindergarten Development Grants 0 0.00% 17,820,000 0.49% 17,820,000 4.97% 17,820,000 0.47% 17,820,000 0.47%
Home Based Parenting & Literacy 0 0.00% 2,000,000 0.06% 2,000,000 0.56% 2,000,000 0.05% 0 0.00%
Head Start Grants 6,829,048 0.21% 6,829,048 0.19% 0 0.00% 6,829,048 0.18% 0 #4 0.00%

Institutional Schools 9,339,171 0.29% 9,327,681 0.26% -11,490 0.00% 9,457,681 0.25% 9,334,689 0.25%
Alternative Education Programs 0 0.00% 500,000 0.01% 500,000 0.14% 1,500,000 0.04% 500,000 0.01%

School Lunch Public 5,426,986 0.17% 5,426,986 0.15% 0 0.00% 5,426,986 0.14% 5,426,986 0.14%
S.B. Pilot Program for Universal Feeding 500,000 0.02% 3,085,360 0.09% 2,585,360 0.72% 3,085,360 0.08% 3,085,360 0.08%
S.B. Pilot Program to Increase Participation 1,000,000 0.03% 1,000,000 0.03% 0 0.00% 1,000,000 0.03% 1,000,000 0.03%
Summer Food Program Grants 500,000 0.02% 695,000 0.02% 195,000 0.05% 695,000 0.02% 695,000 0.02%

School Breakfast (S.B.) Program 1,163,208 0.04% 2,530,443 0.07% 1,367,235 0.38% 2,530,443 0.07% 2,530,443 0.07%

Project "PALMS" 2,057,621 0.06% 2,057,621 0.06% 0 0.00% 2,057,621 0.05% 2,057,621 0.05%
W.P.I. School of Excellence 819,231 0.03% 1,199,231 0.03% 380,000 0.11% 1,500,000 0.04% 1,199,231 0.03%

Sped. Schools for Abandoned Children 3,829,424 0.12% 3,829,424 0.11% 0 0.00% 0 #2 0.00% 3,829,424 0.10%
Special Education Residential Schools 51,998,406 1.60% 56,379,317 1.56% 4,380,911 1.22% 0 #2 0.00% 59,822,595 1.58%
Special Education - Emergency Reserve 266,891 0.01% 0 0.00% -266,891 -0.07% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Special Education Consolidated Program 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 65,381,771 #2 1.73% 0 0.00%
Sub-Total 195,856,737 6.03% 252,464,755 7.00% 56,608,018 15.79% 261,068,554 6.91% 140,247,553 3.71%

Staff Programs:
Attracting Excellence to Teaching 846,723 0.03% 1,200,000 0.03% 353,277 0.10% 1,600,000 0.04% 2,000,000 0.05%
Teacher Certification Programs 2,244,607 0.07% 1,915,235 0.05% -329,372 -0.09% 2,312,000 0.06% 1,975,721 0.05%
Educator Mentoring and Training 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 6,000,000 #3 0.16% 0 0.00%
Leadership Academies 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1,000,000 #3 0.03% 0 0.00%
Sub-Total 3,091,330 0.10% 3,115,235 0.09% 23,905 0.01% 10,912,000 0.29% 3,975,721 0.11%
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Program FY99 Budget % Total FY00 Budget % Total
FY99-00
$

Change
%

FY01
DOE Request % Total

FY01
House 1 % Total

Educational Support Programs:
Charter School Grants 2,847,290 0.09% 2,847,290 0.08% 0 0.00% 3,300,000 0.09% 3,300,000 0.09%
Character Education Grants 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 300,000 #5 0.01%
Advanced Placement Courses 500,000 0.02% 500,000 0.01% 0 0.00% 500,000 0.01% 500,000 0.01%
Gifted & Talented Grants 437,970 0.01% 437,970 0.01% 0 0.00% 1,000,000 0.03% 437,970 0.01%
Restructuring Grants 3,735,968 0.12% 3,735,968 0.10% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Early Literacy Programs 0 0.00% 4,500,000 0.12% 4,500,000 1.26% 4,500,000 0.12% 0 0.00%
Health Education 11,132,258 0.34% 11,141,766 0.31% 9,508 0.00% 11,141,766 0.30% 12,043,382 0.32%
School Health Services Program 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Dual Enrollment 1,579,400 0.05% 1,779,400 0.05% 200,000 0.06% 2,779,400 0.07% 1,779,400 0.05%
Work Based Learning 1,749,000 0.05% 1,891,800 0.05% 142,800 0.04% 1,891,800 0.05% 1,891,800 0.05%
Mass Ed.Net 1,367,500 0.04% 1,327,500 0.04% -40,000 -0.01% 2,100,000 0.06% 2,100,000 0.06%

23,349,386 0.72% 28,161,694 0.78% 4,812,308 1.34% 27,212,966 0.72% 22,352,552 0.59%
OPERATING ACCOUNTS TOTAL: 3,241,955,007 99.82% 3,601,984,767 99.88% 360,029,760 100.45% 3,772,384,269 99.89% 3,660,650,538 96.79%

Transfer to Other Agencies:
School Facilities Commission 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 720,300 #5 0.02%
Early Childhood Education Program 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 106,873,607 2.83%
Head Start Programs 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 6,829,048 0.18%
Skill Training Center (Cambridge) 150,000 0.00% 150,000 0.00% 0 0.00% 150,000 0.00% 150,000 0.00%
Temporary Food Assistance 1,000,000 0.03% 1,000,000 0.03% 0 0.00% 1,000,000 0.03% 1,000,000 0.03%
Office of Educational Quality & Accountability 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 2,927,183 0.08%
Teen Pregnancy Programs (trans. to DPH) 250,000 0.01% 0 0.00% -250,000 -0.07% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Teen Day Care Vouchers (trans. to DPH) 2,000,000 0.06% 0 0.00% -2,000,000 -0.56% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Franklin Institute 2 0.00% 1 0.00% -1 0.00% 1 0.00% 1 0.00%
Youthbuild Programs 1,250,000 0.04% 1,800,000 0.05% 550,000 0.15% 1,800,000 0.05% 1,800,000 0.05%
Pioneer Valley Business Alliance 200,000 0.01% 287,890 0.01% 87,890 0.02% 287,890 0.01% 287,890 0.01%
Mass. Service Alliance Grants 1,000,000 0.03% 1,000,000 0.03% 0 0.00% 1,000,000 0.03% 1,000,000 0.03%
Sub-total: 5,850,002 0.18% 4,237,891 0.12% -1,612,111 -0.45% 4,237,891 0.11% 121,588,029 3.21%
ALL ACCOUNTS TOTAL: 3,247,805,009 100.00% 3,606,222,658 100.00% 358,417,649 100.00% 3,776,622,160 100.00% 3,782,238,567 100.00%

#1 The amounts listed reflect the amount of grant funds that are folded into Chapter 70 ($61.2M), and are not included in the total.
#2 The two SPED accounts (abandoned children $3.8M and the 50/50 program $61.5M) are combined into one SPED account.
#3 New line items/programs for FY01
#4 Program responsibilities transferred to another agency, see "Transfer to Another Agency

section" section.
#5 Governor's FY01 new program.
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Foundation Budget – a statistical construct that represents an adequate
funding level in order for a district to provide a quality education.

Net School Spending – total appropriated operating expenditures in a
district, not including capital and transportation spending.
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School Building Assistance Program Activity
FY1990-FY2000

$0.0

$50.0

$100.0

$150.0

$200.0

$250.0

$300.0

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Fiscal Years

in millions

Authorization Needed Authorization Available Annual Funding Needed for Waiting List Expended

SCHOOL BUILDING ASSISTANCE PROGRAM ACTIVITY FY1990-FY2000

Fiscal Year # Projects on
File

# Projects
Approved

Waiting List Authorization
Needed

Authorization
Available

Annual Funding Needed
for Waiting List

Amount Expended

1990 57 44 13 $33M $25.0M $8.0M $125.5M

1991 64 26 38 $32M $17.6M $14.4M $128.3M

1992 61 13 48 $31M $8.9M $22.1M $144.9M

1993 81 27 54 $39M $15.5M $23.5M $148.1M

1994 69 41 28 $31M $15.5M $15.5M $157.7M

1995 74 26 48 $50.6M $17.0M $33.6M $166.5M

1996 142 35 107 $105.7M $20.6M $85.1M $180.1M

1997 177 45 132 $112.0M $33.0M $79.0M $188.0M

1998 181 59 122 $130.5M $34.0M $96.5M $212.5M

1999 184 58 126 $140.5M $44.0M $96.5M $233.1M

2000 203 65 138 $188.9M $53.4M $135.5M $276.0M
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* Projections include FY2000 approvals and all projects on Priority List (funded beginning in FY2001), without any new projects.
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The term “day programs” refers to educational programs offered in public schools
and does not include residential or day placement in private special needs schools.

Fd

Per Pupil Spending by Program Category FY94-FY98
(Day Programs Only)
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1998 and 1999 Statewide MCAS Performance Level Results: Grade 4
(percentage of students at each performance level)1

Scale
d

Score
Advanced Proficient

Needs
Improvemen

t
Failing

ENGLISH LANGUAGE
ARTS

1998 230 1 19 66 15

1999 231 0 21 67 12
MATHEMATICS

1998 234 11 23 44 23

1999 235 12 24 44 19
SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY

1998 238 6 42 40 12

1999 240 10 46 36 9

1998 and 1999 Statewide MCAS Performance Level Results: Grade 10
(percentage of students at each performance level)1

Scale
d

Score
Advanced Proficient

Needs
Improvemen

t
Failing

ENGLISH LANGUAGE
ARTS

1998 230 5 33 34 28

1999 229 4 30 34 32
MATHEMATICS

1998 222 7 17 24 52

1999 222 9 15 23 53
SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY

1998 225 1 21 42 36

1999 226 3 21 39 38

1998 and 1999 Statewide MCAS Performance Level Results: Grade 8
(percentage of students at each performance level)1

Scale
d

Score
Advanced Proficient

Needs
Improvemen

t
Failing

ENGLISH LANGUAGE
ARTS

1998 237 3 52 31 14

1999 238 3 53 31 13
MATHEMATICS

1998 227 8 23 26 42

1999 226 6 22 31 40
SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY

1998 225 2 26 31 41

1999 224 5 23 27 45
HISTORY AND SOCIAL
SCIENCE

1998 - - - - -

1999 221 1 10 40 49

General MCAS Performance Level Definitions

PERFORMANCE LEVEL DESCRIPTION

Advanced 260-280
Students at this level demonstrate a comprehensive and in-depth
understanding of rigorous subject matter and provide sophisticated
solutions to complex problems.

Proficient 240-259 Students at this level demonstrate a solid understanding of
challenging subject matter and solve a wide variety of problems.

Needs Improvement 220-239 Students at this level demonstrate a partial understanding of subject
matter and solve some simple problems.

Failing 200-219 Students at this level demonstrate a minimal understanding of subject
matter and do not solve simple problems.

Beginning with the Class of 2003, grade 10 public school students must receive at least 220 on
both the English Language Arts and Mathematics sections of the MCAS in order to graduate.
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1999 Statewide MCAS Performance Level Results by Student Status:  Grade 4
(percentage of students at each performance level)1

PERFORMANCE LEVELContent Area and
Student Status Category

Scaled
Score Advanced Proficient Needs

Improvement
Failing
(Tested)

Failing
(Absent)

ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS

All Students 231 0 21 67 12 0

Regular 234 1 25 69 5 0

Students with Disabilities 222 0 3 60 37 0

Limited English Proficient 222 0 3 53 43 0

MATHEMATICS

All Students 235 12 24 44 19 0

Regular 237 15 27 45 14 0

Students with Disabilities 224 3 10 44 42 0

Limited English Proficient 218 1 5 34 61 0

SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY

All Students 240 10 46 36 8 0

Regular 242 11 50 33 5 0

Students with Disabilities 231 3 27 50 20 0

Limited English Proficient 220 0 7 45 48 0

1. 

1999 Statewide MCAS Performance Level Results by Student Status:  Grade 8
(percentage of students at each performance level)1

PERFORMANCE LEVEL
Content Area and

Student Status Category
Scaled
Score Advanced Proficient Needs

Improvement
Failing
(Tested)

Failing
(Absent)

ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS

All Students 238 3 53 31 12 0

Regular 241 4 61 29 6 0

Students with Disabilities 224 0 16 42 41 1

Limited English Proficient 221 0 14 39 47 1

MATHEMATICS

All Students 226 6 22 31 39 1

Regular 229 7 26 34 32 1

Students with Disabilities 211 1 5 18 75 1

Limited English Proficient 207 1 3 8 87 0

SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY

All Students 224 5 23 27 44 1

Regular 227 6 26 29 38 1

Students with Disabilities 210 1 6 15 77 2

Limited English Proficient 204 0 2 7 91 0

HISTORY AND SOCIAL SCIENCE

All Students 221 1 10 40 47 1

Regular 223 1 12 45 41 1

Students with Disabilities 210 0 2 17 80 2

Limited English Proficient 206 0 0 9 91 0

1. 

1999 Statewide MCAS Performance Level Results by Student Status:  Grade 10
(percentage of students at each performance level)1

PERFORMANCE LEVELContent Area and
Student Status Category

Scaled
Score Advanced Proficient Needs

Improvement
Failing
(Tested)

Failing
(Absent)

ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS

All Students 229 4 30 34 31 1

Regular 232 5 35 36 23 1

Students with Disabilities 212 0 6 21 71 2

Limited English Proficient 213 0 6 25 66 3

MATHEMATICS

All Students 222 9 15 23 50 3

Regular 225 10 17 26 44 3

Students with Disabilities 206 1 3 9 84 3

Limited English Proficient 203 0 1 4 92 4

SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY

All Students 226 3 21 39 34 3

Regular 228 3 24 41 29 3

Students with Disabilities 213 0 5 23 69 3

Limited English Proficient 208 0 1 13 80 6

1. 

1. Percentages may not total 100 percent due to rounding. For the purpose of computing school,
district, and state results, students who were absent without a medically documented excuse from any
subject area MCAS test were assigned the minimum scaled score of 200 and a performance level
of Failing for that subject area.
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Participation Rate (among graduates with SAT I scores reported): National – 43%, Massachusetts – 78%.      Source: The College Board

Verbal

SAT I Test Takers Who Described Themselves as: Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total

American Indian or Alaskan Native 485 481 483 476 475 475 476 475 475 486 481 484

Asian, Asian American, or Pacific Islander 497 494 496 498 494 496 498 494 496 502 495 498
African American or Black 431 437 434 431 436 434 431 436 434 432 435 434
Hispanic or Latino Background:

Mexican or Mexican American 462 449 455 456 448 451 456 448 451 459 448 453
Puerto Rican 454 450 452 460 450 454 460 450 454 462 450 455

Latin American, South American, Central American, or 
Other Hispanic or Latino 472 461 465 473 461 466 473 461 466 471 457 463

White 528 524 526 528 524 526 528 524 526 531 524 527
Other 517 507 511 516 509 512 516 509 512 515 508 511

No Response 485 487 486 488 490 489 488 490 489 493 490 492
NATIONAL MEAN SCORE 507 503 505 507 503 505 509 502 505 509 502 505

Mathematics

SAT I Test Takers Who Described Themselves as: Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total

American Indian or Alaskan Native 495 462 477 492 460 475 492 460 475 499 467 481

Asian, Asian American, or Pacific Islander 575 541 558 578 543 560 578 543 560 579 541 560

African American or Black 431 416 422 433 416 423 433 416 423 434 415 422
Hispanic or Latino Background:

Mexican or Mexican American 480 442 459 478 444 458 478 444 458 476 441 456

Puerto Rican 462 431 445 469 431 447 469 431 447 470 433 448

Latin American, South American, Central American, or 
Other Hispanic or Latino 489 449 466 492 449 468 492 449 468 488 446 464

White 542 507 523 545 510 526 545 510 526 548 512 528
Other 536 493 512 537 495 514 537 495 514 537 494 513

No Response 506 480 494 513 488 502 513 488 502 519 488 505
NATIONAL MEAN SCORE 527 492 508 530 494 511 531 496 512 531 495 511

1999

1996-1999 Massachusetts SAT I Scores by Race & Gender

1996 1997 1998 1999

1996 1997 1998

Mean Scores

Mean Scores Mean Scores

Mean Scores

Mean ScoresMean Scores

Mean Scores Mean Scores
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NAEP – the National Assessment of Educational Progress – is also known
as the Nation’s Report Card.  NAEP is a congressionally mandated project
of the National Center for Education Statistics at the United States
Department of Education.  It is a nationally representative and continuing
assessment of what America’s students know and can do in various subject
areas.  The data presented above reflects the most recent state, regional and
national results
Source: National Assessment of Educational Progress, U.S. Department of
Education
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Adjusted Dropout Rate –The number of students who dropped out over a one
year period from July 1 to June 30 less the number of return drop outs, divided by
the October 1 enrollment multiplied by 100.
Cohort Dropout Rate – The high school adjusted dropout rate over four years.

Community Types – The Kinds of Communities Working Group grouped cities and
towns sharing similar characteristics.  They are:
Economically Developed Suburbs – Suburbs with high levels of economic activity,
social complexity; relatively high income levels.
Growth Communities – Rapidly expanding communities in transition.
Residential Suburbs – Affluent communities with low levels of economic activity.
Rural Economic Centers – Historic manufacturing and commercial communities with
moderate levels of economic activity.
Small Rural Communities – Small towns, sparsely populated, economically
undeveloped.
Resort/Retirement/Artistic – Communities with high poverty values, relatively low
income levels, and enclaves of retirees, artists, vacationers, and academicians.
Urbanized Centers – Manufacturing and commercial centers, densely populated, and
culturally diverse.
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Massachusetts Education Demographics



 ~ 74 ~

Categories of Enrollment Change - Mass. Cities & Towns
FY93-FY99

Decreasing
12.5%

Avg Growth (10-20%)
29.1%

High Growth (>30%)
11.4%

Low Growth 
(0-10%)

29%

Above Avg Growth 
(20-30%)

18%

The Massachusetts Institute for Social and Economic Research (MISER), an
interdisciplinary research institute of the College of Social and Behavioral Sciences
at the University of Massachusetts at Amherst, developed the enrollment
projections.
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Enrollment by Race - 1998

Asian
4.1%

Black
8.5%

Hispanic
9.8%

Native American
0.2%

White
77.4%

Enrollment by Community Type - 1998

Urbanized 
Centers
40.7%

Resort/Retirement/
Artistic
1.7%

Rural Economic Centers
9.0% Small Rural Communities

1.9%

Growth Communities
12.0%

Residential Suburbs
10.5%

Economically Dev. 
Suburbs
24.2%
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Minority Enrollment in School Districts

Districts by Minority Enrollment 1993, 1998

1993 1998

Community Types – The Kinds of Communities Working Group grouped cities and
towns sharing similar characteristics.  They are:
Economically Developed Suburbs – Suburbs with high levels of economic activity,
social complexity; relatively high income levels.
Growth Communities – Rapidly expanding communities in transition.
Residential Suburbs – Affluent communities with low levels of economic activity.
Rural Economic Centers – Historic manufacturing and commercial communities with
moderate levels of economic activity.
Small Rural Communities – Small towns, sparsely populated, economically
undeveloped.
Resort/Retirement/Artistic – Communities with high poverty values, relatively low
income levels, and enclaves of retirees, artists, vacationers, and academicians.
Urbanized Centers – Manufacturing and commercial centers, densely populated, and
culturally diverse.
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Bilingual & Limited English Proficient (LEP) Enrollment
Percent Change 1993 - 1998

41.6%
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37.4%
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7.3%
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Limited English Proficient Students by Language - 1999
Total Students (46,224)

Spanish
57.5%

Portuguese
6.9%

Chinese
4.8%Cape Verdean

4.6%
Khmer
4.2%

Russian
2.1% Creole

2.4% French
2.6% Vietnamese

4.2%

Other
10.0%

Arabic
0.6%

Limited English Proficient – Students who cannot complete class work in
English.

Bilingual – Students whose first language is not English.
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                       Total Certificates Issued in 1999 – 48,571

Educator Certification Test Results – 1998-1999 Program Year

Test Name Number of Candidates Tested % Passing
Communication & Literacy Skills
(Took and Passed Both Parts)

11,092 78.1

Reading Subtest (Only) 11,348 85.5

Writing Subtest (Only) 11,510 83.2

All Subject Tests (Only) 8,935 75.3

Communication & Literacy
Skills Test and Subject Test
(Took and Passed All)

7,033 70.1

Initial Certificates Awarded - 1999
(6,972)

Middle
2.0%

Humanities
16.7%

Mathematics
3.8%

Sciences
5.9%

Foreign Languages
3.1%

Art & Music
5.6%

Special Needs
9.2%

Other
22.1%

Elem & 
Early Childhood

31.5%

Certification Waivers Granted - 1999
(842)

Special Needs
40.7%

Other
26.1%

Middle
3.3%

Mathematics
0.2%

Sciences
5.0%

Foreign Languages
7.5%

Humanities
6.2%

Elem & Early Childhood
7.6%

Art & Music
3.3%
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