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Executive Summary 

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

in early November of 2003. During 2000-2003, it was among the ‘Moderate’ performing school 

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

examination and the district’s performance on the 2003 Massachusetts Comprehensive 

Assessment System (MCAS) test. 

Proficiency/Achievement: 
• 	 Ware’s Average Proficiency Index (API) was 75.3, which was based on the 2003 MCAS 

results. The state average for the API was 75.7 in 2003. This placed Ware among the 
‘Moderate’ performing academic school districts in the Commonwealth. In ELA, the 
district’s ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) was 82.8, and the state’s average for EPI was 82.2. In 
math, the district’s math Proficiency Index (MPI) was 67.8, and the state’s average for MPI 
was 69.3. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 48.9% of the students in Ware scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 
and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. This figure was 0.7 percentage points higher than the 
state’s average percentages, in those categories. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, in ELA, 40.6% of the students and, in math, 57.3% of the students 
in Ware scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. These figures 
were 1.5 percentage points in ELA and 0.1 percentage points higher than the state’s average 
percentages in math, in those categories. 

• 	 In 2003, in Ware the Proficiency Indices of 82.8 for ELA and 67.8 for math were 0.6 points 
higher than and 1.5 points lower than the statewide averages. 

• 	 The MCAS test performance of all the district’s students did not meet or exceed state 
proficiency standards. 

• 	 On the MCAS retest administered in the spring of 2003, 100% of the Ware Class of 2003 
earned a Competency Determination (CD), as compared to 95% of the statewide Class of 
2003. 

• 	 On the MCAS retest administered in the spring of 2003, 96% of the Ware Class of 2004 
earned a Competency Determination, as compared to 89% of the statewide Class of 2004. 
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Equity of Achievement/Proficiency: 
• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 39.3% of the regular education and 94.5% of the special education 

students in Ware scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. 
These figures were 1.8 percentage points fewer and 15.5 percentage points higher in those 
categories than the state’s average percentages for these subgroups of students.  

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 60.4% of the FRL/Y and 36.0% of the FRL/N students in Ware 
scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. These figures were 
12.9 and 3.1 percentage points lower than the state average in those categories for FRL/Y 
and FRL/N students. 

• 	 The MCAS performance of special education and FRL/Y students varied substantially and in 
a less than satisfactory manner in both ELA and math to regular education and FRL/N 
students. 

Improvement: 

• 	 In Ware, 19.9% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 
than in 2000 and 9.9% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

• 	 In ELA, 19.9% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 
than in 2000 and 10.8% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

• 	 In math, 19.7% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 
than in 2000 and 8.3% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

• 	 In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 11.7 points 
and, in math, by 9.6 points. 

• 	 Although the MCAS performance level for all students in the district continued to fall below 
the state performance level, the district improved in both ELA and math higher than the 
state’s average improvement from 2001-2003. 

Equity of Improvement: 
• 	 Between 2000-2003, Ware’s student achievement figures for all students, regular education, 

and special education students’ results improved by more than the state average in both ELA 
and math. 
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Participation and Access: 
• 	 In Ware, the aggregate of all eligible students were participating in both ELA and math 

assessments at the required levels. 

Summary of Preliminary Findings by Domain: 

Assessment and Evaluation: 
• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on six, ‘Poor’ on ten, ‘Unsatisfactory’ 

on five of the twenty-one performance indicators in this domain. 

• 	 During the time under examination, the district did not have clear assessment policies. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the Ware Public Schools did not use an analysis of student assessment 
data to make revisions to the district’s instructional programs. 

• 	 In the Ware Public Schools, the classes of 2003 and 2004 both earned Competency 
Determination attainments of over 95%. 

• 	 During the period under review, in the Ware Public Schools, there was no formal tracking 
system in place for students who had ceased to participate in school programs. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, in Ware, there was no analysis of staff or student attendance as related 
to student performance data. 

• 	 During the period under examinations, the district had no process to regularly monitor 
programs for quality, adequacy, and effectiveness, until 2002-2003. 

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

‘Unsatisfactory’ on eight of the twenty-five performance indicators in this domain. 

• 	 In the Ware Public Schools, during a majority of the period under examination, the district 
did not have a formal, district-wide curriculum or curriculum guides. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district met the state requirements for instructional time in each of 
its content areas. 

• 	 During the period under review, the EQA found no documentation that the district held the 
district’s administrators accountable for improving student achievement. 

• 	 For a majority of the period under examination, the district did not use data to inform 
instructional practices. 

• 	 The district leadership had problems hiring and maintaining highly qualified staff members 
in the school system. 
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• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district had high rates of student absenteeism at the high school and 
high numbers of transient students.  

• 	 At Ware High School, for three of the years under examination, the school had high rates of 
student suspensions. 

• 	 For the majority of the period under examination, the district did not have a district-wide 
professional development plan and the limited professional development offerings were not 
informed by student assessment data. 

• 	 The Ware Public Schools, between 2000-2003, did not have a teacher mentoring program. 

Student Academic Support Services: 
• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on two and ‘Poor’ on five two of the 

seven performance indicators in this domain. 

• 	 For the period under examination, the district did not have a District Curriculum 
Accommodation Plan (DCAP). 

• 	 Prior to the 2002-2003 school year, the Ware Public School’s district-wide and community-
wide practice for special education students was to attempt to place a majority of these 
students out of the district. 

• 	 The district’s documentation indicated that Ware’s Individual Student Success Plans (ISSPs) 
were complete and had the appropriate requirements as mandated by the state’s regulations.    

Leadership and Governance: 
• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on two, ‘Satisfactory’ on five, ‘Poor’ on 

seven, and ‘Unsatisfactory’ on one of the sixteen performance indicators in this domain. 

• 	 In Ware, between 2000-2003, much of the district leadership, including the school committee 
and administrators were unaware of many the basic requirements of Massachusetts education 
reform. 

• 	 In the Ware Public Schools, until the 2002-2003 school year, the School Improvement Plans 
(SIPs) were not aligned with the district’s mission statement or student assessment data.  

• 	 In Ware, all but one of the district’s administrators was appropriately certified for the 
position that he/she held. 

• 	 In the Ware Public Schools, the principals’ evaluations did not consistently include goals 
linked to either state assessment results or school improvement plans. 
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• 	 In 2002, the district developed a district-wide teacher mentoring plan, which was never 
implemented. 

• 	 In the Ware Public Schools, the EQA team found that personnel files and staff and faculty 
records were up to date, well maintained, and accurate.  

Business and Finance: 
• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on one, ‘Satisfactory’ on six, ‘Poor’ on 

nine, and ‘Unsatisfactory’ on four of the twenty performance indicators in this domain. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district did not have a clear, well-documented, or systemic analysis 
of student performance data and budget decisions were not based on student assessment data. 

• 	 In Ware, there was little history of a linkage between the budget process and the district 
improvement plans, long-term goals, and action plans. 

• 	 In the Ware Public Schools, during the time under examination, the administration did not 
have reviews connected to the budget process for determining the cost effectiveness of 
programs, initiatives, and activities. 

• 	 According to the financial reports from the Department of Education (DOE), the Ware school 
district did not meet state Net School Spending (NSS) between 2000 and 2002. 

• 	 In Ware, between 2000 and 2002, the principals received financial statements on an “as 
needed basis.” 

• 	 During one of the years under examination, one of the ad interim superintendents did not 
possess a basic knowledge of the district’s fiscal affairs.  

• 	 The physical plant and school facilities in the Ware Public Schools were well maintained, 
clean, and safe. 
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Part I: Overview of the EQA Review Process and the District 

On November 4-6, 2003, the EQA conducted an independent examination of the Ware Public 

Schools for the period between 2000-2003. This examination applied the standards related to the 

EQA’s five major domains of inquiry, which include: A, Assessment and Evaluation; B, 

Curriculum and Instruction; C, Student Academic Support Services; D, Leadership and 

Governance; and E, Business and Financial Management. The EQA’s examination process for 

school districts involved two tiers of investigation and utilized twelve standards. The basis of this 

report is the result of the source documents, correspondence sent prior to the on-site visit, 

interviews with the representative from the school committee, district leadership team, school 

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

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

Ware is a small town located in north central Hampshire County in southwestern Massachusetts. 

Education, healthcare, and social services are the largest sources of employment in Ware, 

followed by manufacturing. According to the 2000 U.S. Census, it has a population of 9,707 

people and a median family income of $45,505 while the median family income in 

Massachusetts is $61,664. Ware has a Town Administrator/Board of Selectmen form of 

government and a five-person school committee. The Ware Public Schools has three schools 

serving Grades PreK-12. The most recent Massachusetts Department of Education (DOE) figures 

indicate that there were 1,343 students enrolled in the district. The demographic/subgroup 

composition in the Ware Public Schools is: 94.5% White, 2.9% Hispanic-American, 1.3% 

African-American, 1.1% Asian-American, Limited English Proficiency (LEP), 0.2%; Free or 

Reduced Lunch/Yes (FRL/Y), 51.5%; and Special Education (SPED), 16.7%. During the ten 

years of education reform in Massachusetts, Ware’s state Chapter 70 Aid increased by 163% 

from $2,657,964 in FY1993 to $6,995,285 in FY2002. For the fiscal years under review, 2000

2003, Ware received $6,429,829; $6,682,004; $6,995,285; and $6,995,285 for a total of 

$27,102,403 in state Chapter 70 Aid. 

This report finds the Ware Public Schools to be a ‘Moderate’ performing school district, which is 

marked by student achievement that is ‘High’ in English Language Arts (ELA) and ‘Low’ in 
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math on the Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS) test. Since 2000, Ware 

has also demonstrated measured improvement on its ‘Moderate’ MCAS test scores, but in the 

2003 administration of the MCAS test, 48.9% of its students scored below standard.  
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Part II: Tier I Analysis of Student Achievement and MCAS Data 
At Tier I, while particular attention was paid to the 2003 MCAS test, the EQA review of Ware’s 

MCAS test results (2000-2003) is framed by the following five essential questions: 

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

district’s students meeting or exceeding state proficiency standards? 

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

student subgroups? 

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

over time? 

4. Equity of Improvement:	 How has MCAS test performance for the district’s student 

subgroups changed over time? 

5. Opportunity and Access:	 Are all eligible students attending and participating in all 

required programs and assessments? 

In order to respond accurately to these questions, the EQA did several types of analyses on the 

most current test data: a comparative analysis of the MCAS test data using state and district 

results by grade, ethnicity, and student category, a school-based analysis, a “performance gap” 

analysis, and a series of analyses to determine whether the mean responses for students in the 

district differed significantly from those of the state and between student subgroups within the 

district. Descriptive analyses of the test results for 2003 MCAS test revealed significant 

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

A discussion of the analyses follows. 
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Ware vs. Massachusetts: 

• 	 The aggregate of students in Ware scored lower than the aggregate of the state’s students. 

• 	 The regular education students in Ware scored higher than the state’s regular education 

students. 

• 	 The special education students in Ware scored lower than the state’s special education 

students. 

Ware’s totals vs. Ware’s subgroups: 

• 	 The special education students in Ware scored lower than regular education students in Ware. 
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Assessment of MCAS Results 2000-2003 
1. Proficiency/Achievement: To what extent is the MCAS performance of all the district’s 

students meeting or exceeding state proficiency standards? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 48.9% of the students in Ware scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 

and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. This figure was 0.7 percentage points higher than the 

state’s average percentages, in those categories. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, in ELA, 40.6% of the students and, in math, 57.3% of the students 

in Ware scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. These figures 

were 1.5 percentage points in ELA and 0.1 percentage points higher than the state’s average 

percentages in math, in those categories. 

• 	 In 2003, in Ware the Proficiency Indices of 82.8 for ELA and 67.8 for math were 0.6 points 

higher than and 1.5 points lower than the statewide averages. 

• 	 The MCAS test performance of all the district’s students did not meet or exceed state 

proficiency standards. 
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Figure/Table 1: 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level 
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State	 Ware 

Advanced 14.2 8.7 
Proficient 37.6 42.5 

Needs Improv. 32.2 32.2 
Warning/Failing 16.0 16.7 

Analysis of Figure/Table 1: 

• 	 Ware had 5.5% fewer and 4.9% more students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories than the state on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Ware had 0.0% and 0.7% more of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state on the 2003 MCAS test. 
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Figure/Table 2: 
MCAS 2003 Data 

Percent of all students at each proficiency level by Subject and Grade 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 2: 

• 	 Ware had 6.7% fewer and 5.6% more students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories in ELA than the state on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Ware had 3.7% more and 2.2% fewer of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ categories in ELA than the state on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Ware had 4.0% fewer and 4.0% more students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories in math than the state on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Ware had 3.5% fewer and 3.6% more of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ categories in math than the state on the 2003 MCAS test. 
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Figure/Table 3: 

Proficiency Index (MCAS 2003) by Grade 

ELA Math 
Ware 82.8 67.8 

Grade 04 73.6 73.1 
Grade 07 86.6 N/A 
Grade 08 NA 51.9 
Grade 10 86.7 82.1 

Analysis of Figure/Table 3: 

• 	 On average, in Ware, the math PI was 15.0 points below that for ELA system-wide. (The 

statewide average for this gap was 12.8 Proficiency Index points).  

• 	 In ELA, the Proficiency Indices in Grades 7 and 10 were 3.8 and 3.9 points higher than the 

district average and in Grade 4 it was 9.2 points lower than the district average. 

• 	 In math, the Proficiency Indices in Grades 4 and 10 were 5.3 and 14.3 points higher than the 

district average and in Grade 8 it was 15.9 points lower than the district average.  

2. 	Equity of Achievement: How does a MCAS performance vary among the district’s 

student subgroups? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 39.3% of the regular education and 94.5% of the special education 

students in Ware scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. 

These figures were 1.8 percentage points fewer and 15.5 percentage points higher in those 

categories than the state’s average percentages for these subgroups of students.  

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 60.4% of the FRL/Y and 36.0% of the FRL/N students in Ware 

scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. These figures were 

12.9 and 3.1 percentage points lower than the state average in those categories for FRL/Y 

and FRL/N students. 
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• 	 The MCAS performance of special education and FRL/Y students varied substantially and in 

a less than satisfactory manner in both ELA and math to regular education and FRL/N 

students. 

Figure/Table 4: 
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MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of Regular and Disabilites students at each proficiency 

level 
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Advanced 16.8 10.5 2.3 0.0 
Proficient 42.2 50.2 18.7 5.6 

Needs Improv. 30.4 30.0 41.3 42.6 
Warning/Failing 10.7 9.3 37.7 51.9 

Analysis of Figure/Table 4: 

• 	 Ware had 6.3% fewer and 8.0% more regular education students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s regular education students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Ware had 0.4% and 1.4% fewer of its regular education students score in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s regular education students on 

the 2003 MCAS test. 

17




• 	 Ware had 2.3% and 13.1% fewer of its special education students score in the ‘Advanced’ 

and ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s special education students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Ware had 1.3% and 14.2% more of its special education students score in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s special education students on 

the 2003 MCAS test. 

Figure/Table 5: 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of students by FreeLunch status at each proficiency level 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 5: 

• 	 Ware had 2.2% and 10.7% more of its students eligible for FRL/Y score in the ‘Advanced’ 

and ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s FRL/Y students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Ware had 6.1% and 6.8% fewer of its students eligible for FRL/Y score in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s FRL/Y students on the 2003 

MCAS test. 

18




• 	 Ware had 6.1% fewer and 9.1% more of its FRL/N students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s FRL/N students on the 2003 MCAS test.  

• 	 Ware had 0.0% and 3.1% fewer of its FRL/N students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s FRL/N students on the 2003 MCAS test. 
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Figure/Table 6: 
N-values by category 

ELA Math 
Ware Advanced 17 37 

 Proficient 169 96 
 Needs Improv. 106 95 
 Warning/Failing 21 83 

Regular Advanced 17 37 
 Proficient 164 95 
 Needs Improv. 75 80 
 Warning/Failing 6 42 

Disability Advanced 0 0 
Proficient 5 1 

Needs Improv. 31 15 
Warning/Failing 15 41 

Free Lunch/Y Advanced 5 14 
Proficient 75 37 

Needs Improv. 64 52 
Warning/Failing 19 64 

Free Lunch/N Advanced 12 23 
Proficient 94 59 

Needs Improv. 42 43 
Warning/Failing 2 19 

African-American Advanced 0 1 
Proficient 2 1 

Needs Improv. 4 3 
Warning/Failing 1 3 

Hispanic-American Advanced 0 0 
Proficient 4 3 

Needs Improv. 4 4 
Warning/Failing 2 4 

White Advanced 17 36 
Proficient 162 92 

Needs Improv. 98 88 
Warning/Failing 18 76 
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Figure/Table 7: 

Proficiency Index (MCAS 2003) Free/Reduced lunch Status and Student Status 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 7: 

• 	 In Ware, FRL/N and regular education students scored 6.7 and 6.0 Proficiency Index points 

higher on the MCAS test in ELA than the district average. 

• 	 In Ware, special education and FRL/Y students scored 30.8 and 6.1 Proficiency Index points 

lower on the MCAS test in ELA than the district average.  

• 	 In Ware, FRL/N and regular education students scored 11.0 and 8.2 Proficiency Index points 

higher on the MCAS test in math than the district average.  

• 	 In Ware, special education and FRL/Y students scored 36.7 and 9.6 Proficiency Index points 

lower on the MCAS test in math than the district average.  

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

over time? 

Preliminary Findings: 
• 	 In Ware, 19.9% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000 and 9.9% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

• 	 In ELA, 19.9% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000 and 10.8% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

• 	 In math, 19.7% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000 and 8.3% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

• 	 In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 11.7 points 

and, in math, by 9.6 points. 

• 	 Although the MCAS performance level for all students in the district continued to fall below 

the state performance level, the district improved in both ELA and math higher than the 

state’s average improvement from 2001-2003. 
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Figure/Table 8: 

MCAS 2000 - 2003 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 8: 

• 	 In Ware, 8.7% and 42.5% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories 

in 2003 in contrast to 3.9% and 27.4% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000.  

• 	 In Ware, 32.2% and 16.7% of all students scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ categories in 2003 in contrast to 42.5% and 26.6% of all students scoring 

in these categories in 2000. 
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Figure/Table 9: 

Proficiency Index Trend Data MCAS 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003 

Prof. Index Trend Data 
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Proficiency Index Trend Data MCAS, 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003  (detail) 

ELA Math 
2000 2001 2002 2003 2000 2001 2002 2003 

Advanced 1.6 5.0 2.8 5.4 6.1 5.8 4.4 11.9 
Proficient 37.9 44.6 36.4 54.0 17.0 18.4 17.4 30.9 

Needs Improv. 43.0 38.1 47.1 33.9 42.0 46.0 45.5 30.6 
Warning/Failing 17.5 12.3 13.8 6.7 35.0 29.9 32.8 26.7 

Analysis of Figure/Table 9: 

• 	 In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 11.7 points, 

from 71.1 to 82.8. 

• 	 In math, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 9.6 points, 

from 58.2 to 67.8. 

• 	 In ELA, 59.4% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 in 

contrast to 39.5% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000.  
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• 	 In ELA, 40.6% of all students scored at the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ 

categories in 2003 in contrast to 60.5% of all students scoring at these categories in 2000. 

• 	 In math, 42.8% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

in contrast to 23.1% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000.  

• 	 In math, 57.3% of all students scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ 

categories in 2003 in contrast to 77.0% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000. 

4. 	Equity of Improvement: How has MCAS performance for the district’s student 

subgroups change over time? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, Ware’s student achievement figures for all students, regular education, 

and special education students’ results improved by more than the state average in both ELA 

and math. 

Table 10: 

Proficiency Index Trend Data (by subgroup) MCAS 2001, 2002, and 2003 

Trend Data by Subgroup (Ware) Trend Data by Subgroup (State) 
ELA Math 

ALL ‘01 77.6 58.8 
‘02 72.0 55.4 
‘03 82.8 67.8 

Regular ‘01 83.6 63.9 
‘02 78.6 63.1 
‘03 88.8 76.0 

Disability ‘01 37.9 25.0 
 ‘02 46.2 22.4 

 ’03 52.0 31.1 

ELA Math 
ALL ‘01 79.5 67.3 

‘02 81.6 67.0 
‘03 82.2 69.3 

Regular ‘01 84.1 71.9 
‘02 85.8 71.4 
‘03 87.2 74.5 

Disability ‘01 55.3 43.5 
‘02 58.1 42.6 
‘03 62.0 46.4 
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10A-B: 

Proficiency Index Trend Data (by subgroup) MCAS 2001, 2002, and 2003 

GRAPHIC Format: (bars = Ware; dots = State) 
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Analysis of Figures/Table 10: 

• 	 In Ware, between 2001-2003, all students increased by 5.2 Proficiency Index points in ELA 

and 9.0 points in math, as compared with increases of 2.7 and 2.0 points statewide. 

• 	 In Ware, between 2001-2003, regular education students increased by 5.2 Proficiency Index 

points in ELA and 12.1 points in math, as compared with increases of 3.1 and 2.6 points 

statewide. 

• 	 In Ware, between 2001-2003, special education students increased by 14.1 Proficiency Index 

points in ELA and 6.1 points in math, as compared with increases of 6.7 and 2.9 points 

statewide. 

5. 	Participation and Access: Are all eligible students attending and participating in all        

required programs and assessments? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
• 	 In Ware, the aggregate of all eligible students were participating in both ELA and math 

assessments at the required levels. 

Table 11: 

ELA Math 
Tested 98.7% 100.0% 
NTA 0.6% 0.0% 
NTM 0.3% 0.0% 
NTO 0.3% 0.0% 
NTO = Not Tested, Other 

Analysis of Table 11: 
• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, Ware’s student test participation rates in ELA and math were 98.7% 

and 100.0%, respectively. These figures were 3.7% and 5.0% above the state’s standard for 

test participation, which is 95%. 
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Part III: Summary and Preliminary Findings by Domain 

Domain A. Assessment and Evaluation 

Standards  Indicators  
Domain A - Assessment & Evaluation 
S1 - Student Assessment 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S2 - Participation 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S3 - Evaluation Processes 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

1 

0 
0 
0 
1 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

2 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

3 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
0 
1 

4 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

5 

0 
0 
0 
1 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

6 7 8 9 10 Total 

0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
0 1 0 N/A N/A 2 
1 0 0 N/A N/A 3 
0 0 1 N/A N/A 3 

0 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
1 0 N/A N/A N/A 3 
0 1 N/A N/A N/A 4 
0 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 

0 N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 
0 N/A N/A N/A N/A 1 
0 N/A N/A N/A N/A 3 
1 N/A N/A N/A N/A 2 

Standard 1. STUDENT ASSESSMENT: District and building administrators carefully 

administer statewide assessments and teachers regularly assess the performance of their students 

relative to state and local student performance standards, and analyze aggregate and individual 

assessment results to improve curricula, instructional practices, and supplementary and remedial 

programs. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 During the time under examination, the district did not have clear assessment policies. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the Ware Public Schools did not use an analysis of student assessment 

data to make revisions to the district’s instructional programs. 

• 	 In the Ware Public Schools, the classes of 2003 and 2004 both earned Competency 

Determination attainments of over 95%. 
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Indicators: 

1. 	 The district has clear assessment policies and procedures that direct the regular evaluation of 

classroom, school, district, and state assessment results. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: During the time under examination, the district did not have clear assessment 

policies. The Terra Nova test was given to students in Grade 2 (1999-2003) and also Grade 6 

(1999-2002). In addition, the Stanford Diagnostic Tests were administered to students in 

grades 7 and 8 (2000-2002). The Orleans-Hanna Algebra Test was administered to students 

in Grade 7 (1999-2002). More recently, MCAS test results were used at the high school level. 

Although the district's program assessments policy stated, "A district program of testing for 

assessment/evaluation shall be coordinated throughout the school system," according to 

administrators, there were no district-wide, coordinated assessment evaluations efforts in the 

Ware Public Schools. 

2. 	District and building administrators carefully and accurately implement the “Principles of 

Test Administration” in their jurisdictions and provide complete and accurate information on 

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

the MCAS test and system-wide tests. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In Ware, between 2000-2003, each principal held a general faculty meeting to 

review the rules of testing. The MCAS test accommodation plans were also reviewed with 

the faculty and staff at these meetings. All MCAS test materials were kept secure in the 

principals’ offices until the principal personally delivered these materials to the classrooms. 

In the fall and spring, the director of curriculum and the director of instruction and special 

services visited faculty meetings in each building to review "The Principles of Test 

Administration." In addition, the elementary school created a video on how to prepare for the 

MCAS test. In Grade 3 there was a “quiet school rule” during testing, which mandated that 

school announcements could not be made during that time. The middle school conducted a 

practice day called, "Let's prepare for MCAS," followed by a picnic with parents. According 

to interviews with district administrators, a large majority of students were tested. 
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3. 	The district regularly employs criterion-referenced tests, norm-referenced tests, or other 

standardized tests in addition to the MCAS test to assess the progress of all student 

populations. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: During the period under examination, the Terra Nova test was administered to 

students in Grade 2 between 1999-2003, as well as students in Grade 6 between 1999-2002. 

In addition to the MCAS tests at the middle and high school levels, Stanford Diagnostic tests 

were administered to students in grades 7 and 8 between 2000-2002. The district has since 

discontinued using this assessment. The Orleans-Hanna Algebra test was given to Grade 7 

students between 1999-2002. However, the district’s End of Year Pupil and Financial Report 

recorded that only $3,586 was spent on assessments in FY2002 and that during the time 

under review the district had not properly funded its assessment of its students.  

4. 	 Regular analysis of assessment results informs improvements to: 

a. curricula,

b. instructional practices, 

c. 	 supplementary and remedial programs and services, 

d. 	 professional development, and 

e. 	  purchasing and provisioning for improved student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence:  During the time under examination, the EQA found that there was no district-

wide curriculum in the Ware Public Schools. Further, the district did not use an analysis of 

student assessment data to make changes to the district’s instructional programs. However, 

during 2002-2003, the high school principal distributed previous MCAS test questions to 

MCAS test preparation classes and revised grade 9-10 math offerings based on MCAS test 

data. At the middle school the administration and faculty had a sample “question of the 

week” from previous MCAS tests that was offered to the students. Also, at the elementary 

and middle school levels, 90 minutes of instructional blocks were implemented based on 
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MCAS test analysis. However, the district did not have a comprehensive or district-wide 

approach to using data to inform curricular or instructional revisions.  

The districts 21st Century Grant placed emphasis on math and two years ago (2001-2002), 

due to poor math test scores, the acting superintendent revised the request for a Title I 

Reading Recovery teacher to a Title I math teacher. Between 2000-2003, the district did not 

have a professional development plan that was tied to student assessment data and there were 

no large purchases of textbooks. For example, the funding from the Read First grant provided 

for English/reading textbooks for all of grades 1-3 for usage in the 2003-2004 school year. 

5. 	 The district and each of its schools disseminate assessment analyses to appropriate staff at 

regular intervals. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: During the time under examination, the EQA found that little or no information 

related to assessment analysis was articulated, coordinated, or shared by the district on a 

regular basis. 

6. District administrators, building administrators, and teachers demonstrate that they have the 

skills to use aggregate and individual test analyses to improve instructional programs and 

services for all student populations. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: During the time under review, the district administration observed that the staff 

did not know how to analyze MCAS test data to improve instructional programs and services 

for any student population. However, an informal analysis of the MCAS test results was 

begun at the high school and the district administration was beginning to use TestWiz to 

analyze test data in the district. 

7. 	The district educates all of its students to meet or exceed the Competency Determination 

(CD) standard by their senior year. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The Class of 2003 earned a 100% rate of achievement for meeting the 

Competency Determination (CD) standard. The district had already earned a 96% rate in 

meeting the Competency Determination standard for the Class of 2004. 

8. 	Classroom assessment standards, practices, and expectations for teachers and students are 

consistently linked with learning standards articulated in the state curriculum frameworks. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: In the interviews with the EQA, district administrators stated that teachers did not 

receive copies of the state curriculum frameworks until the 2002-2003 school year and 

previously, expectations regarding linkages to state standards for teachers and students were 

not high. As a result, there was little deliberate connection between assessment standards, 

practices, and expectations and the state curriculum frameworks. Each administrator quoted 

one of the following two statements often heard in the district: "For where we are, we are 

doing fine" and "Demographically we are similar to Brockton and are where we should be." 

Standard 2. PARTICIPATION – The district and all of its schools have documented policies, 

procedures, and practices that meet federal and state participation and attendance standards. 

Data on participation in state and local tests are monitored and assessed to ensure participation 

and opportunity for all students and all subgroups. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 During the period under review, in the Ware Public Schools, there was no formal tracking 

system in place for students who had ceased to participate in school programs. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, in Ware, there was no analysis of staff or student attendance as related 

to student performance data. 

Indicators: 

1. 	The district and each of its schools have clear policies, procedures, expectations, and 

practices that requires all students to attend and participate in all required assessments. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: During the period under review 95%-100% of students participated in the MCAS 

test, including students in all of the educational subgroups. All students entering the high 

school were pre-tested in ELA and math using the Stanford Diagnostic Test. A district 

administrator stated that the tests administered in recent years in Grade 8 were teacher-

generated. 

2. 	 The district and all of its schools regularly monitor and evaluate data on student and staff 

attendance. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the period under review, student attendance at the high school was 92%, 

whereas the rest of district had an attendance rate of 95% plus. The staff at the high school 

said the school’s lower attendance rates were due to the “weak home conditions” of its 

students. In Ware, there was no formal evaluation of data surrounding student or staff 

attendance. During a random sample review of personnel files one staff member had a 

comment in an evaluation “her attendance is excellent,” in fact, the teacher missed 13 days of 

school that year. District administrators acknowledged that between 2000-2003 that teacher 

attendance was low and that in the Ware Public Schools “it always has been” low. The 

district attributed this to the lack of sick time buy-back language in the teachers’ contract. 

3. 	 The district maintains accurate records on attendance, suspensions, discipline, and dropouts 

by student subgroup populations and frequently: 

a. 	 analyzes these records;  

b. 	 uses the analyses to improve participation and involvement of all students; and 

c. 	 tracks students who have ceased to participate in school programs. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: During the time under review, the school system kept records on student 

attendance, suspensions, discipline, and dropouts. The secretaries at each school were 

responsible for tracking this data. This information was then sent to the district’s central 

office on a weekly basis where it was compiled in a student database. However, the district 
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did not perform any systematic analysis on these student records, but the athletic coaches 

referred to this data to insure that students were eligible to play sports. Nevertheless, in the 

Ware Public Schools there was no formal tracking system in place in the district for students 

who had ceased to participate in school programs. 

4. 	The district actively encourages student attendance in conformity with their policies and 

expectations. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, the district had clear attendance policies, which were in all 

student and staff handbooks. When students were absent at the elementary school calls home 

to students’ parents occurred on a daily basis. At the high school level, the guidance 

department contacted parents and guardians when a student was absent three or more days in 

a row. 

5. 	 The district collects and uses data on: 

a. 	 student attendance and evaluates the effects of student attendance on performance and 

achievement, and 

b. 	staff attendance and evaluates the effects of staff attendance on staff performance and 

student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: During the period under examination, the district maintained records in regards to 

student and staff attendance, but there was no analysis or action taken as a result of the 

collected data. The district had a high level of participation on the MCAS test. However, in 

Ware there was no analysis of staff or student attendance as related to student performance 

data. 

Administrators explained that there was no evaluation or discussion relative to the poor 

attendance rate of the staff. During a review of randomly sampled personnel files it was 

discovered that there was a teacher who, after 27 years in the system, started the 2003-2004 

school year with only 33 days available for sick leave despite accruing them at a rate of 15 
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days per year. There was no indication that this teacher had had any long-term illness or that 

any steps had been taken by the administration to address this issue. 

6. 	 The district maintains clear and accurate records on: 

a. 	 student waivers for LEP and ALT status for MCAS assessment; and 

b. 	 waivers for staff regarding certification and progress toward certification. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district had very low numbers of LEP 

students and rarely sought waivers for them. In addition, only two alternate assessments 

(ALT) were given during the 2003 MCAS testing session. Between 2000-2003, the district 

had between five and seven members of staff using certification waivers. During the 2003

2004 school year this number was reduced to two staff members using certification waivers. 

7. 	The district focuses on and improves educational outcomes, including English language 

proficiency for all English language learners  (ELL) and: 

a. 	maintains clear, accurate, program and individual records of all English language 

learners; 

b. 	annually reviews disaggregated data from standardized tests, attendance, suspension, 

discipline, and dropout records; and 

c. 	uses data analyses to review programs and services to English language learners and 

focuses on areas of needed improvement. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the period under review, in Ware, due to the small number of students in the 

ELL category, the district did not keep records specific to their progress at it relates to their 

ELL status. In the EQA’s interviews and the district’s documentation it was revealed that 

these students were monitored in the same way as any other student and provided appropriate 

services as required. However, there was no evidence in the Ware Public Schools of an 

annual review of disaggregated student data by the district. This disproportionately impacted 

the small racial and educational subgroups in the school system.  
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Standard 3. EVALUATION PROCESSES: The district uses student assessment data in its 

development and usage of school, program, and personnel evaluation.  The evaluation process 

focuses on accountability for administrators, teachers, and staff, and one of the goals of the 

process is the improvement of achievement for all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 During the period under examinations, the district had no process to regularly monitor 

programs for quality, adequacy, and effectiveness, until 2002-2003. 

Indicators: 

1. The district employs a system of: 

a. school evaluation that focuses on accountability for administrators; 

b. program evaluation that focuses on accountability for administrators and staff; and 

c. personnel evaluation that focuses on accountability for administrators, teachers, and staff. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: According to administrators, for the period under review, there was no system of 

school evaluation. In 2002, the high school began a self-evaluation process as part of their 

decennial New England Association of Schools and Colleges (NEASC) review. In 2003, all 

grade K-12 schools were starting the NEASC accreditation process. However, little 

documentation was submitted to the EQA examiners in this area, except for the 1994 

NEASC report. 

There was little systematic program evaluation except for special programs, such as Title I 

and the 21st Century grant. The building principals stated in the interviews that they did not 

know what was happening in other schools until the second semester of 2001-2002 school 

year. Preliminary discussions on vertical program articulation between grades had begun in 

the 2002-2003 academic year. 

There was a system of personnel evaluation, but it was not implemented consistently across 

the district. The EQA’s interviews revealed that no personnel evaluations were completed in 

2002-2003. The files reviewed by the EQA presented evidence that indicated that personnel 
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evaluations were completed inconsistently at the high school level. The district’s 

administrators’ evaluations were completed consistently for the years under review. In 2002

2003, the director of instruction and special services/acting superintendent was not evaluated 

in 2002-2003. 

2. 	The results of the district’s program evaluation are analyzed and used to inform needed 

changes or modifications in the district’s programs and services that would most likely result 

in improved student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Where evaluations were sparsely completed (for Title I and the 21st Century grant 

only), the results were analyzed and used to modify programmatic delivery. However, the 

evaluation of programs, such as guidance and health services were not historically 

completed, but a plan was developed to put programs on a five-tier/year review cycle. 

3. 	 There is an ongoing process to: 

a. monitor; and 

b. 	 evaluate the quality, adequacy, and effectiveness of the curriculum and instructional 

programs. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: According to the EQA’s interviews and document review, there was no process to 

regularly monitor programs for quality, adequacy, and effectiveness until 2002-2003. A 

curricular review process was developed and implementation was scheduled to begin in the 

2003-2004 school year. 

4. 	 The district’s evaluation procedure for administrators complies with the requirements of the 

Massachusetts Education Reform Act. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In Ware, there was a district evaluation procedure in place for the district’s 

administrators. This evaluation procedure involved goal-setting processes that included mid
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year progress meetings in January. Between 2000-2003, these evaluations were done on an 

annual basis. 

5. 	The district’s evaluation procedure for teachers complies with the requirements of the 

Education Reform Act. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, the district had evaluation procedures for teachers that met 

the requirements of the Massachusetts Education Reform Act. However, these faculty 

evaluation procedures were not implemented consistently across the district. For example, in 

the 24 teacher personnel files that were randomly selected and reviewed by the EQA, 25% of 

the faculty evaluations were not completed in a timely manner.  

6. 	 In order to improve achievement for all students, the district uses disaggregated assessment 

scores to: 

a. 	 evaluate specific aspects of achievement, so that data can be analyzed to identify specific 

strengths and weaknesses in curriculum and instruction; 

b. 	 set priorities for professional development; and 

c. 	 reallocate resources to improve achievement levels for all student populations. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: There was no analysis of MCAS test assessments in the district prior to 2002

2003 except at the high school level. There was little evidence of any systematic standardized 

testing across district levels for a majority of the time under examination. There was no 

district professional development plan between 2000-2003. A district-wide professional 

development committee was formed during the 2002-2003 school year. The district’s 

professional development documentation found in personnel files demonstrated that 

professional development activities in the Ware Public School were selected randomly and 

did not address necessary student achievement or fundamental district needs in math, the use 

of data analysis, or curriculum development. Furthermore, the EQA found no evidence that 

during the period under examination that budget or other resource allocations were 

completed based on disaggregated student achievement data. 
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Domain B. Curriculum and Instruction 

Standards  Indicators  
Domain B - Curriculum & Instruction 
S4 - Curriculum 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S5 - Instruction:  Expectations & Policies 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S6 - Access To Quality Education Programs 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S7 - Professional Development & Training 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

1 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

2 

0 
0 
0 
1 

0 
0 
0 
1 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

3 

0 
0 
0 
1 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
0 
1 

4 

0 
0 
0 
1 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
0 
1 

5 6 7 8 9 10 Total 

0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
0 1 1 N/A N/A N/A 2 
1 0 0 N/A N/A N/A 2 
0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A 3 

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

0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 
1 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A 2 
0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A 3 
0 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A 1 

0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
1 1 0 N/A N/A N/A 4 
0 0 1 N/A N/A N/A 3 

Standard 4. CURRICULUM: The district and each of its schools and programs utilize 

curricula that are aligned with the state curriculum frameworks in the core academic subjects of 

English Language Arts (ELA), mathematics, science and technology, history and social science, 

and world languages. The curricula are current, academically sound, and clearly understood by 

all who administer and teach in the district. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 In the Ware Public Schools, during a majority of the period under examination, the district 

did not have a formal, district-wide curriculum or curriculum guides. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district met the state requirements for instructional time in each of 

its content areas. 
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Indicators: 

1. A curriculum leader is assigned to and active in every school in the district. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the period under examination, the district did not have a director of 

curriculum whose solitary responsibility was for curriculum. However, the district did hire a 

curriculum and grant administrator in July of 2002. Prior to that time, the principals were 

responsible for coordinating the curriculum in their schools, but without any district-wide 

coordination. In Ware, between 2000-2002, several different curricula were being utilized in 

the schools. 

2. Teachers in all of the district’s schools: 

a. have access to the current curriculum; 

b. are trained in their use; and 

c. are expected to use them in planning and delivering instruction. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: During a majority of the period under examination, the district did not have a 

formal, district-wide curriculum. In 2003, the teachers were provided with the state 

curriculum frameworks, and began establishing local curriculum benchmarks. Since 

receiving the curriculum frameworks, teachers were expected to cite them in their lesson 

plans. In that one school year of the four under review by the EQA, the school administrators 

checked these citations periodically. 

3. The district has an established, well-documented process involving teachers in the annual 

review and/or revision of curriculum based on the analyses of results of standardized tests.  

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: In the Ware Public Schools, it was only an emerging practice in the final year 

under review to involve teachers in annual revisions of the curriculum and the district began 

to have curriculum committees in 2003. These committees included teachers and 

administrators from various grade levels. During these meetings student assessment data was 
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used to determine areas of weakness within the various ‘district curricula,’ but this process 

was not well documented. Furthermore, there was no formal, district-wide curriculum in 

Ware between 2000-2002. 

4. Modifications and/or revisions to curricula are: 

a. 	evaluated for their effectiveness in improving equitable student achievement for all 

student populations; and 

b. 	 revised as necessary and disseminated to staff. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under review, the district did not have a formal, district-wide 

curriculum. 

5. 	 The district regularly implements an established, well-documented process to ensure: 

a. horizontal instructional program articulation throughout the system; and 

b. 	 alignment with the state curriculum frameworks across all Grades PreK-12. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: In 2003, the district disseminated to staff the curriculum documents that were 

created as an emerging practice. For the majority of the period under review, the district did 

not have formal written curriculum guides for the various subject areas. 

That same year, the district implemented common planning time for teachers in grades 7-8 

and at the high school. Teachers met as teams, which were comprised of teachers from the 

same grade levels. The goal was to allow for teachers to discuss curriculum, which would in 

turn lead to horizontal articulation across grade levels. 

Also in 2003, the district provided copies of the state curriculum frameworks to all of its 

teachers. The current curriculum under development was being aligned to these frameworks. 

The textbook series purchased were selected based on their alignment to the state curriculum 
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frameworks. Between 2000-2002, the district did not have a district-wide curriculum that was 

aligned to the state frameworks. 

6. Instructional time in each content area: 

a. 	 meets state requirements at each level; and 

b. 	meets the educational needs of students as determined through an analysis of student 

achievement data. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under examination, the district met the state requirements for 

instructional time in each of its content areas. In the 2002-2003 school year, instructional 

time was changed for some subject areas based on the analysis of student achievement data. 

For instance, double blocks of math were instituted. This took place mid-year in 2003 as a 

result of the district’s previous MCAS test scores. 

7. 	 Staffing levels are adequate to deliver the district’s curriculum to all students and student 

subgroups. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In Ware, principals indicated in interviews with the EQA that staffing levels were 

generally adequate across the school system. Some administrators indicated that they did not 

have sufficient staff members to address the needs of the special education students. This was 

reflected in the low performance of special education students on the MCAS test, between 

2000-2003. 
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Standard 5. INSTRUCTION: EXPECTATIONS AND POLICIES: The district uses the 

analysis of student achievement data to develop policies and documents that express high 

expectations for student achievement, the employment of quality faculty and staff, and clear 

expectations of the use of effective instructional methods strategies and practices to teach all 

students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 During the period under review, the EQA found no documentation that the district held the 

district’s administrators accountable for improving student achievement. 

• 	 For a majority of the period under examination, the district did not use data to inform 

instructional practices. 

• 	 The district leadership had problems hiring and maintaining highly qualified staff members 

in the school system. 

Indicators: 

1. 	 The district has implemented instructional programs that: 

a. 	 are designed to meet the assessed needs of its students; and 

b. 	 include the practices, resources, and procedures needed to support the 


 instructional programs.


EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the period under examination, the district did not have a formal instructional 

plan. The current practice of many of the staff members, as determined by both the EQA 

observations and interviews with district administrators, was a teacher-centered and lecture-

style instructional model. The EQA observed through student assessment data in math that 

this instructional approach might not be meeting the assessed needs of the district’s students 

as indicated by the district’s low math scores on the MCAS test. 
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2. 	 Improving and/or sustaining student achievement is the shared responsibility of: 

a. the district; 

b. 	 each of its schools; 

c. the students; 

d. 	 their parents; and 

e. the community. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, the EQA found no documentary facts or evidence in 

interviews that the district held any of the constituent parties or district stakeholders 

accountable for improving student achievement. 

3. 	 The district has allocated sufficient instructional time in the core content areas to promote 

academic achievement and a level of proficiency for all students. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: During the period under examination, the district, based on some analysis of 

student achievement data, instituted double blocks of math instruction. However, this only 

occurred mid-year, in early 2003, and all students have yet to reach an acceptable level of 

proficiency. Furthermore, the district did not use data to inform instructional practices.  

4. 	 The district employs highly qualified faculty that are certified in the area(s) of their primary 

assignment or responsibility. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district had difficulties hiring and maintaining highly qualified staff 

especially in the areas of math and science. At the time of the EQA examination, it was noted 

that 97 teachers were certified in the areas to which they were assigned, six teachers were 

teaching out of their certified areas at least 20% of the time, and seven teachers held no 

certification. In 2003, there were two staff members on waivers and two vice-principals 
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awaiting administrative certification. The district had a predominantly veteran staff in place 

with significant ties to the local community. 

5. 	 District employment policies and practices identify, and encourage skilled, highly qualified 

personnel to be appointed to and remain in the district’s employ.  

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, the district had policies and practices in place, which 

emphasized the hiring of higher qualified and skilled staff members. However, the district 

had a difficult time attracting and maintaining highly qualified personnel. Overall, the 

district’s salaries were relatively low among school districts in the area, despite being slightly 

higher for the first two-three years of employment the salaries overtime averaged lower. 

Historically, the documentation indicated that teachers often began their careers in the Ware 

Public Schools and then moved on to other districts. The district rewarded paraprofessional 

teachers who obtained an associates degree (or better) by giving them an additional stipend 

every year. 

STANDARD 6. ACCESS TO QUALITY EDUCATION PROGRAMS: District and school 

policies and practices require all faculty, staff and students to be in attendance. Retention, 

suspension, transition management, and dropout prevention policies and programs encourage and 

support equitable participation in quality educational programs for all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district had high rates of student absenteeism at the high school and 

high numbers of transient students.  

• 	 At Ware High School, for three of the years under examination, the school had high rates of 

student suspensions. 
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Indicators: 

1. 	 District and school policies and practices require all staff and students to be in attendance. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In Ware, school committee policies were in place that stated that students were to 

be in attendance on a daily basis. During the 2002-2003 school year, the district’s data 

showed that members of the teaching staff were out of the classroom an average of 9.1 days 

per year. Student attendance at the high school was below both the state and district’s 

averages (92.4%). However, in Ware, parents were notified if a student was absent for three 

to four days in succession. In the past, parents were called if a student was absent at all. 

Budget cutbacks that prompted the termination of two secretarial positions made this no 

longer possible for the district. 

2. 	 The district has well-documented policies and practices that support equitable participation in 

quality educational programs for all students. The policies, procedures and practices address: 

a. 	 transition management; and 

b. dropout prevention. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: There was significant mobility in the student population throughout the system. 

High school officials stated that during the past three years there has been an average of 350 

students moving into and out of the school per year. Since the beginning of this school year, 

according to school data, there were 100 students who had either entered or left the high 

school. 

When students indicated they were leaving the school the guidance department met with the 

student and family and discussed the General Education (GED) program offered by the 

Town. The district also started a program with Pathfinder Vocational School attempting to 

build flexible schedules for students who otherwise would not attend school. In 2003, two 

students had opted for this. The EQA found that the district had a 7.0% dropout rate 

compared to the state dropout rate of 3.5%. 
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3. 	 The district has well-documented policies and practices that support equitable participation in 

quality educational programs for all students that address: 

a. 	 high expectations for all students; 

b. 	 participation in challenging courses; 

c. 	 support for students to remain in and succeed in quality programs; and 

d. 	 equitable participation in advanced and AP-type courses. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district’s expectations for all students’ learning were that the Ware Public 

Schools would meet the individual educational needs of all the students. However, during the 

period under investigation the MCAS test scores of the district’s special education students 

were significantly lower then their state and district counterparts. The district offered a wide 

range of courses to high school students, but there were only two advanced placement (AP) 

courses. 

The two advanced placement courses that were offered in ELA, were begun in 2003. The 

district made some educational improvements at the high school level through the Virtual 

High School program hosted in the high school library. The continued use of the Virtual 

High School program made it possible for increased course selection in the future. However, 

there was limited participation in the advanced placement courses even though it was open to 

all juniors and seniors. Furthermore, the high school attendance policy allowed for nine 

student absences per course and coupled with the poor teacher attendance rates this presented 

a staff and student attendance concern in the district. Administrators also reported that 

qualified substitutes were difficult to find and employ, which impacted student participation 

in certain subject areas. 
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4. 	 The district has well-documented policies and practices that respond to student behavior and 

support student needs in an equitable manner. The policies, procedures, and practices address 

issues in the areas of: 

a. retention; and 

b. suspension/exclusion.

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: In Ware, the student retentions were based on teacher recommendations at the 

elementary level and by the number of credits earned at the high school level. The district 

retention rates were higher then state average rates, 4.6% of the students were retained in the 

district compared to an average of 2.5% student retained statewide. The district’s suspensions 

rates of 13.3% of the students suspended per year were much higher then state’s average of 

5.2% of the students suspended per year. The three-year rate for Ware High School was high 

at 26.2% students suspended per year. 

5. 	 The district has policies and programs in place to address the needs of transient or mobile 

students, which promotes their involvement in high quality and challenging programs.  

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, the district had extremely high rates of student transience. 

Administrators stated that during the time under investigation approximately 350 students 

either entered or left the high school in a given school year. Incoming students in Ware were 

scheduled into appropriate classes and grades upon entering the district. The faculty and staff 

were made aware of any student issues that needed to be addressed, such as medical, 

emotional, or behavioral issues. Students’ Individual Education Plans (IEPs) in Ware were 

addressed and the district’s faculty and staff designated coursework. The district did not have 

any kind of mentor system for newly enrolled students. 
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6. 	The district has policies and practices that assign faculty to students and courses that 

maximize all faculty talents and skills and promote high levels of student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: In the Ware Public Schools, during the period under examination, it was not the 

formal practice or policy of the district to assign teachers and courses to students to 

maximize their educational needs, capitalize on teacher talents, or promote higher student 

achievement. The EQA found no documentation or evidence from interviews that indicated 

the district formally considered these matters. 

Standard 7. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING: The district has 

adopted and implemented a Professional Development Plan developed through the analyses of 

data for all administrators, teachers, and other professional staff, paraprofessionals and teacher 

assistants, and professional support teams 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 For the majority of the period under examination, the district did not have a district-wide 

professional development plan and the limited professional development offerings were not 

informed by student assessment data. 

• 	 The Ware Public Schools, between 2000-2003, did not have a teacher mentoring program. 

Indicators: 

1. 	The district ensures that every school in the district has identified its professional 

development needs. The district has developed and implemented a professional development 

plan to address these identified needs for all: 

a. principals;

b. Teachers; and 

c. 	 other professional staff, including paraprofessionals and teacher assistants. 

EQA Rating: Poor 
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Evidence: The district did not, for the majority of the period under examination, have a 

district-wide professional development plan. In the Ware Public Schools, schools would 

individually determine the nature of the professional development offerings. These 

professional development opportunities were based on limited and uncoordinated teacher and 

staff requests. 

2. 	 The district updates its Professional Development Plan annually and sets forth a budget for 

professional development within the confines of the foundation budget. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the period under review, the district set aside funds in its foundation budget 

for professional development. The data provided by the DOE indicated that Ware was 

slightly below the state’s average percentages for actual spending as a percentage of 

foundation budget in professional development. Further, the EQA team had some concerns 

about whether these professional development funds were being spent in a systematic and 

coordinated manner district-wide. 

3. 	 The district’s Professional Development program is informed by the following: 

a. 	 analysis of student assessment data disaggregated by student subgroup populations; 

b. 	 evaluation results of programs and services; and 

c. evaluations of professional staff and administrators. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under review, the district did not have a formal, district-wide, 

professional development plan. The professional development activities that took place in 

schools were not typically based upon an analysis of student assessment data. In addition, 

student assessment data was not looked at in a disaggregated form, and did not take into 

account the various student subgroups, such special education and FRL/Y students. The 

district did not, as a general practice, evaluate its programs or services. Consequently, this 

type of program evaluation information was not used to influence the choices made regarding 

professional development for the district. Overall, the district has not kept up with 
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evaluations for its staff members. This type of personnel evaluation information was also not 

used to inform the choices made about professional development for the district. 

4. 	The district’s Professional Development programs include training in the teaching of the 

curriculum frameworks, participatory decision-making, community and parental 

involvement, and other skills required for the effective implementation of education reform. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: In the Ware Public Schools, for the period under review, the district did not have a 

coordinated professional development program. Since 2003, the district provided 

professional development activities to train staff on using the state curriculum frameworks. 

The district also provided common planning time to allow teachers to look at the 

frameworks. However, the district had not trained people effectively on issues related to 

education reform in Massachusetts. In fact, interviews with district administrators revealed 

that many of the parties in the district, including the school committee, administrators, and 

teachers were unaware of many the basic requirements of the education reform law. 

5. 	 The district’s Professional Development Plan and programs include: data analysis skills for 

staff, accommodations for diverse styles of learning, and are aligned with the District 

Curriculum Accommodation Plan. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Only in 2003, did the district begin to make preliminary efforts to analyze student 

assessment data. In that year, the district staff members were trained in examining student 

data, specifically item analysis, looking for trends, and identifying areas of academic 

weakness. However, the district did not look at data as it related to subgroups and created a 

district curriculum accommodation plan (DCAP) in 2002. 

6. 	Administrators and teachers advance their knowledge and skills on a regular basis by 

enrolling in courses that are directly related to their professional assignments. 

EQA Rating: Poor 
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Evidence: The district offered free access to some courses on-line through the French River 

Collaborative. The Ware Public Schools also offered only partial tuition reimbursement for 

courses that were directly related to their professional assignments. Interviews with district 

administrators indicated that few teachers have availed themselves of the district’s 

professional development offerings. 

7. 	 The district’s Professional Development Plan is implemented to address and sustain the goals 

identified in the District Improvement Plan and individual School Improvement Plans. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The district did not, until late in the final year under review, have a district-wide 

professional development plan. Consequently, it was not aligned with district and school 

goals and improvement plans. 

Domain C: Student Academic and Support Services

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
D

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 
1 1 1 1 1 0 0 5 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Standards Indicators Total 
omain C - Academic Support Services 

S8 - Student Academic Support Services 
Excellent N/A N/A N/A 
Satisfactory N/A N/A N/A 
Poor N/A N/A N/A 
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A 

Standard 8. STUDENT ACADEMIC SUPPORT SERVICES: The district provides 

appropriate academic support services in ELA, math, and other core content areas for students 

that are not meeting state performance expectations. The district engages in a comprehensive 

analysis of the results from student performance assessments and student needs in order to 

determine the content and scope of academic support services that are offered. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 For the period under examination, the district did not have a District Curriculum 

Accommodation Plan (DCAP). 
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• 	 Prior to the 2002-2003 school year, the Ware Public School’s district-wide and community-

wide practice for special education students was to attempt to place a majority of these 

students out of the district. 

• 	 The district’s documentation indicated that Ware’s Individual Student Success Plans (ISSPs) 

were complete and had the appropriate requirements as mandated by the state’s regulations.    

Indicators: 
1. 	The district has adopted and is implementing a District Curriculum Accommodation Plan 

(DCAP), which may be a component of the District Improvement Plan (DIP), to assist 

principals in ensuring that all efforts have been made to meet students’ needs in regular 

education. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the first two years under review, the district did not have a district curriculum 

accommodation plan. A DCAP was created in the 2002-2003 school year and was comprised of 

the district’s individual school improvement plans. Nonetheless, this development of a DCAP 

was for only second half of the period under examination. 

2. 	 The district has a DCAP that is designed to assist the regular classroom teacher in: 

a. 	analyzing and accommodating diverse learning styles of all students in the regular 

classroom; and  

b. 	 providing appropriate services and support within the regular education program. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: In the 2002-2003 school year, in the newly developed DCAP each school 

described instructional alternatives to assist the classroom teachers. However, this DCAP 

(developed in 2002-2003) did not detail strategies around analyzing and accommodating 

diverse learning styles. However, in Ware, there was appropriate teachers’ support provided 

as evidenced by the high number (27) of instructional aides in the district. 
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3. 	 Components of the DCAP include the following: 

a. 	 direct and systematic instruction in reading; 

b. 	 provision of services to address the needs of students whose behavior may interfere with 

learning; 

c. provisions encouraging teacher mentoring and collaboration and parental involvement; 

and 

d. 	 assistance to classroom teachers, such as professional development, to help them analyze 

and accommodate the needs of students. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: In Ware, between 2000-2003, there was a central reading component at the 

elementary level. Title I funding was the basis for this, and there was a newly adopted 

reading series in place. A number of assessment tools were included in this, such as Reading 

Recovery in Grade 1, also there were Title I reading services at the middle school as stated in 

the 2002-2003 DCAP. 

There was an alternative class that was located off-site from 2000-2003 and was moved to 

the high school thereafter, which served about ten students. This program was initiated in the 

fall of 2003. According to school officials, there were many students with emotional 

problems in the district as a result of domestic violence and child abuse.  

In the district, there was no formal, district-wide teacher mentoring program. Each principal 

could address faculty mentoring within his/her own building. Parental involvement was 

minimal at the middle and high school levels, but this involvement was considered by district 

officials to be much higher in the elementary school level. The high school had a homework 

hotline for parents, but according to the high school officials it was not used very often. 

There were small pockets of professional development work being done in some schools. In 

the 2002-2003 school year, there was a system-wide committee that was beginning to work 

on a professional plan. All staff had professional development plans, but they were not tied to 

any district-wide plan or coordination. 
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The special education services were offered according to an out-placement model. The 

central office administration stated that there was little interaction between the classroom 

teacher and the special education teachers and, based on interviews, when an inclusion model 

was discussed it meant that the special education teacher essentially acted as a 

paraprofessional. Prior to the 2002-2003 school year, the general practice regarding special 

education in the district and community was to attempt to place all special education students 

out of the district. 

4. 	The district engages in a formal, comprehensive analysis of the results from student 

performance assessments and student needs to determine the content and scope of academic 

support services that are offered. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: In Ware, there was little formal analysis of student assessment data and the 

analysis that was present began in 2002-2003. The MCAS test was the only major 

assessment being utilized. The Terra Nova was used at Grade 2, but was dropped along with 

the Stanford Diagnostic Test that was used in some grades during various years. Any analysis 

of student data that was done was accomplished at the school level and was not formal, 

consistent, or coordinated district-wide. During the years under review, while there was no 

systematic approach to the use of data there was some early efforts in the 2003-2004 school 

year to systemically evaluate data and share the information across the district. 

5. 	 Beginning at the Kindergarten level, the district uses data available from classroom teachers 

and standardized tests to: 

a. 	 identify all students who are not meeting grade-level performance expectations; and 

b. 	 provide these students with sufficient supplementary and/or remedial services. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: In the Ware Public Schools, all students were tested in Grade 1 to determine areas 

of strength and weakness. Students in grades 7-8 were tested before entry into high school. 
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This allowed staff to determine the current academic level of the students. During the past 

few years, according to high school officials, it was determined that more than 50% of the 

students were two to three years behind their grade level in both ELA and math. However, 

since the district’s aggregate scores on the ELA MCAS test between 2000 and 2003 

exceeded the state’s averages and the district’s competency determination for the classes of 

2003 and 2004 were also high, the EQA had questions about these assertions.  

There were special education teachers assigned to each grade level K-7 and there were two 

special education teachers at the high school. There were also physical therapy, occupational 

therapy, and speech services throughout the district. The district employed a total of four 

guidance counselors, two school psychologists, and three agency therapists in the schools. 

The district had a Title I program, Reading Recovery, and reading specialists in place. The 

2002-2003 data demonstrates that 62% of the Grade 3 students scored at ‘Proficient’ level 

and 6% at the ‘Warning/Failing’ level. 

6. 	 Early intervention reading programs are provided at the primary level to ensure that by the 

end of Grade 3 students are reading at the Proficiency level on the MCAS test. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In the 2003 administration of the Grade 3 MCAS reading test, 61.6% of the 

district’s students achieved proficiency. This was an improvement when compared with the 

district’s Grade 3 reading results from the previous years, in which 57% of the district’s 

students achieved proficiency in 2002 and 52% in 2001.  

During the period under examination, there were reading intervention programs at the 

primary level. In Ware, both pre-test and post-testing was in place to monitor the advances 

made by all students in the district. The district regularly administered the Developmental 

Reading Assessment (DRA) in grades K-3 to determine students’ reading levels and progress 

towards proficiency. In addition, the Kozial Elementary School implemented the literacy 

collaborative model through grades K-2 and offered Title I instruction and service through 

the Reading Recovery program. 
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7. 	 The district develops Student Success Plans for all students who qualify for them, and the 

Plans contain the components required by statute. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In Ware, during the 2002-2003 school year, the district developed Individual 

Student Success Plans (ISSPs) for all the necessary students. The EQA also found that the 

district’s documentation indicated that these ISSPs were complete and had the appropriate 

requirements as mandated the district’s expectations and the state’s regulations.    
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Domain D: Leadership and Governance

 Standards  

& Organization 

 Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total 
Domain D - Leadership, Governance, 

S9 - Organizational Leadership:  Direction, 

Satisfactory 

Goal Setting, Policies & Planning 
Excellent 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
1 

0 
0 

N/A 
N/A 

0 
0 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

0 
1 

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

S10 - Organizational & Human Resource 

Excellent 
Management 

0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 N/A N/A 1 
Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 N/A N/A 5 
Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 N/A N/A 1 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 N/A N/A 1 

Standard 9. ORGANIZATIONAL LEADERSHIP: DIRECTION, GOAL SETTING, 

POLICIES AND PLANNING: The district and each of its schools and programs implement 

improvement plans that are based on the analysis of recent and long-range student performance 

data. The district provides and maintains thorough, complete, and informative documentation on 

past and current initiatives, practices, policies, procedures, and achievements of the district and 

its students. District leaders provide clear direction for student, school, and district performance.   

Implementation of improvement plans is consistently assessed and modified based on ongoing 

analyses of student achievement data. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 In Ware, between 2000-2003, much of the district leadership, including the school committee 

and administrators were unaware of many the basic requirements of Massachusetts education 

reform. 

• 	 In the Ware Public Schools, until the 2002-2003 school year, the School Improvement Plans 

(SIPs) were not aligned with the district’s mission statement or student assessment data.  

• 	 In Ware, all but one of the district’s administrators was appropriately certified for the 

position that he/she held. 
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• 	 In the Ware Public Schools, the principals’ evaluations did not consistently include goals 

linked to either state assessment results or school improvement plans.  

Indicators: 

1. 	 The district provides and maintains thorough, complete, and informative documentation on 

past and current initiatives, practices, policies, procedures, and achievements of the district 

and its students. This documentation is accessible and well organized. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: According to interviews with school committee members, the district had a policy 

manual that was updated regularly. However, there was little documentation of past 

initiatives, practices, or achievements of the district or its students. The district’s procedures 

were delineated in district handbooks, school committee meetings were televised, and the 

evaluation procedures were well documented. 

2. 	 The District Improvement Plan (DIP) incorporates the district’s vision and mission statement, 

and the analysis of student achievement data drives the development, implementation, and 

modification of educational programs, services, and practices. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, the DIP incorporated the district’s mission, but not the full 

district vision statement in Ware. The draft of the district improvement plan from 2002-2003 

indicated an awareness of student achievement data and its impact on the development, 

implementation, or modification of programs, services, and practices. However, in the Ware 

Public Schools, student assessment data were not used to inform or develop modifications in 

the school system’s educational programs. 
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3. 	The school improvement plan (SIP) for every school is aligned with the district’s mission 

statement and the analysis of student achievement data drives the development, 

implementation, modification of educational programs, services, and practices.   

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The 2002-2003 SIPs demonstrated some awareness of the student achievement 

data and their impact on programs, services, and practices. However, this was not the case in 

the previous years under examination. Also, in the earlier years under review, the SIPs were 

not aligned with the district’s mission statement or student achievement data, until the 2002

2003 school year. 

4. 	 District leaders monitor student achievement data throughout the year, considering the goals 

identified in the DIP and individual SIPs and implements programs, policies, and services 

that are most likely to result in improved student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: District leaders did not monitor student achievement data throughout the years 

under examination. There were changes between 2001-2003 that began the focus of district 

work on addressing student achievement and its correlation to the DIP, the SIPs, and the 

accompanying programs, policies, and services. However, in earlier district and school plans 

the focus was on peripheral issues, such as playgrounds, playing fields, and supplementary 

materials. 

5. 	 All of the district’s administrators are appropriately certified in their area(s) of responsibility. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: For the period under review, all of the district’s administrators were certified 

except for the new school business manager who was appointed in April of 2003 and was 

working towards licensure. 
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6. 	 The leadership reports annually to the school committee, staff, and community concerning 

the extent to which the implementation of the DIP and SIPs have or have not resulted in 

improved student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: In Ware, the annual reports were written for the Town Report by each of the 

district administrators. These reports did not specifically address the DIP and SIPs nor did 

they address issues and data related to student achievement. The school committee’s 

meetings were televised to the community and communication to the town increased, 

between 2000-2003. 

7. 	The superintendent is evaluated annually on the districts state assessment results and 

implementation of the DIP. This performance evaluation serves as the basis for improving 

the future job performance of the superintendent. 

EQA Rating: N/A 

Evidence: N/A (For a majority of the time under examination the district had ad interim 

superintendents.) 

8. 	 Principals are evaluated annually on school state assessment results and the implementation 

of their respective SIPs. These performance evaluations serve as the basis for improving 

future job performance of the principals. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, the EQA found that in the district’s documentation and in 

interviews, that the principals were evaluated annually based on the district’s limited 

statement of goals. However, the evaluations did not regularly include either state assessment 

results or the appropriate school improvement plans. 
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Standard 10. ORGANIZATIONAL AND HUMAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT: The 

district has organizational structures, policies, collective bargaining agreements, procedures, and 

practices with clear lines of authority, responsibility, and accountability. Teacher 

retention/turnover rates are within reason. Together, these elements promote efficient and 

effective district operation and facilitate achievement for all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 In 2002, the district developed a district-wide teacher mentoring plan, which was never 

implemented. 

• 	 In the Ware Public Schools, the EQA team found that personnel files and staff and faculty 

records were up to date, well maintained, and accurate.   

Indicators: 
1. 	The superintendent, in regular meetings with administrators and members of the school 

committee, develops a coherent vision statement and DIP designed to achieve it. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s mission statement was included in materials for NEASC review and 

the strategic plans. However, no vision statement was available, but there was a philosophy 

statement in the district’s policy manual. A strategic plan that was developed in 2000 and 

redrafted in 2003 was designed to achieve goals in the district’s mission statement. 

2. 	 The superintendent delegates the educational and operational management of the schools to 

the building principals and program directors. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The high school principal and director of instruction both served as the acting 

superintendent during the period between 2001-2003. The EQA’s interviews with district 

officials revealed that these two acting superintendent’s delegated tasks to others in the 

district. However, generally, the Ware Public Schools had a de-centralized leadership and 

organizational structure. District officials stated that the district’s organizational structure 
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was not a product of careful planning, but rather a result of district officials serving as ad 

interim superintendents for several of the years under examination.    

3. 	 The district leaders ensure that: 

a. 	 all principals have an opportunity to discuss published policies and district improvement 

plans; and 

b. 	 the district uses system-wide and intra-district communication systems to keep all faculty 

and staff well informed and to provide avenues for response. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district leadership ensured that principals were included in policy discussions 

with the school committee, as well as being included in the process that developed the district 

improvement plan. Faculty meetings, with central office personnel in attendance, were used 

to keep faculty informed and involved with district matters. The EQA team observed that the 

campus setting of the three schools in Ware aided in the process of system-wide 

communication. 

4. 	The district publishes a current organizational chart that indicates clear lines of 

responsibility. Job descriptions for all personnel on the organizational chart are published and 

available to all faculty and staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: A current organizational chart for the district between 2000-2003 was available, 

but was somewhat unclear in its delineation of authority and responsibilities. However, this 

document had been revised and redrawn to reflect recent changes in the school district. Job 

descriptions for the various positions in the district were available, completed, and reviewed 

by the EQA team. There was no process to ensure that the organizational chart was published 

and available to all the faculty and staff, but it was accessible at the central office.    
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5. 	 The district has a process for the recruitment and hiring of staff, which involves appropriate 

administrative and staff participation.  The process is perceived as fair and open and focuses 

on identifying and acquiring the most qualified individuals for each position. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Recruitment efforts in Ware were addressed through advertising in local 

newspapers. District-wide committees were involved in the hiring process and job 

descriptions were used in the interviewing process. There was no specific program or 

practice to address the need to attract better-qualified math and science personnel. In a 

review of personnel files it was noted the staff needed to re-apply for some positions within 

the district. 

6. 	The district ensures that all personnel records are carefully compiled, maintained, and 

available to all appropriate faculty and staff. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: The personnel records reviewed by the EQA team demonstrated that the records 

and files were very well maintained and included data on attendance, professional 

development activities, and staff and faculty evaluations. 

7. 	The district actively undertakes efforts to provide teachers new to the district and to the 

profession with coaches and mentors in their respective roles. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: In the Ware Public Schools, a mentoring plan was developed in 2002, but not 

implemented. The district received a grant to address faculty mentoring and ended up 

returning the money to the state, because it was never completely implemented. The faculty 

mentoring that did occur in the district was only conducted building-to-building and on an 

informal basis. 
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8. 	The district routinely recognizes the accomplishments of its professional and support staff 

and has low rates of employee turnover, especially among qualified staff with professional 

status. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district did not have a formal plan to address and acknowledge the 

accomplishments of the district’s staff. Paraprofessionals were given an extra $1,000 for 

holding an Associates Degree. Some opportunities were available for professional 

development and training, but were not based any organized professional development plan 

and the district only offered partial reimbursement for coursework. The pay scale was 

comparable to, or better than, the surrounding districts and communities at the beginning 

steps of district service, but not at the top of the service scale. 
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Domain E: Business and Financial Management 

Standards  
Domain E - Business & 
 Financial Management 

  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total 

Satisfactory 

S11 - Budget Preparation & Development 
Excellent 

1 
0 

0 
0 

1 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

3 
0 

Poor 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 4 
Unsatisfactory 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 3 

S12 - Financial & Capital Asset Management 
Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
Satisfactory 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 
Poor 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 5 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

Ware’s Chapter 70 Funding and Net School Spending FY1993 to 2003: For the 11-year 

period since the Massachusetts Education Reform Act, FY1993 to FY2003, Ware met the state 

mandated Net School Spending Requirement. For the period between FY1993 and FY2003, 

Chapter 70 Aid to Ware increased 163.2% (from $2,657,964 to $6,995,285). Ware’s Required 

Local Contribution increased 40.6% (from $2,590,956 to $3,643,152). However, Ware’s Actual 

Local Contribution to meet the Net School Spending Requirement for the same time period 

increased 310.6% (from $2,590,956 to $$10,638,437). For the period since the Education 

Reform Act, Ware received a total of $55,622,360 in Chapter 70 Aid and was required to raise 

locally $34,729,514. From 2000 to 2003, Chapter 70 Aid was $27,102,403 and the Required 

Local Contribution was $14,395,890. For the period between FY1993 and FY2003, Ware’s 

foundation enrollment increased 14.0% and its student headcount decreased 1.5%.  Between 

FY2000 and FY2003, its foundation enrollment decreased 0.3% and its student headcount 

decreased 6.4%. 

Standard 11. BUDGET PREPARATION AND DEVELOPMENT: The district has a budget 

preparation and development process that ensures full consideration and effective use of 

available resources essential for district and school operations focused on student achievement. 

The school committee, superintendent, administrators, faculty, staff, parents, and members of the 

community meet their responsibility to ensure that the school budget and appropriation meet the 

educational and achievement needs of all students. 
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Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district did not have a clear, well-documented, or systemic analysis 

of student performance data and budget decisions were not based on student assessment data. 

• 	 In Ware, there was little history of a linkage between the budget process and the district 

improvement plans, long-term goals, and action plans. 

• 	 In the Ware Public Schools, during the time under examination, the administration did not 

have reviews connected to the budget process for determining the cost effectiveness of 

programs, initiatives, and activities. 

• 	 According to the financial reports from the Department of Education (DOE), the Ware school 

district did not meet state Net School Spending (NSS) between 2000 and 2002. 

Indicators: 

1. 	 There are clear, well-documented procedures for the development of the district’s budget to 

ensure input from all staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In Ware, the budget process began in November and December of each year when 

the business manager sent out budget preparation forms. All staff had an opportunity to 

submit budget requests. In mid-January all budget pieces were then compiled. The 

administration reviewed the district’s strategic plan and priorities, met with all departments, 

and began budget making cuts and appropriations. After the cuts and appropriations were 

made, a final draft of the budget was then submitted to the school committee for any changes 

and their final approval. 

2. 	Relevant budget decisions are premised on a clear, well-documented, systemic analysis of 

student performance data as well as other pertinent information. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 
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Evidence: In Ware, because there was no clear, well-documented, systemic analysis of 

student performance data during the period of examination, the relevant budget decisions 

were not based on this data. 

3. 	The district’s budget process is clear and well -documented and integrates district and school 

improvement plans, long-term goals, and action plans. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: According to administrators, 2003 was the only year the district had a well-

documented budget process, which was integrated with the MCAS test, school improvement 

plans, and long-range strategic plans. In 2000 and 2001, the district integrated some of the 

MCAS test results and school improvement plans into the budget process, but apparently it 

was not carefully documented. During the two years prior, there was little relationship 

between the budget process and improvement plans, long-term goals, and action plans. 

4. 	The district allocates its resources to accomplish targeted initiatives and objectives at the 

district and school levels to improve student achievement for all student populations. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, the district relied on grant funds to address even some vital 

district needs. For example, the 21st Century grant, the Read First grant, and Title I were all 

used by the district to attempt to improve student achievement. In addition, during the time 

under examination, special education scores were lower than that district and state averages 

and no plan was available to address these low scores.  

5. 	 The district, as part of its budget process, implements a review process to determine the cost 

effectiveness of all of its programs, initiatives, and activities. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: In the Ware Public Schools, during the time under examination, the administration 

did not have clearly articulated or systemic reviews connected to the budget process that 

would have determined the cost effectiveness of its programs, initiatives, and activities. After 

two years, the administration looked at all aspects of its 21st Century grant program and 
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determined it was a "nice program, but with no results." The administration also looked at the 

special education out-of-district placement program and decided to put together a program to 

bring students back to the district. However, these two examples were isolated programs and 

the district demonstrated no district-wide policies or practices of using its budget process to 

review the quality or effectiveness of its educational programs.  

6. 	 The district’s budget document is clear, complete, current, and understandable and provides 

accurate information on all fund sources as well as previous history and trends. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: In Ware, its school budget documents were clear with the exception of several 

budgeted items under various categories labeled ‘contingency.’ There was no key in the 

budget document describing exactly what the ‘contingency’ funds were to be used for. The 

budget document did not include funding from all fund sources such as grants, Medicaid, or 

E-RATE. The budget contained the previous year's budget appropriations, as well as the 

increases and decreases from the previous year. Although there was no multi-year capital 

budget plan for capital improvements, the facilities director did have a list of all capital 

maintenance needs with their costs. 

7. 	The budget and district’s expenditures are adequate to provide for appropriate levels of 

staffing, professional development, materials, supplies, and equipment. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The staff interviewed by the EQA team indicated that the budgeted funds were 

adequate to provide for appropriate levels of staffing, professional development, materials, 

supplies, and equipment. In FY2002 and FY2003, the school department received $6,995,285 

in Chapter 70 Aid and over $1.2 million in grants. Per the administration, previously the 

district had enough materials, supplies, and equipment, but these items were not necessarily 

up-to-date. 
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8. 	 The community provides sufficient financial resources to ensure an educational program of 

quality, as evidenced by a sufficient district revenue levy. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: According to the financial reports from the Department of Education, the Ware 

school district did not meet net school spending from 1998 through 2002 as follows: FY1998 

(-$21,228), FY1999 (-$421,314), FY2000 (-$290,793), FY2001 (-$62,170), and FY2002 (-

$6,993). The school district secured and used grants to make up the necessary differences. 

While district administrators stated they received sufficient funding for supplies and 

textbooks they also explained, "The Town will fund only what they have to," and funds the 

schools at “bare bones.” All staff interviewed by the EQA indicated that the Town would 

only meet the minimum funding contribution. When preparing the budget, cuts were 

generally made to align the district to what the minimum contribution would be. Town and 

school administrators both acknowledged a poor relationship previously existed between 

district and Town government. Recent efforts by the school administration and Town 

administration resulted in improved communications. 

9. 	Financial and audit reports are prepared and submitted in a timely manner to appropriate 

agencies. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: During the period under examination the timeliness of reports was difficult to 

determine in Ware, because of changing staff (a new school business manager and new 

superintendent). While the EQA team observed that last year's End of Year Report was 

submitted in a timely manner, the EQA team also reported that grant funds had not been 

managed in a timely manner, because the school district was still in the process of closing out 

grants from FY2002. The town accountant stated that either grant payments had not been 

submitted in a timely manner or inaccurate reporting resulted in several negative grant 

balances being reported on the Town's outside audit reports for FY2000 and FY2001. 
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Although yearly audit reports were prepared by outside auditors for the Town's records, the 

district’s End of Year Pupil and financial report were only audited in FY2002. 

10. Decisions resulting in changes in budget appropriations are made based on the analysis of 

student data to maximize the opportunities for the achievement of all students. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: According to the administrators, although funds were appropriated to maintain 

low class size during the period under examination and textbooks were purchased with grant 

funds, there were no decisions resulting in changes in budget appropriations based on the 

analysis of data. 

Standard 12. FINANCIAL AND CAPITAL ASSET MANAGEMENT: The district 

maintains adequate accounting and financial reporting procedures. This is done to inform 

district-level and school-level decision-makers to ensure effective and efficient managerial 

control over the use of all funds, to acquire and efficiently manage supplemental funding, and to 

promote student achievement and accountability to the public. The condition, management, and 

maintenance of facilities encourage public support for education and are conducive to promoting 

high levels of student achievement. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 In Ware, between 2000 and 2002, the principals received financial statements on an “as 

needed basis.” 

• 	 During one of the years under examination, one of the ad interim superintendents did not 

possess a basic knowledge of the district’s fiscal affairs.  

• 	 The physical plant and school facilities in the Ware Public Schools were well maintained, 

clean, and safe. 
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Indicators: 

1. 	School committee policies and administrative procedures are clear regarding the processes 

and expectations for expenditures, transfers, and investment of funds with the district’s 

budget and the expenditure of any district funds. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: According to the school committee policy, transfer requests were made by the 

superintendent and approved by the school committee. There were several school committee 

policies related to the expectations for expenditures, including petty cash, expense 

reimbursements, purchasing authority, and payment procedures. According to interviews, it 

was revealed by administrators that the policy was clear, but not necessarily always followed. 

2. 	 Regular, timely, accurate, and complete financial reports are made to the school committee 

and the public. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: During the period under examination, the school committee received financial 

reports on a quarterly basis per the school committee’s policy. Copies were available to the 

public in the superintendent's office. In addition, all school committee meetings were 

televised and reported about in the local newspaper. 

According to the administration, in 2001-2002, the acting superintendent did not know how 

much money was actually available in the budget to spend until a balance was made 

available at the end of the school year. Principals who previously (2000-2002) received 

financial statements on an “as needed basis” now received them on a monthly basis. 

3. 	 Required local, state, and federal financial reports and statements are filed in a timely and 

accurate manner. 

EQA Rating: Poor 
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Evidence: Between 2000-2003, during the period of examination, the staff thought financial 

reports were filed in a timely manner. An independent accountant's report addressing the 

school's End-Of-Year Pupil and Financial Report for FY2002 reported five findings one of 

which addressed the district’s inability to reconcile grant funds properly or timely. Another 

finding addressed the inability of the district to reconcile school system’s expenditures. There 

were no other independent audits of the school's End of Year Report available.  

There were, however, yearly independent audits of the Town's records, which listed all town 

grants including several school department grants that closed the fiscal year with negative 

balances. When the town officials were asked about these negative balances, they stated that 

any deficit must have been either the result of not submitting for grant payment in a timely 

manner or inaccurate reporting.  

The Town officials were also asked about deficit balances for local receipts reported in 

FY1998 (-$190,908), FY1999 (-$309,640), FY2000 (-$279,413), FY2001 (-$395,119) and 

FY2002 (-$279,154) on the End-Of-Year Pupil and Financial report. They stated that these 

figures must have been reported incorrectly on the End of Year Report, because there were 

no such deficits in those years. In addition, $198,134 of expenses was reported in fiscal year 

2000 for ‘other federal grants’ on the End-Of-Year Pupil and Financial Report, with no 

related revenue reported. Further, there was no written agreement for reporting municipal 

expenditures on behalf of the school department on the End-Of-Year Pupil and Financial 

Report. The supporting documents for all charge backs in the years under examination were 

not available except for in the last fiscal year. 

4. 	The district uses efficient accounting technology that integrates district-level financial 

information with the financial information of each school, and allows financial managers and 

principals to accurately track spending against the budget on a regular basis. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s accounting technology integrated district-level financial information 

with the financial information of each school, but the process was inefficient and resulted in 

financial statements, which were sometimes behind by four weeks or two payrolls cycles. 
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This occurred because payroll was outsourced to a firm that utilized software that was 

incompatible with the district’s software. In the Ware Public Schools, payroll information 

was inputted into the school district's system according to educational category. Also, 

according the district’s business officials, due to the limitations of the district’s software, the 

full account number and account title could not be displayed on the same report. During the 

period under examination, principals received financial statements on an “as needed basis.” 

5. 	 The district reviews student achievement data and the reviews are reflected in its financial 

decisions. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: In interviews with administrators, the following comments regarding the use of 

student data to inform financial decisions were reported: "In the past, the district looked at 

maintaining class size” however, “the district was never looked at [student data] as a whole" 

and "No one was on the same page" financially or with regards to using data. Other district 

officials reported that, "We need an integration of the three buildings" and on financial 

matters and in the 2003-2004 "We now have looked at achievement data from last year and 

this year." 

6. 	 The district regularly employs: 

a. 	 certified business officials, 

b. 	 purchasing agents with MCPPO credentials, 

c. 	appropriate independent financial auditing services and implements their 

recommendations to ensure efficient and quality financial systems. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: In Ware, the previous school business manager was certified. The current business 

manager was not certified, but was working toward certification. According to school 

committee policy, the superintendent served as purchasing agent and the school committee 

chairman served as procurement officer. Neither of these officials have MCCPO 

credentialing. The school business manager reviewed purchase orders to ensure compliance 
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with Chapter 30B and other applicable laws, prior to the superintendent signing purchase 

orders. The present business manager did not have MCCPO credentialing. The day before the 

EQA team arrived, the district had just received the FY2002 End of Year Pupil Financial 

Audit Report. There were no other End of Year Pupil Financial Audit reports available. 

7. 	 The district uses reliable forecast mechanisms and control procedures to ensure that spending 

is within fiscal budget limits. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under examination, the district did not have reliable control 

procedures to ensure that spending was within the budget’s limits. The acting superintendent 

did not know how much money was in the budget and, therefore, could not expend any funds 

until year-end when a determination of a balance was made. 

8. 	 The district has a system in place to: 

a. 	 ensure that that state bidding laws are followed; 

b. 	 monitor special revenue funds, revolving accounts, and fee structures related to them to 

ensure that they are well-managed and efficiently used; 

c. 	 monitor and track instructional assets such as texts, materials, supplies, and equipment to 

ensure efficient and maximum utilization; and 

d. 	 track its assets in accordance with GASB No.34. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, the business manager reviewed all purchase orders prior to 

the superintendent's signature to assure compliance with Chapter 30B and other applicable 

laws. The data listed below was taken from the Final End-of-Year Pupil and Financial 

Reports filed with the Department of Education during 1998 to 2002. The school lunch 

program ran in deficits of -$31,385 in 1998, -$40,28l in 1999, -$10,921 in 2000, but a surplus 

of +$21,126 in 2001. Other local receipts revolving accounts had significant operating 

deficits for fiscal years 1998 (-$l90,908), 1999 (-$309,640), 2000 (-$279,4l3), 2001 (-

$395,119), and 2002 (-$279,154). A deficit of -$194,720 was reported for DOE administered 

state grants for FY2002. The DOE-administered federal grant reported balances remaining in 

1999 for $27,695, 2000 for $199,328, and 2002 for $24l,6l0. The principals had an inventory 
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at each building of schools’ assets. The superintendent kept a master listing for all schools. 

The town accountant was currently compiling a list of assets in accordance with GASB No. 

34. 

9. 	 The district implements preventive maintenance programs for buildings and equipment that 

are reviewed on a regular basis and are related to the district’s long-term capital needs. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: In Ware, the facilities manager prepared a list of supplies, services, and capital 

improvements to address building and equipment needs throughout the district. This list was 

reviewed and updated on a regular basis. The district had a work order procedure to address 

on-going maintenance needs. These requests were prioritized by need and addressed 

accordingly. In addition, the playing fields and grounds were all well maintained and the 

recent beautification work an important improvement. 

10. Educational and program facilities are of adequate size, clean, safe, well-lit, well 

maintained, and conducive to promoting the learning process. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The EQA team toured each of the three school buildings. All buildings were of 

adequate size, clean, safe, well lit, and well maintained, and conducive to promoting the 

learning process. The only need mentioned by staff was the overall lack of storage space. 
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Appendix A: Proficiency Index 

The Proficiency Index is a metric used to measure and compare all schools and school districts 

regarding their performance on each of the MCAS tests. There are three indices:  The Average 

Proficiency Index (API), the English Language Arts Proficiency Index (EPI) and the Math 

Proficiency Index (MPI). The index is developed as follows: 

The Proficiency Index is a measure of the level of achievement a district, school, grade, or 

subgroup has made in relation to the proficiency achievement level on the annual MCAS test. The 

Proficiency Index is calculated as follows: 

Percentage of students scoring 200-208 on test       x 0 = A 

Percentage of students scoring 210-218 on test        x 25 = B 

Percentage of students scoring 220-228 on test        x 50 = C 

Percentage of students scoring 230-238 on test        x 75 = D 

Percentage of students scoring 240 or more on test  x 100 = E 


The Proficiency Index (PI) equals the sum of  A + B + C + D + E = PI 

Example: The Governor Ambrose High School had the following results for the 2001 MCAS 
test: 

12% of all students scored 200-208; therefore, 12% x 0 = 0 
15% of all students scored 210-218; therefore, 15% x 25 = 3.75 
21% of all students scored 220-228; therefore,  21% x 50 = 10.5 
34% of all students scored 230-238; therefore, 34% x 75 = 25.5 

            18% of all students scored 240 or more; therefore, 18%  x 100 = 18.0 

The Proficiency Index is calculated by adding:  0 + 3.75 + 10.5 + 25.5 + 18 = 57.75 

     The Proficiency Index for the Governor Ambrose High would be:  57.75 
     The MPI would use the same calculation for all students taking the math exam. 
     The EPI would use the same calculation for all students taking the ELA exam. 

The 100 point Proficiency Index is divided into six Proficiency Categories as follows: 90-100 is 

‘Very High’ (VH), 80-89.9 is ‘High’ (H), 70-79.9 is ‘Moderate’ (M), 60-69.9 is ‘Low’ (L), 40-

59.9 is ‘Very Low’ (VL), and 0-39.9 is ‘Critically Low’ (CL). 
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Pct Pct Pct Pct Pct Actual Dollars Pct 

Chg Budget Chg Local Chg Aid Chg Net School Chg Net School Over/ 
FY 

Spending Under 

FY93 0 0 

FY94 7 

FY95 22 17 

FY96 

FY97 1 

FY98 

FY99 

FY00 4 20 

FY01 

FY02 

FY03 0 

Aid as 

FY 
Pct of 

Actual NSS 
Fnd Budget Ch 70 

Aid 
Actual NSS Ch 70 

NSS 
Actual NSS 

FY93 

FY94 43 

FY95 59 

FY96 92 

FY97 57 

FY98 59 

FY99 

FY00 68 

FY01 106 65 

FY02 101 

FY03 101 

Appendix B: Ware Chapter 70 Funding and Net School Spending FY1993-2003 

Foundation Foundation Required Chapter 70 Required 

Enrollment Over/Under 

Contribution Spending(NSS) Requirement 

1,267 7,164,267 2,590,956 2,657,964 5,248,920 5,248,920 

1,272 0.4 7,208,690 0.6 2,521,236 -2.7 3,097,131 16.5 5,618,367 5,643,807 25,440 0.5 

1,267 -0.4 7,503,886 4.1 2,794,304 10.8 3,779,812 6,574,116 6,409,626 -164,490 -2.5 

1,277 0.8 7,610,201 1.4 2,798,096 0.1 4,205,249 11.3 7,003,345 6.5 7,274,236 270,891 3.9 

1,312 2.7 8,014,077 5.3 3,009,183 7.5 4,571,127 8.7 7,580,310 8.2 7,659,783 79,473 

1,316 0.3 8,226,258 2.6 3,175,960 5.5 4,850,927 6.1 8,026,887 5.9 8,005,659 -21,228 -0.3 

1,377 4.6 8,909,829 8.3 3,443,889 8.4 5,357,747 10.4 8,801,636 9.7 8,380,322 -421,314 -4.8 

1,450 5.3 9,460,794 6.2 3,580,862 6,429,829 10,010,691 13.7 9,719,898 -290,793 -2.9 

1,441 -0.6 9,703,442 2.6 3,662,705 2.3 6,682,004 3.9 10,344,709 3.3 10,282,539 -62,170 -0.6 

1,479 2.6 10,392,135 7.1 3,509,171 -4.2 6,995,285 4.7 10,504,456 1.5 10,497,463 -6,993 -0.1 

1,445 -2.3 10,529,992 1.3 3,643,152 3.8 6,995,285 10,638,437 1.3 10,711,789* 73,352 0.7 

Chapter 70 

Dollars per Foundation Enrollment Percentage of Foundation 
Required 

5,655 2,098 4,143 37.1 73.3 73.3 50.6 

5,667 2,435 4,437 77.9 78.3 54.9 

5,923 2,983 5,059 50.4 87.6 85.4 

5,959 3,293 5,696 55.3 95.6 57.8 

6,108 3,484 5,838 94.6 95.6 59.7 

6,251 3,686 6,083 97.6 97.3 60.6 

6,470 3,891 6,086 60.1 98.8 94.1 63.9 

6,525 4,434 6,703 105.8 102.7 66.2 

6,734 4,637 7,136 68.9 106.6 

7,026 4,730 7,098 67.3 101.1 66.6 

7,287 4,841 7,413 66.4 101.7 65.3 


