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MELROSE 2010 PERFORMANCE RATINGMELROSE 2010 PERFORMANCE RATING
DISTRICT SUMMARY SLIDEDISTRICT SUMMARY SLIDE

 English Language ArtsEnglish Language Arts

We are classified as having aWe are classified as having a Very HighVery High performance ratingperformance rating

 MathMath

We are classified as having aWe are classified as having a HighHigh performance ratingperformance rating



PERFORMANCE RATINGS FOR OUR SCHOOLSPERFORMANCE RATINGS FOR OUR SCHOOLS

SCHOOLSCHOOL ELAELA MATHMATH

Hoover Very High Very HighHoover Very High Very High

Horace Mann Very HighHorace Mann Very High HighHigh

Lincoln HighLincoln High HighHigh

Roosevelt HighRoosevelt High HighHigh

Winthrop High HighWinthrop High High

Middle School Very HighMiddle School Very High HighHigh

High School Very High Very HighHigh School Very High Very High



SUMMARY SLIDESUMMARY SLIDE
MAKING ADEQUATE YEARLY PROGRESSMAKING ADEQUATE YEARLY PROGRESS

Hoover Horace Mann Lincoln Roosevelt Winthrop MHoover Horace Mann Lincoln Roosevelt Winthrop MS HSS HS

ELAELA
Aggregate Y Y Y YAggregate Y Y Y Y Y Y YY Y Y
**subgroupsubgroup nana nana NN nana nana Y NY N

Spec.EdSpec.Ed Spec. Ed.Spec. Ed.

WhiteWhite

MathMath
Aggregate Y Y N NAggregate Y Y N N Y Y YY Y Y
**subgroupsubgroup nana nana NN NN nana NN YY

LowLow--Inc. White LowInc. White Low--Inc.Inc.
WhiteWhite



STUDENT GROWTH PERCENTILE(SGP) DATASTUDENT GROWTH PERCENTILE(SGP) DATA
DISTRICT STATISTICSDISTRICT STATISTICS

Note:Note: SGPsSGPs between 40between 40--60 indicate typical growth60 indicate typical growth
SGPsSGPs above 60 indicate high growthabove 60 indicate high growth

ELA 2009 2010 MATH 2009 2010ELA 2009 2010 MATH 2009 2010

GRADE 4GRADE 4 44 46 48 4744 46 48 47
GRADE 5GRADE 5 50 63 56 5750 63 56 57
GRADE 6GRADE 6 46 52 50 5546 52 50 55
GRADE 7GRADE 7 5454 5454 40 44.540 44.5
GRADE 8GRADE 8 51 48 42 5551 48 42 55
GRADE 10GRADE 10 60 62 55 56.560 62 55 56.5

ALL GRADESALL GRADES 51 54 48 5251 54 48 52



Tracking Cohort Results Over TimeTracking Cohort Results Over Time

 20102010’’s 5s 5thth Grade ClassGrade Class

65%A/P65%A/P75% A/P75% A/P2010 (52010 (5thth))

57%A/P57%A/P63% A/P63% A/P2009 (42009 (4thth))

74%A/P74%A/P70% A/P70% A/P2008 (32008 (3rdrd))

MATHMATHELAELAMCAS YEARMCAS YEAR



Tracking Cohort Results Over TimeTracking Cohort Results Over Time

 20102010’’s 6s 6thth Grade ClassGrade Class

70% A/P70% A/P83% A/P83% A/P2010 (62010 (6thth))

64%A/P64%A/P71% A/P71% A/P2009 (52009 (5thth))

55%A/P55%A/P59% A/P59% A/P2008 (42008 (4thth))

76%A/P76%A/P67% A/P67% A/P2007 (32007 (3rdrd))

MATHMATHELAELAMCAS YEARMCAS YEAR



Tracking Cohort Results Over TimeTracking Cohort Results Over Time

20102010’’s 7th Grade Classs 7th Grade Class

54% A/P54% A/P78% A/P78% A/P2010 (72010 (7thth))

60% A/P60% A/P70% A/P70% A/P2009 (62009 (6thth))

55% A/P55% A/P71% A/P71% A/P2008 (52008 (5thth))

57% A/P57% A/P65% A/P65% A/P2007 (42007 (4thth))

58% A/P58% A/P68% A/P68% A/P2006 (32006 (3rdrd))

MathMathELAELAMCAS YearMCAS Year



Tracking Cohort Results Over TimeTracking Cohort Results Over Time

20102010’’s 8th Grade Classs 8th Grade Class

51%A/P51%A/P83%A/P83%A/P2010 (82010 (8thth))

43%A/P43%A/P83%A/P83%A/P2009 (72009 (7thth))

57%A/P57%A/P74%A/P74%A/P2008 (62008 (6thth))

48%A/P48%A/P78%A/P78%A/P2007 (52007 (5thth))

51%A/P51%A/P53%A/P53%A/P2006 (42006 (4thth))

MathMathELAELAMCAS YearMCAS Year



Tracking Cohort Results Over TimeTracking Cohort Results Over Time

20102010’’s 10th Grade Classs 10th Grade Class

82% A/P82% A/P89% A/P89% A/P2010 (102010 (10thth))

58% A/P58% A/P86% A/P86% A/P2008 (82008 (8thth))

57% A/P57% A/P83% A/P83% A/P2007 (72007 (7thth))

56% A/P56% A/P80% A/P80% A/P2006 (62006 (6thth))

MathMathELAELAMCAS YearMCAS Year



DISTRICT ANNUAL PROFICIENCY LEVELDISTRICT ANNUAL PROFICIENCY LEVEL
COMPARISONS OVER TIMECOMPARISONS OVER TIME

GRADE 3: ELAGRADE 3: ELA

5%5%7%7%5%5%4%4%2%2%WW

21%21%26%26%25%25%28%28%30%30%NINI

74%74%67%67%70%70%68%68%68%68%A/PA/P

2010201020092009200820082007200720062006YEARYEAR



DISTRICT ANNUALPROFICIENCY LEVELDISTRICT ANNUALPROFICIENCY LEVEL
COMPARISONS OVER TIMECOMPARISONS OVER TIME

GRADE 4: ELAGRADE 4: ELA

8%8%7%7%5%5%4%4%5%5%WarningWarning

35%35%29%29%37%37%32%32%42%42%NeedsNeeds
Imp.Imp.

57%57%64%64%58%58%64%64%53%53%Adv./PAdv./P

2010201020092009200820082007200720062006YEARYEAR



DISTRICT ANNUAL PROFICIENCY LEVELDISTRICT ANNUAL PROFICIENCY LEVEL
COMPARISONS OVER TIMECOMPARISONS OVER TIME

GRADE 5: ELAGRADE 5: ELA

4%4%6%6%4%4%4%4%5%5%WarningWarning

20%20%23%23%25%25%18%18%24%24%NeedsNeeds
Imp.Imp.

75%75%71%71%71%71%78%78%71%71%Adv./PAdv./P

2010201020092009200820082007200720062006YEARYEAR



DISTRICT ANNUAL PROFICIENCY LEVELDISTRICT ANNUAL PROFICIENCY LEVEL
COMPARISONS OVER TIMECOMPARISONS OVER TIME

GRADE 6: ELAGRADE 6: ELA

6%6%6%6%5%5%3%3%2%2%WarningWarning

12%12%24%24%21%21%20%20%18%18%NeedsNeeds
Imp.Imp.

83 %83 %70 %70 %74 %74 %77 %77 %80%80%Adv./PAdv./P

2010201020092009200820082007200720062006YEARYEAR



DISTRICT ANNUAL PROFICIENCY LEVELDISTRICT ANNUAL PROFICIENCY LEVEL
COMPARISONS OVER TIMECOMPARISONS OVER TIME

GRADE 7: ELAGRADE 7: ELA

6%6%4%4%3%3%4%4%4%4%WarningWarning

16%16%13%13%18%18%13%13%15%15%NeedsNeeds
Imp.Imp.

78%78%83%83%80%80%83%83%81%81%Adv./PAdv./P

2010201020092009200820082007200720062006YEARYEAR



DISTRICT ANNUAL PROFICIENCY LEVELDISTRICT ANNUAL PROFICIENCY LEVEL
COMPARISONS OVER TIMECOMPARISONS OVER TIME

GRADE 8: ELAGRADE 8: ELA

6%6%2%2%3%3%1%1%1%1%WarningWarning

12%12%12%12%10%10%11%11%12%12%NeedsNeeds
Imp.Imp.

83%83%85%85%86%86%88%88%86%86%Adv./PAdv./P

2010201020092009200820082007200720062006YEARYEAR



DISTRICT ANNUAL PROFICIENCY LEVELDISTRICT ANNUAL PROFICIENCY LEVEL
COMPARISONS OVER TIMECOMPARISONS OVER TIME

GRADE 10: ELAGRADE 10: ELA

1%1%1%1%2%2%4%4%3%3%FailureFailure

10%10%5%5%11%11%12%12%15%15%NeedsNeeds
Imp.Imp.

89%89%94%94%88%88%85%85%81%81%Adv./PAdv./P

2010201020092009200820082007200720062006YEARYEAR



DISTRICT ANNUAL PROFICIENCY LEVELDISTRICT ANNUAL PROFICIENCY LEVEL
COMPARISONS OVER TIMECOMPARISONS OVER TIME

GRADE 3: MATHGRADE 3: MATH

6%6%11%11%7%7%8%8%10%10%WW

19%19%19%19%20%20%17%17%32%32%NINI

75%75%70%70%73%73%75%75%58%58%A/PA/P

2010201020092009200820082007200720062006YEARYEAR



DISTRICT ANNUAL PROFICIENCY LEVELDISTRICT ANNUAL PROFICIENCY LEVEL
COMPARISONS OVER TIMECOMPARISONS OVER TIME

GRADE 4: MATHGRADE 4: MATH

9%9%8%8%7%7%5%5%10%10%WarningWarning

41%41%35%35%39%39%38%38%57%57%NeedsNeeds
Imp.Imp.

50%50%57%57%54%54%57%57%33%33%Adv./PAdv./P

2010201020092009200820082007200720062006YEARYEAR



Percent of students scoring at or above proficient on thePercent of students scoring at or above proficient on the
2010 Math MCAS comparing grades 3 and 42010 Math MCAS comparing grades 3 and 4

Grade 3Grade 3 Grade 4Grade 4 DifferenceDifference

SaugusSaugus 7474 4646 --2828

MelroseMelrose 7575 5050 --2525

AshlandAshland 7272 4848 --2424

WakefieldWakefield 8383 6060 --2323

ReadingReading 7878 5656 --2222

StonehamStoneham 7373 5252 --2121

North ReadingNorth Reading 8989 6868 --2121

North AndoverNorth Andover 7070 5151 --1919

BurlingtonBurlington 7575 5656 --1919

MiltonMilton 7575 5858 --1717

StateState 6565 4848 --1717

MVRCSMVRCS 6363 5151 --1212

TritonTriton 7575 6363 --1212

BelmontBelmont 8686 7575 --1111



Percent of 4th grade students scoringPercent of 4th grade students scoring
proficient or higher on the Math MCASproficient or higher on the Math MCAS

from 2006 to 2010from 2006 to 2010

20062006 20102010 ImprovementImprovement

SaugusSaugus 2121 4646 +25+25

North ReadingNorth Reading 4848 6868 +20+20

TritonTriton 4545 6363 +18+18

AshlandAshland 3535 5252 +17+17

MelroseMelrose 3333 5050 +17+17

StonehamStoneham 3535 5252 +17+17

BurlingtonBurlington 4141 5656 +15+15

MVRCSMVRCS 3939 5151 +12+12

WakefieldWakefield 4949 6060 +11+11

BelmontBelmont 6565 7575 +10+10

StateState 4040 4848 +8+8

ReadingReading 5353 5656 +3+3

North AndoverNorth Andover 4949 5151 +2+2

MiltonMilton 5757 5858 +1+1



DISTRICT ANNUAL PROFICIENCY LEVELDISTRICT ANNUAL PROFICIENCY LEVEL
COMPARISONS OVER TIMECOMPARISONS OVER TIME

GRADE 5: MATHGRADE 5: MATH

13%13%9%9%13%13%14%14%13%13%WarningWarning

23%23%27%27%32%32%39%39%33%33%NeedsNeeds
Imp.Imp.

65%65%64%64%55%55%48%48%54%54%Adv./PAdv./P

2010201020092009200820082007200720062006YEARYEAR



DISTRICT ANNUAL PROFICIENCY LEVELDISTRICT ANNUAL PROFICIENCY LEVEL
COMPARISONS OVER TIMECOMPARISONS OVER TIME

GRADE 6: MATHGRADE 6: MATH

9%9%13%13%16%16%11%11%16%16%WarningWarning

21%21%27%27%27%27%28%28%26%26%NeedsNeeds
Imp.Imp.

70%70%60%60%57%57%61%61%58%58%Adv./PAdv./P

2010201020092009200820082007200720062006YEARYEAR



DISTRICT ANNUAL PROFICIENCY LEVELDISTRICT ANNUAL PROFICIENCY LEVEL
COMPARISONS OVER TIMECOMPARISONS OVER TIME

GRADE 7: MATHGRADE 7: MATH

13%13%18%18%17%17%15%15%20%20%WarningWarning

32%32%39%39%31%31%28%28%31%31%NeedsNeeds
Imp.Imp.

54%54%43%43%51%51%57%57%49%49%Adv./PAdv./P

2010201020092009200820082007200720062006YEARYEAR



DISTRICT ANNUAL PROFICIENCY LEVELDISTRICT ANNUAL PROFICIENCY LEVEL
COMPARISONS OVER TIMECOMPARISONS OVER TIME

GRADE 8: MATHGRADE 8: MATH

18%18%16%16%16%16%18%18%19%19%WarningWarning

30%30%32%32%26%26%29%29%28%28%NeedsNeeds
Imp.Imp.

52%52%53%53%58%58%53%53%53%53%Adv./PAdv./P

2010201020092009200820082007200720062006YEARYEAR



DISTRICT ANNUAL PROFICIENCY LEVELDISTRICT ANNUAL PROFICIENCY LEVEL
COMPARISONS OVER TIMECOMPARISONS OVER TIME

GRADE 10: MATHGRADE 10: MATH

4%4%5%5%3%3%4%4%8%8%FailureFailure

13%13%13%13%16%16%11%11%19%19%NeedsNeeds
Imp.Imp.

82%82%81%81%81%81%85%85%73%73%Adv./PAdv./P

2010201020092009200820082007200720062006YEARYEAR



DISTRICT ANNUAL PROFICIENCY LEVELDISTRICT ANNUAL PROFICIENCY LEVEL
COMPARISONS OVER TIMECOMPARISONS OVER TIME

GRADE 5: STEGRADE 5: STE

4%4%7%7%9%9%5%5%6%6%WarningWarning

32%32%32%32%35%35%39%39%35%35%NeedsNeeds
Imp.Imp.

65%65%61%61%56%56%56%56%59%59%Adv./PAdv./P

2010201020092009200820082007200720062006YEARYEAR



DISTRICT ANNUAL PROFICIENCY LEVELDISTRICT ANNUAL PROFICIENCY LEVEL
COMPARISONS OVER TIMECOMPARISONS OVER TIME

GRADE 8: STEGRADE 8: STE

12%12%10%10%9%9%14%14%12%12%WarningWarning

49%49%46%46%39%39%42%42%56%56%NeedsNeeds
Imp.Imp.

39%39%43%43%52%52%44%44%33%33%Adv./PAdv./P

2010201020092009200820082007200720062006YEARYEAR



DISTRICT ANNUAL PROFICIENCY LEVELDISTRICT ANNUAL PROFICIENCY LEVEL
COMPARISONS OVER TIMECOMPARISONS OVER TIME

GRADE 10: STEGRADE 10: STE

4%4%2%2%5%5%WarningWarning

26%26%27%27%32%32%NeedsNeeds
Imp.Imp.

70%70%70%70%63%63%Adv./PAdv./P

201020102009200920082008YEARYEAR



INSIGHTS FROM COHORT TRACKING AND ANNUALINSIGHTS FROM COHORT TRACKING AND ANNUAL

PROFICIENCY LEVEL COMPARISON DATAPROFICIENCY LEVEL COMPARISON DATA

Cohort TrackingCohort Tracking

 ELA seems to give evidence ofELA seems to give evidence of more consistentmore consistent growth over time upgrowth over time up
through Grade 10through Grade 10

 Math gives evidence ofMath gives evidence of more dramaticmore dramatic growth over time upgrowth over time up
through Grade 10through Grade 10

 Both content areas show growthBoth content areas show growth



INSIGHTS FROM COHORT TRACKING AND ANNUAL PROFICIENCYINSIGHTS FROM COHORT TRACKING AND ANNUAL PROFICIENCY
LEVEL COMPARISON DATA CONTINUEDLEVEL COMPARISON DATA CONTINUED

Annual Comparisons Over TimeAnnual Comparisons Over Time

 In ELA, Grades 3,4,5,6 and 10 show anIn ELA, Grades 3,4,5,6 and 10 show an increaseincrease in the percentage ofin the percentage of
students reaching Proficient or Advanced from 2006students reaching Proficient or Advanced from 2006--2010. Although Grades2010. Although Grades
7 and 8 are not included in this trend, we still have a healthy7 and 8 are not included in this trend, we still have a healthy percentage ofpercentage of
students achieving at Proficient or Advanced in those grades.students achieving at Proficient or Advanced in those grades.

 In Math, with the exception of Grades 4 and 8 where performanceIn Math, with the exception of Grades 4 and 8 where performance hashas
remained seemingly flat, all other grades have seen an increaseremained seemingly flat, all other grades have seen an increase in thein the
percentage of students reaching Proficient or Advanced. In somepercentage of students reaching Proficient or Advanced. In some casescases
(Grades 3,5, and 6) the increase is 10 or more percentage point(Grades 3,5, and 6) the increase is 10 or more percentage points.s.

 In STE, all grades tested (Grades 5,8, and 10) showed an increasIn STE, all grades tested (Grades 5,8, and 10) showed an increase in thee in the
percentage of students reaching Advanced and Proficient from 20percentage of students reaching Advanced and Proficient from 200606--2010.2010.



ELEMENTARY SHARINGELEMENTARY SHARING
HOOVER MCASHOOVER MCAS

ADVANCED/PROFICIENT PERCENTAGESADVANCED/PROFICIENT PERCENTAGES

7777747463636262MATHMATH

8181757570707171ELAELA

20102010200920092008200820072007Adv/Pro %Adv/Pro %



HOOVER MCASHOOVER MCAS
GROWTH MODEL PERCENTILESGROWTH MODEL PERCENTILES

73736464Grade 5Grade 5

53536464Grade 4Grade 4

MathMathELAELA



MCAS Over Three YearsMCAS Over Three Years

80%69%77%Math

88%79%71%ELA

Grade 5
2009-2010
% Pro/Adv

Grade 4
2008-2009
% Pro/Adv

Grade 3
2007-2008
% Pro/AdvMCAS



3%3%78%78%70%70%70%70%79%79%75%75%North AndoverNorth Andover -- KittredgeKittredge

16%16%77%77%70%70%60%60%59%59%61%61%StonehamStoneham -- Colonial ParkColonial Park

3%3%68%68%59%59%44%44%67%67%65%65%WoburnWoburn -- WymanWyman

--3%3%55%55%57%57%48%48%63%63%58%58%MVRCMVRC

10%10%75%75%73%73%66%66%73%73%65%65%Horace MannHorace Mann

ChangeChange2010201020092009200820082007200720062006

HORACE MANN ELEMENTARY

Percent of students scoring at or above proficient in ELA



HORACE MANN ELEMENTARYHORACE MANN ELEMENTARY
Percent of students scoring at or above proficient in MathPercent of students scoring at or above proficient in Math

2%2%54%54%60%60%54%54%60%60%52%52%MVRCMVRC

20%20%69%69%65%65%58%58%64%64%49%49%StonehamStoneham -- Colonial ParkColonial Park

20%20%64%64%57%57%51%51%49%49%44%44%WoburnWoburn -- WymanWyman

--2%2%69%69%64%64%72%72%79%79%71%71%North AndoverNorth Andover -- KittredgeKittredge

6%6%63%63%64%64%63%63%72%72%57%57%Horace MannHorace Mann

ChangeChange2010201020092009200820082007200720062006



HORACE MANN SGP 2010

61

47

56
52

57

63

39.5 39.5

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

Horace Mann North Andover-

Kittredge

Stoneham-Colonial

Park

Woburn-Wyman

ELA

Math



 Improved SPED scores due to inclusionary coImproved SPED scores due to inclusionary co--teaching (3teaching (3rdrd year)year)

 MathMath –– Consistently improving scores over timeConsistently improving scores over time

 Statistics and Data CollectionStatistics and Data Collection

 Locations and Spatial RelationsLocations and Spatial Relations

 Algebra Patterns and ChangeAlgebra Patterns and Change

LINCOLN SCHOOL STRENGTHSLINCOLN SCHOOL STRENGTHS -- MATHMATH



LINCOLN SCHOOL STRENGTHSLINCOLN SCHOOL STRENGTHS-- ELAELA

 Improved composition scores from writing curriculum and instructImproved composition scores from writing curriculum and instruction workion work --
Lincoln 4th Gr. Writing Scores were higher than the district avgLincoln 4th Gr. Writing Scores were higher than the district avg. for the 1st time.. for the 1st time.

 Improved SPED scores due to inclusionary coImproved SPED scores due to inclusionary co--teaching (3rd year)teaching (3rd year)

 High Growth in ELAHigh Growth in ELA –– Consistency in Curriculum is paying offConsistency in Curriculum is paying off
 ConventionsConventions
 Structures of EnglishStructures of English
 Understanding GenreUnderstanding Genre
 Understanding a textUnderstanding a text



Lincoln SchoolLincoln School –– Challenge AreasChallenge Areas

 Scattered Science scoresScattered Science scores

 Number Sense in MathNumber Sense in Math

 Open Response items in MathOpen Response items in Math

 Critical thinking questionsCritical thinking questions

 Still need improvement with Topic Development in WritingStill need improvement with Topic Development in Writing

 Understanding the themeUnderstanding the theme



Roosevelt Elementary:Roosevelt Elementary:
Comparisons to State AverageComparisons to State Average

Our CPI average wasOur CPI average was higherhigher than the statethan the state’’s in the areas checked:s in the areas checked:

__Gr. 3 ELA__Gr. 3 ELA __Gr. 3 Math__Gr. 3 Math

__Gr. 4 ELA__Gr. 4 ELA __Gr. 4 Math__Gr. 4 Math

__Gr. 5 ELA__Gr. 5 ELA __Gr. 5 Math __Science__Gr. 5 Math __Science

Grade 5 math has gone from 39% Advanced/Proficient in 2007Grade 5 math has gone from 39% Advanced/Proficient in 2007 toto
51%Advanced/Proficient in 201051%Advanced/Proficient in 2010



Roosevelt Challenge AreasRoosevelt Challenge Areas

 Grade 4 Growth has decreased and isGrade 4 Growth has decreased and is
in low growth range.in low growth range.

 MathMath

 Grade 4 WritingGrade 4 Writing



Roosevelt Areas of StrengthRoosevelt Areas of Strength

 Grade 5 median SGP increased in readingGrade 5 median SGP increased in reading
from 23.5 (2009) to 63 (2010)from 23.5 (2009) to 63 (2010)

 Roosevelt ELA Performance Rating = HighRoosevelt ELA Performance Rating = High
(87.3)(87.3)

 Roosevelt Math Performance Rating = HighRoosevelt Math Performance Rating = High
(80.5)(80.5)

 Roosevelt made Adequate Yearly Progress inRoosevelt made Adequate Yearly Progress in
ELA this yearELA this year



Winthrop HighlightsWinthrop Highlights

 Since 2006 the Winthrop students who achieved Proficient orSince 2006 the Winthrop students who achieved Proficient or
advanced status in Math has increased 17% (54%advanced status in Math has increased 17% (54%--71%)71%)

 Since 2006 the Winthrop students who achieved Proficient orSince 2006 the Winthrop students who achieved Proficient or
advanced status in ELA has increased 6% (66%advanced status in ELA has increased 6% (66%--72%)72%)

 In 2010 Grade 3, 88% scored Proficient or above in ELA withIn 2010 Grade 3, 88% scored Proficient or above in ELA with
a 116% increase in the number of students performing abovea 116% increase in the number of students performing above
proficient (19proficient (19--41%)41%)

 In 2010 Grade 3, 88% scored Proficient or above in Math withIn 2010 Grade 3, 88% scored Proficient or above in Math with
a 78% increase in the number of students performing abovea 78% increase in the number of students performing above
proficient (18proficient (18--32%)32%)



Winthrop HighlightsWinthrop Highlights

 Since 2006 the Winthrop 5Since 2006 the Winthrop 5thth grade scores with proficientgrade scores with proficient
or advanced status in Math has increased 31% with anor advanced status in Math has increased 31% with an
increase in the advanced scores ofincrease in the advanced scores of 378%378% and a medianand a median
student growth percentile increase of 27% since 2008student growth percentile increase of 27% since 2008

 Since 2006 the Winthrop 5Since 2006 the Winthrop 5thth grade scores with proficientgrade scores with proficient
or advanced status in ELA has remained strong (22%or advanced status in ELA has remained strong (22%
above the state average) with an increase in theabove the state average) with an increase in the
advanced scores ofadvanced scores of 48%48%

 Since 2006 the Winthrop 5Since 2006 the Winthrop 5thth grade scores with proficientgrade scores with proficient
or advanced status in Science has increased 18% withor advanced status in Science has increased 18% with
an increase in the advanced scores ofan increase in the advanced scores of 270%270%



Winthrop MCAS Challenge AreasWinthrop MCAS Challenge Areas

 Grade 4 performance below level of school performance inGrade 4 performance below level of school performance in
both ELA and Math despite a 20% gain in median studentboth ELA and Math despite a 20% gain in median student
growth percentage in Math since 2008growth percentage in Math since 2008

 Open response not providing the level of detail requiredOpen response not providing the level of detail required

 Long CompositionLong Composition--topic development average performancetopic development average performance
of 50%of 50%

 Achievement gap for our special education and low incomeAchievement gap for our special education and low income
studentsstudents
 CPI for aggregate ELA 89.2 CPI for special educationCPI for aggregate ELA 89.2 CPI for special education

ELA 69.0 and CPI for low income ELA 78.6ELA 69.0 and CPI for low income ELA 78.6
 CPI for aggregate Math 89.3 CPI for special educationCPI for aggregate Math 89.3 CPI for special education

Math 73.9 and CPI for low income Math 80.4Math 73.9 and CPI for low income Math 80.4



NoNoNoNoNoNoYesYesYesYesNoNoNoNoNoNo
AllAll
SubgroupsSubgroups

YesYesNoNoYesYesYesYesYesYesYesYesYesYesYesYesAggregateAggregate

MATHMATH

YesYesNoNoNoNoNoNoYesYesYesYesNoNoNoNo
AllAll
SubgroupsSubgroups

YesYesYesYesYesYesYesYesYesYesYesYesYesYesYesYesAggregateAggregate

ELAELA

2010201020092009200820082007200720062006200520052004200420032003

MVMMS Adequate Yearly Progress HistoryMVMMS Adequate Yearly Progress History



MVMMS MATH PROGRESSMVMMS MATH PROGRESS

 New Advanced Math 6 ClassesNew Advanced Math 6 Classes

 New Gifted math in all three gradesNew Gifted math in all three grades

 New HigherNew Higher--Level Algebra 8 classLevel Algebra 8 class

 Regrouped MCAS Prep Classes according to ability on allRegrouped MCAS Prep Classes according to ability on all
nine teams.nine teams.

 Math Content teachers assigned to students with theMath Content teachers assigned to students with the
most need.most need.

 MVMMS Skills Plus Program initiated.MVMMS Skills Plus Program initiated.



MELROSE HIGH SCHOOL STRENGTHSMELROSE HIGH SCHOOL STRENGTHS

 AYP designation in ELA and Math is in the Very HighAYP designation in ELA and Math is in the Very High
categorycategory

 Aggregate CPI in ELA 96.6 compared to the target of 90.2Aggregate CPI in ELA 96.6 compared to the target of 90.2

 Aggregate CPI in Math 91.3 compared to the target of 84.3Aggregate CPI in Math 91.3 compared to the target of 84.3

 SGP in ELA of 62 falls in the HIGH growth categorySGP in ELA of 62 falls in the HIGH growth category

 SGP IN Math of 56.5 falls in the moderate growth categorySGP IN Math of 56.5 falls in the moderate growth category



MELROSE HIGH SCHOOL NEEDSMELROSE HIGH SCHOOL NEEDS

 Based on 3 years of flat scores in math we will recommend aBased on 3 years of flat scores in math we will recommend a
change in the Math sequence for 9change in the Math sequence for 9thth and 10and 10thth Graders.Graders.

 Provide focused professional development in the coProvide focused professional development in the co--teachingteaching
model in order to ensure that our Special Educationmodel in order to ensure that our Special Education
population is exposed to the same curriculum as our regularpopulation is exposed to the same curriculum as our regular
education population.education population.

 Review item analysis results in physics and revise ourReview item analysis results in physics and revise our
science curriculum to address gaps.science curriculum to address gaps.



NEXT STEPS:NEXT STEPS:

 Principals work with staff to address MCAS areas of needPrincipals work with staff to address MCAS areas of need

 Through the Atlas Curriculum Mapping process, identify areasThrough the Atlas Curriculum Mapping process, identify areas
in the Math curriculum where supplementation is neededin the Math curriculum where supplementation is needed

 Use data analysis teams and the Atlas Curriculum MappingUse data analysis teams and the Atlas Curriculum Mapping
Team to identify vertical alignment across all gradesTeam to identify vertical alignment across all grades

 Utilize the DART Tool to identify and collaborate with districtsUtilize the DART Tool to identify and collaborate with districts
who are similar to Melrose and are high performance/highwho are similar to Melrose and are high performance/high
growth districtsgrowth districts

 Foster best teaching practices with targeted professionalFoster best teaching practices with targeted professional
developmentdevelopment



STEWARDSHIP:STEWARDSHIP:

THE CARE AND MANAGEMENT OF WHAT IS ENTRUSTED TO US!THE CARE AND MANAGEMENT OF WHAT IS ENTRUSTED TO US!

-- Father SullivanFather Sullivan


