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Executive Summary 

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

Schools in late May of 2003. During 1999-2002, it was one of the 50 lowest performing school 

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

examination and the district’s performance on the 2002 Massachusetts Comprehensive 

Assessment System (MCAS) test. 

Proficiency/Achievement: 
• 	 Webster’s Combined Proficiency Index (CPI) of 63.4, based on the 2002 MCAS results, 

placed the district as the eighteenth lowest performing academic school district in the 
Commonwealth. The state’s average for the CPI was 74.3 in 2002. On the ELA Proficiency 
Index (EPI) and math Proficiency Index (MPI), the district scored 73.6 and 53.2, 
respectively. The state average for EPI was 81.6 and MPI was 67.0. 

• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, 67.3% of the students in Webster scored in the ‘Needs 
Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. This figure was 17.1 percentage points 
above the state’s average percentage of 50.2%. 

• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, in ELA, 54.5% of the students and, in math, 80.4% of the students 
in Webster scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. These 
figures were 8.8 percentage points in ELA and 20.2 percentage points in math above the 
state’s average percentages. 

• 	 As of the MCAS retest administered in the spring of 2003, 98% of the Webster Class of 2003 
had earned a Competency Determination (CD), as compared to 95% of the statewide Class of 
2003. 

• 	 As of the MCAS retest administered in the spring of 2003, 94% of the Webster Class of 2004 
had earned a Competency Determination, as compared to 89% of the statewide Class of 
2004. 

Equity of Achievement/Proficiency: 
• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, 62.9% of the regular education and 97.1% of the special education 

students in Webster scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. 
These figures were 18.5 and 14.2 percentage points above the state’s average percentages for 
these subgroups. 

• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, 81.1% of the Free and Reduced Lunch/Yes (FRL/Y) students in 
Webster scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. This figure 
was 5 percentage points above the state’s average for FRL/Y students.  
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• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, special education and FRL/Y students in Webster scored between 
9.6 and 28.8 PI points below the district’s average PI. 

Improvement: 
• 	 Between 1999-2002, Webster’s EPI on the MCAS test increased by 5.9 PI points, from 67.7 

to 73.6. During the same period, Webster’s MPI on the MCAS test increased by 1.1 PI 
points, from 52.1 to 53.2. 

• 	 Between 1999-2002, the number of students in Webster who scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 
‘Proficient’ categories on the math portion of the MCAS test decreased by 0.1 % and 2.4%, 
respectively. 

Equity of Improvement: 
• 	 Between 2000-2002, the subgroups in Webster experienced increases in their ELA and math 

PI ratings. However, despite these increases, Webster’s subgroups rated lower than the 
state’s subgroups during the same period.  

Participation and Access: 
• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, Webster’s student test participation rates in ELA and math were 

95.3% and 97.3%, respectively. These figures were both above the state’s 95% test 
participation standard. 

Summary of Preliminary Findings by Domain 

Assessment and Evaluation: 
• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ in one, ‘Poor’ on seven, and 

‘Unsatisfactory’ on three of the eleven performance indicators in this domain.  

• 	 During the period under examination, the district did not have any system-wide policies in 
place regarding student assessment.  

• 	 Between 1999-2002, the district and its schools were not well informed about the content, 
purposes, and benefits of student assessments.  

• 	 The EQA found that the Webster Public Schools did not use student assessment data 
consistently across the district. 

• 	 The EQA found that there was no uniform linkage between student performance data and 
program or personnel accountability. 

• 	 During the period under examination, the district did not consistently evaluate its 
administrators. 
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Curriculum and Instruction: 
• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on three and ‘Poor’ on eleven of the 

fourteen performance indicators in this domain.  

• 	 The district had basic curriculum guides for ELA and math that were aligned with the state 
curriculum frameworks, but they were not complete.  

• 	 Curriculum guides for science and social studies were not available. 

• 	 The district did not have a curriculum articulation plan. 

• 	 Teachers did not review and revise curriculum guides annually. 

• 	 There was poor district-wide leadership in the area of curriculum. 

• 	 During the time under examination, the district did not have a data-driven professional 
development plan.  

• 	 Between 1999-2002, the teachers and their re-certification needs determined the district’s 
professional development activities. 

Student Academic and Support Services: 
• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on six, ‘Poor’ on seven, and 

‘Unsatisfactory’ on one of the fourteen performance indicators in this domain.  

• 	 Between 1999-2002, the district provided limited support services to students who were not 
meeting grade level performance expectations. 

• 	 The district pursued grant funds in the form of entitlement grants, but did not actively apply 
for many competitive state and federal grant funding.  

• 	 During the time under examination, the district did not have clear or consistent promotion 
criteria. 

• 	 Between 1999-2002, the district took a number of steps to address behavioral issues in the 
schools. 

• 	 The Webster Public Schools did not develop effective district-wide programs to address 
issues around student attendance. This was particularly true in the higher grades at the high 
school. 
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Leadership and Governance: 
• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on seven, ‘Poor’ on five, and 

‘Unsatisfactory’ on four of the sixteen performance indicators in this domain.  

• 	 Between 1999-2002, the district leadership established the practice of meeting regularly with 
the district administrators to discuss relevant educational and management issues. 

• 	 The EQA’s interviews and the district’s documentation indicated that student assessment 
data did not drive the goals of either the district improvement plan or school improvement 
plans. 

• 	 In the Webster Public Schools, annual reports were given to the school committee and 
community regarding the district’s progress towards achieving its goals. 

• 	 During the years under examination, the district’s student achievement progress was 
discussed at weekly administrative team meetings. 

• 	 Between 1999-2002, as mandated by the Massachusetts Education Reform Act, site-based 
management was in effect within the Webster Public Schools. As a result, the principals in 
Webster were empowered to address the needs of their own school buildings and students 
with minimum interference from the central office.  

• 	 In Webster, the district administration took actions to ensure that qualified staff members 
were retained in the service of the school system. 

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

‘Unsatisfactory’ on two of the thirteen performance indicators in this domain. 

• 	 During the period under examination, the school committee’s policy manual provided 
guidance related to the district’s budget development process. There was an informal 
relationship between school improvement plans and the district’s budget. 

• 	 Between 1999-2002, the district did not utilize an evaluation tool to assess district programs 
or initiatives.  

• 	 The district’s documentation and EQA interviews revealed that the school committee’s sub
committee on finance provided budgetary input and monitoring and ensured that reporting 
responsibilities were fulfilled.  

• 	 During 1999-2002, the district and municipal financial personnel had a sound working 
relationship that was evidenced by cooperative and common procedures, which aided in their 
work together. 

• 	 During the period under examination, the district did not formalize its financial reporting 
capacities in its schools with access to on-line budget information. 
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Part I: Overview of the EQA Review Process and the District 

On May 27-29, 2003, the EQA conducted an independent examination of the Webster Public 

Schools for the period between 1999-2002. 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 involves two tiers of investigation and utilizes ten standards. The basis of this 

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

interviews with representatives 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. 

Webster is a small urban town located in southern Worcester County in central Massachusetts. 

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

followed by manufacturing. According to the 2000 U.S. Census, it has a population of 16,415 

people and a median family income of $48,898, while the median family income in 

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

government and a five-person school committee. The Webster Public Schools have three schools 

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

indicate that there were 1,801 students enrolled in the district in FY2002. The 

demographic/subgroup composition in the Webster Public Schools is: 84.1% White, 9.0% 

Hispanic-American, 4.0% African-American, 1.7% Asian-American, Limited English 

Proficiency (LEP), 1.5%; Free or Reduced Lunch (FRL/Y), 31.7%; and Special Education 

(SPED), 16.7%. During the ten years of education reform in Massachusetts, Webster’s state 

Chapter 70 aid increased by 76% from $4,052,596 in FY1993 to $7,128,461 in FY2002. For the 

fiscal years under review, 1999-2002, Webster received a total of $27,225,499 in state Chapter 

70 aid: $6,391,071 in 1999; $6,682,971 in 2000; $7,022,996 in 2001; and $7,128,461 for 2002. 
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This report finds the Webster Public Schools to be a ‘Low’ performing school district, which is 

marked by student achievement that is ‘Moderate’ in ELA and ‘Very Low’ in math on the 

Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS) test. Since 1999, Webster 

demonstrated slight improvement in MCAS test scores, but in the 2002 administration of the 

MCAS test, 67.3% of its students scored below standard on the test. 

Part II: Tier I Analysis of Student Achievement and MCAS Data 

At Tier I, while particular attention was paid to the 2002 MCAS test, the EQA review of 

Webster’s MCAS test results (1999-2002) 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 
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district. Descriptive analyses of the test results for 2002 MCAS test revealed significant 

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

A discussion of the analyses follows. 

Webster vs. Massachusetts: 
• 	 The aggregate of students in Webster scored lower than the aggregate of the state’s students. 

• 	 Regular education students in Webster scored lower than the state’s regular education 

students. 

• 	 Special education students in Webster scored lower than the state’s special education 

students. 

• 	 Free and Reduced Lunch Program (FRL/Y) students in Webster scored lower than the state’s 

FRL/Y students. 

Webster’s totals vs. Webster’s subgroups*: 
• 	 Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL/Y) students in Webster scored lower than all other subgroups 

in Webster except special education students.  

• 	 Special education students in Webster scored lower than all other subgroups in Webster. 

* Because of the low numbers of subgroup students in all groups tested, with the exception of 
students with disabilities (disabilities/special education) or those eligible for participation in 
free and reduced lunch (FRL/Y), results were not reported by any other subgroups. 
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Assessment of MCAS Results 1999-2002 

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 2002 MCAS test, 67.3% of the students in Webster scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. This figure was 17.1 percentage points 

above the state’s average percentages. 

• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, in ELA, 54.5% of the students and, in math, 80.4% of the students 

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

figures were 8.8 percentage points in ELA and 20.2 percentage points in math above the 

state’s average percentages. 
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Figure/Table 1: 

MCAS 2002 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 1: 

• 	 Webster had 8.8% and 8.2% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories than the state on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Webster had 7.9% and 9.2% more of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state on the 2002 MCAS test. 
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Figure/Table 2: 

MCAS 2002 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level by Subject and Grade 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 2: 

• 	 Webster had 4.1% and 4.6% fewer of its students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories in ELA than the state on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Webster had 3.5% and 5.3% more of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ categories in ELA than the state on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Webster had 7.3% and 13.0% fewer of its students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories in math than the state on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Webster had 0.2% fewer and 20.4% more of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 

and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories in math than the state on the 2002 MCAS test. 
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2. Equity of Achievement: How does MCAS performance vary among the district’s student 

subgroups?* 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, 62.9% of the regular education and 97.1% of the special education 

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

These figures were 18.5 and 14.2 percentage points above the state’s average percentages for 

these subgroups. 

• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, 81.1% of the FRL/Y students in Webster scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. This figure was 5 percentage points above 

the state’s average for FRL/Y students.  

• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, special education and FRL/Y students in Webster scored between 

9.6 and 28.8 PI points below the district’s average PI. 

* 	 Because of the low numbers of subgroup students in all groups tested, with the exception of 
students with disabilities (disabilities or special education) or those eligible for participation 
in free and reduced lunch (FRL/Y), results were not reported by any other subgroups. 
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Figure/Table 3: 

MCAS 2002 Data 
Percent of Regular and Disabilites students at each proficiency 

level 
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Warning/Failing 12.3 19.9 42.1 69.6 

Analysis of Figure/Table 3: 

• 	 Webster had 10.2% and 8.3% fewer regular education students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories than the state in that same subgroup on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Webster had 10.9% and 7.6% more of its regular education students score in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state in that same subgroup on the 

2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Webster had 1.8% and 12.4% fewer of its special education students score in the ‘Advanced’ 

and ‘Proficient’ categories than the state in that same subgroup on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Webster had 13.3% fewer and 27.5% more of its special education students score in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state in that same subgroup 

on the 2002 MCAS test. 
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Figure/Table 4: 

MCAS 2002 Data 
Percent of students by FreeLunch status at each proficiency level 
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Proficient 21.1 18.2 40.9 31.0 
Needs Improv. 41.9 44.0 31.0 40.5 
Warning/Failing 34.2 37.1 12.2 23.4 

Analysis of Figure/Table 4: 

• 	 Webster had 2.2% and 2.9% fewer of its FRL/Y students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories than the state on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Webster had 2.1% and 2.9% more of its FRL/Y students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 

and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Webster had 10.8% and 9.9% fewer of its FRL/N students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories than the state on the 2002 MCAS test. 

• 	 Webster had 9.5% and 11.2% more of its FRL/N students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 

and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state on the 2002 MCAS test. 
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Figure/Table 5: 

ELA vs Math PI (by subgroup) 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 5: 

• 	 On average, in Webster, the math PI was 20.4 PI points below that for ELA system-wide. 

The statewide average for this gap was 12.6 PI points. 

• 	 In Webster, regular education and FRL/N students scored higher on the MCAS test in both 

ELA and math than did special education and FRL/Y students in the district. 
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Table 6: 

Appendix (n-values by category) 
ELA Math 

WEBSTER Advanced 15 20 
Proficient 175 59 

Needs Improv 169 169 
Warning/Failing 59 155 

Regular Advanced 15 20 
Proficient 173 58 

Needs Improv 153 156 
Warning/Failing 33 110 

Disability Proficient 2 1 
Needs Improv 15 13 

Warning/Failing 26 45 
LEP Needs Improv 1 0 

Free Lunch (Y) Advanced 0 1 
Proficient 22 7 

Needs Improv 36 34 
Warning/Failing 18 41 

Free Lunch (N) Advanced 15 19 
Proficient 153 52 

Needs Improv 133 135 
Warning/Failing 41 114 

African-American Needs Improv 4 4 
Warning/Failing 3 9 

Asian-American Proficient 6 1 
Needs Improv 1 3 

Warning/Failing 1 1 
Hispanic-American Proficient 1 0 

Needs Improv 7 7 
Warning/Failing 8 7 

White Advanced 14 18 
Proficient 152 55 

Needs Improv 139 146 
Warning/Failing 40 122 

Mixed Advanced 0 1 
Proficient 6 3 

Needs Improv 5 4 
Warning/Failing 1 3 

Analysis of Table 6: The table above illustrates how Webster’s various student subgroups 

scored on each category of the 2002 MCAS test. 
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3. Improvement:  How has MCAS performance for all students in the district changed over 

time? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 Between 1999-2002, Webster’s EPI on the MCAS test increased by 5.9 PI points, from 67.7 

to 73.6. During the same period, Webster’s MPI on the MCAS test increased by 1.1 PI 

points, from 52.1 to 53.2. 

• 	 Between 1999-2002, the number of students in Webster who scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories on the math portion of the MCAS test decreased by 0.1 % and 2.4%, 

respectively. 

Figure/Table 7: 

MCAS 1999 - 2002 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 7: 

• 	 Between 1999-2002, the number of students in Webster that scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories on the MCAS test increased by 1.1% and 2.7%. 

• 	 Between 1999-2002, the number of students in Webster that scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ category increased by 2.6% and in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category decreased 

by 6.3%. 
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Figure 8: 

Proficiency Index Trend Data MCAS 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002 
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Table 8. Proficiency Index Trend Data MCAS 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002 (detail) 

ELA Math 
1999 2000 2001 2002 1999 2000 2001 2002 

Advanced 1.4 0.9 2.1 3.6 5.1 5.6 3.4 5.0 
Proficient 34.6 31.2 33.5 41.9 17 16.6 15.8 14.6 
Needs Improv. 42.7 42.4 47.1 40.4 34.5 33.6 41.7 41.9 
Warning/Failing 21.3 25.5 17.3 14.1 43.5 44.3 39.0 38.5 

Analysis of Figure 8: 

• Between 1999-2002, Webster’s EPI on the MCAS test increased by 5.9 PI points, 67.7 to 

73.6. During the same period, Webster’s MPI on the MCAS test increased by 1.1 PI points, 

52.1 to 53.2.
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Analysis of Table 8: 

• 	 Between 1999-2002, the number of students in Webster who scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories on the ELA portion of the MCAS test increased by 2.2 % and 7.3%, 

respectively. 

• 	 Between 1999-2002, the number of students in Webster who scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories on the ELA portion of the MCAS test 

decreased by 2.3% and 7.2%, respectively. 

• 	 Between 1999-2002, the number of students in Webster who scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories on the math portion of the MCAS test decreased by 0.1 % and 2.4%, 

respectively. 

• 	 Between 1999-2002, the number of students in Webster who scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories on the math portion of the MCAS test 

increased by 7.4% and decreased by 5%, respectively. 

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

change over time?* 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 Between 2000-2002, the subgroups in Webster had experienced increases in their ELA and 

math PI ratings. However, despite these increases, Webster’s subgroups rated lower than the 

state’s subgroups during the same period. 
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Tables 9A-B: 
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Table 10: 

Proficiency Index Trend Data (by subgroup) MCAS 2000, 2001, and 2002 

Trend Data by Subgroup (Webster) Trend Data by Subgroup (State) 

Year ELA Math 
ALL ‘00 64.6 53.8 

‘01 68.3 52.9 
‘02 73.6 53.2 

Regular ‘00 69.7 57.0 
‘01 73.5 56.8 
‘02 77.5 57.3 

Disability ‘00 37.9 36.7 
‘01 40.9 33.6 
‘02 40.1 29.2 

FRL (Y) ‘00 60.5 59.1 
‘01 61.0 45.0 
‘02 62.2 45.5 

Year ELA Math 
ALL ‘00 74.2 63.0 

‘01 79.5 67.3 
‘02 81.6 67.0 

Regular ‘00 79.2 67.4 
‘01 84.1 71.9 
‘02 85.8 71.4 

Disability ‘00 47.1 39.4 
‘01 55.3 43.5 
‘02 58.1 42.6 

FRL (Y) ‘00 57.3 45.2 
‘01 62.4 48.1 
‘02 65.5 47.6 

Analysis of Table 10: The table above illustrates how the district’s various student subgroups 

scored according to the Proficiency Index on the 2000, 2001, and 2002 MCAS tests.  

• 	 Between 2000-2002, the subgroups in Webster experienced modest increases in their ELA 

and math PI ratings between 2000-2002. However, despite these increases, Webster’s 

subgroups rated lower than the state’s subgroups during the same period. 

* Because of the low numbers of subgroup students in all groups tested, with the exception of 
students with disabilities (disabilities or special education) or those eligible for participation in 
free and reduced lunch (FRL/Y), results were not reported by any other subgroups. 
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5. Participation and Access: Are all eligible students attending and participating in all 

required programs and assessments? 

Preliminary Finding(s)/ Analysis of Table 11: 

• 	 On the 2002 MCAS test, Webster’s student test participation rates in ELA and math were 

95.3% and 97.3%, respectively. These figures were both above the state’s 95% test 

participation standard. 

Table 11: 

ELA Math 

Tested 95.3% 97.3% 

NTA 2.3% 0.5% 

NTO 2.3% 2.2% 
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Part III: Summary and Preliminary Findings by Domain 

Domain A. Assessment and Evaluation 

 Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
D

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 1 0 1 0 0 1 4 
0 0 1 0 1 1 0 3 

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

Standards Total 
omain A - Assessment 

S1 - Student Assessment 
Excellent N/A 
Satisfactory N/A 
Poor N/A 
Unsatisfactory N/A 

S2 - Evaluation 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

Standard 1. Student Assessment: District administrators 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 review and improve curricula, 

instructional practices, and supplementary remedial programs. The district regularly employs 

criteria-referenced tests, norm-referenced tests, and other standardized tests in addition to MCAS 

to assess student progress. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 During the period under examination, the district did not have any system-wide policies in 

place regarding student assessment.  

• 	 Between 1999-2002, the district and its schools were not well informed about the content, 

purposes, and benefits of student assessments.  

• 	 The EQA found that the Webster Public Schools did not use student assessment data 

consistently across the district. 
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Indicators: 

1. The district has clear assessment policies and procedures. Administrators and teachers are well 

informed about the content and purposes of the assessment programs. 

EQA rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district did not have any policies in place regarding student assessments. It was 

only in the final year under examination that the district administrators conducted minimal 

reviews or analyses of the MCAS test data. The EQA’s interviews with district administrators 

revealed that they did not think the school system had the tools or skills to analyze student 

assessment data. This was in spite of the fact that the state provided Test Wiz software and 

training at no cost to all school districts. 

2. Administrators and teachers use test results to improve curricula, instructional practices, and 

develop targeted support and remedial programs. 

EQA rating: Poor 

Evidence: Between 1999-2002, test data were present in certain areas, but it was not a consistent 

practice district-wide. As a result of poor test performance, the high school increased its 

requirement for ELA from 1 course to a 1.5 courses to allow students to prepare for the MCAS 

test. The district also instituted a 90-minute block of reading at the elementary level. However, 

schools were using non-academic teachers to provide support in classes. 

3. Administrators, teachers, students, and parents are well informed of the content, purposes, and 

benefits of the assessment program. 

EQA rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The district did not have a policy or practice of informing the wider district 

community as to the content and benefits of the assessment program. In particular, the district’s 

use and communication of student achievement and test data were not present district-wide. In 

some schools the use of assessment data and MCAS results were not familiar to the faculty and 

administration. 
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4. The district’s schools consistently use the results of the MCAS test, other standardized test 

results, and classroom teacher assessments to improve the curricula and quality of instruction. 

EQA rating: Poor 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district began to initiate efforts to use MCAS test 

and standardized test data to improve instructional practices, but the EQA team found that these 

efforts to be incomplete. In Webster, there was some basic analysis of MCAS test assessment 

data, but neither the faculty nor the administrators were proficient in data analysis. The Dynamic 

Indicators of Basic Early Literacy (DIBEL) testing system and other programs were recently 

implemented in Grades K-2. There was also some discussion about MCAS test performance at 

the high school. Overall there has been limited use of the MCAS data district-wide. 

5. As a matter of policy and consistent practice, the district focuses on the participation and the 

assessment results of all student population subgroups: minority students, special needs, limited 

English proficient, and participants in free lunch programs. 

EQA rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: During the years under examination, the EQA found that the district did not have a 

policy or practice of focusing on the participation of educational subgroups. For instance, the 

district’s special education and FRL/Y students consistently scored significantly below other 

subgroups in the district, but few policies or practices were initiated to address these issues.  

6. The district pays particular attention to the participation and assessment results of all 

subgroups: regular education students, minority students, students with disabilities, and students 

with limited English proficiency. 

EQA rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: Between 1999-2002, the district did not pay explicit attention to the participation 

level or the results of all subgroups. In the district, these educational subgroups constituted small 
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portions of the student populations, and the district did not focus any additional efforts to remedy 

their lower-than-average test scores. 

7. Classroom assessment standards and practices are linked with the state curriculum 

frameworks standards. The district regularly disseminates assessment analysis to appropriate 

staff. 

EQA rating: Poor 

Evidence: There was no evidence of a linkage between classroom assessment standards and 

practices and the state curriculum frameworks standards. However, the district did distribute the 

basic MCAS test data provided by the DOE. 

Standard 2. Evaluation: The district employs a system of school, program, and personnel 

evaluation that focuses on accountability and the improvement of student achievement.  There is 

an ongoing process to monitor the quality and effectiveness of the curriculum and instruction and 

to implement strategies and action plans to improve leadership, instruction, and student 

performance. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 The EQA found that there was no uniform linkage between student performance data and 

program or personnel accountability. 

• 	 During the period under examination, the district did not consistently evaluate its 

administrators. 

Indicators: 

1. The district regularly engages in an evaluation process at all levels that coordinates student 

assessment data, program, and personnel performance evaluation results. The district 

incorporates pertinent findings and recommendations from all external evaluations. 

EQA rating: Poor 
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Evidence:  During the years under examination, the district did not have a systematic evaluation 

process. Also, there were no administrative evaluations until 2002-2003, and there was no clear 

connection between performance evaluations and student assessment data. However, the district 

did respond to external evaluations, such as the New England Association of Schools and 

Colleges (NEASC) and it successfully regained its accreditation. In addition, in the DOE’s 

Coordinated Program Review (CPR) the district went from 38 areas of non-compliance to only a 

few of areas of partial non-compliance. 

2. The district formulates strategies to improve leadership, instruction, and student performance 

as needs arise from evaluations. 

EQA rating: Poor 

Evidence: The superintendent held weekly meetings with the district leadership team. These 

forums allowed for information to be disseminated and issues to be discussed regarding 

evaluations, instructional practices, and student performance. The principals were responsible for 

regularly reviewing lesson plans within their schools. Additionally, the principals were expected 

to monitor the quality of teaching with teacher evaluations and informal observations, but there 

was little evidence that the district had a larger strategy for improving leadership and instruction.   

3. Through its evaluation system, the district consistently monitors the quality and effectiveness 

of existing programs and holds administrators and schools accountable for student performance 

and improvement. 

EQA rating: Poor 

Evidence: Between 1999-2002, the district did not hold administrators accountable for the 

academic performance of students. Only in the final year under examination did the district 

leadership initiate management systems to begin to monitor and evaluate programs and 

administrators. 
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4. The district and each school annually evaluate the accomplishments of established goals and 

discontinue or change ineffective initiatives. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under examination, the school committee annually approved the 

school improvement plans (SIP). These SIPs included updates about the progress made towards 

achieving the goals of the previous school year. The SIPs did not include specific student 

performance measures. For instance, the SIPs did not mention student math performance, which 

was a significant issue for the Webster Public Schools. However, as a result of the SIP review, 

the Title I program was revised since it was found to be ineffective. Furthermore, due to SIP 

reviews, students in Grades 1 and 2 had their reading time increased to 90 minutes to address 

achievement deficits. 
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Domain B. Curriculum and Instruction 

Standards  Indicators  
Domain B - Curriculum and 
Instruction 
S3 – Curriculum 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S4 - Professional Development 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

1 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

2 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

3 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

4 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

5 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

6 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

7 

0 
0 
1 
0 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

8 

0 
0 
1 
0 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

Total 

0 
0 
8 
0 

0 
3 
3 
0 

Standard 3. Curriculum: The district and each of its schools have an academically sound, 

documented curriculum that prepares students to meet state learning standards.  All teachers have 

complete curriculum guides that are aligned with the state curriculum frameworks and the local 

curriculum and are trained in their use.  A regular analysis of student assessment data provides a 

sound basis for review and revision of the curriculum and the development of the district budget 

and the district, school, and individual improvement plans. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 The district had basic curriculum guides for ELA and math that were aligned with the state 

curriculum frameworks, but they were not complete.  

• 	 Curriculum guides for science and social studies were not available. 

• 	 The district did not have a curriculum articulation plan. 

• 	 Teachers did not review and revise curriculum guides annually. 

• 	 There was poor district-wide leadership in the area of curriculum. 
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Indicators: 

1. The district has developed functional, high quality curriculum guides in all content areas that 

include the requisite information. 

EQA rating: Poor 

Evidence: Between 1999-2002, the district began the process of developing curriculum guides 

for all content areas. The ELA curriculum was developed three years ago and the math 

curriculum, two years ago. These guides were aligned to the state curriculum frameworks, but 

they were not complete. The ELA and math guides were outlined by grade level, by the state 

learning standards, by grade level objectives, and by instruction/activities. However, these guides 

did not include resources or assessment information. The district only began the process of 

developing science and social studies guides in the final years under review. 

2. Every teacher has full access to the curriculum guides, is trained in their use, and employs 

them in the classroom. 

EQA rating: Poor 

Evidence: The ELA and math curriculum guides, which are incomplete, were located in each 

school and were available to teachers. The district’s professional development offerings included 

training in the use of curriculum guides, standards-based curriculum, curriculum development 

using state curriculum frameworks, and the Dimensions of Learning program. However, the 

teacher attendance at these training sessions was low. An outside math curriculum consultant 

was hired to work with math teachers in 2002 in order to cover the new curriculum guide.  

3. There is a comprehensive district curriculum articulation plan that addresses the diverse 

student learning needs. The curriculum is modified to increase the success rate of all populations, 

including ELL, vocational education students, and students with disabilities. 

EQA rating: Poor 

Evidence: During the time under examination, the district did not have a curriculum articulation 

plan in place. Services were provided to support diverse student learning needs, which included 
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remediation classes as well as personnel to offer individualized assistance. However, specific 

curricula modifications were not made. 

4. The district has a process involving teachers in the annual review and revision of curriculum. 

EQA rating: Poor 

Evidence: Generally, during the period under review, the district did not have teachers annually 

reviewing and revising the district’s curricula. However, in the last year under examination, this 

began to occur. There was one person at each grade level on the curriculum committee (one for 

each subject area). At the high school, department chairpersons discussed their curricula with 

teachers and some changes were made as required. 

5. A curriculum leader guides every school in the district. 

EQA rating: Poor 

Evidence: Between 1999-2002, each school in the district did not have a leader to guide the 

curriculum. The department chairpersons were responsible for curriculum at the high school, but 

the same kind of leadership role did not exist at the lower grades. 

6. Instructional time in each content area meets the state requirements and the educational needs 

of students as indicated through an analysis of student performance. 

EQA rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district schools met the state requirements for instructional time. Except for those 

students who were enrolled in the special education program, there was not any formal analysis 

of student performance and instructional time to determine whether the educational needs of 

students were being met. 

7. Funding levels are realistic for adequate staffing, professional development, textbooks, 

instructional materials, and equipment. 

EQA rating: Poor 
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Evidence: The EQA team found that it was unclear if funding sources were adequate for 

professional development, textbooks and instructional materials, or equipment. There was no 

formal assessment of funding needs from staff members in these areas. At the high school level, 

funding cuts were cited as the primary reason for delays in implementing inclusion and for 

converting to seven-period block scheduling. 

8. Instructional program articulation exists across Grades PreK-12 and is aligned with the state 

curriculum frameworks. 

EQA rating: Poor 

Evidence: Between 1999-2002, the district was in the process of instructional program 

articulation and its alignment with the state curriculum frameworks. However, this process was 

not complete.   

Standard 4. Professional Development: Administrators and teachers in the district 

collaboratively develop professional development programs and activities that will increase their 

knowledge and skills and the quality of the learning environment of students.  The school 

committee and the community demonstrate support of sound professional development programs 

as vital to school reform and improvement of student learning. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 During the time under examination, the district did not have a data-driven professional 

development plan.  

• 	 Between 1999-2002, the teachers and their re-certification needs determined the district’s 

professional development activities. 
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Indicators: 

1. The district has implemented a professional development plan based on the analysis of student 

assessment, MCAS data, district and school improvement plans, observations, and program 

evaluations. EQA rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district did not have a formal professional development plan in place. There was 

not any cross-referencing of student performance data with district and/or school improvement 

goals. 

2. Teachers are involved in planning the professional development program. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In order to get input on professional development offerings the district surveyed 

teachers across the school system. The professional development choices were usually based on 

teachers’ re-certification needs. 

3. The district and schools assist teachers to identify professional development needs and 

facilitate access to in-service programs, university courses, and professional conferences. 

EQA rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district provided a list of courses available for teachers’ professional 

development. The courses offered were also posted in all schools. Nevertheless, other than 

surveys there was no systematic process for evaluating the professional development needs of 

individual teachers or teachers as a group. 

4. Administrators and teachers enroll in courses that are directly related to their assignments. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Between 1999-2002, the principals were required to approve teachers’ course 

applications. It was up to the principals to determine whether these courses were relevant to the 
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teachers’ needs as well as the goals of the school. Additionally, teachers were offered 

professional development opportunities, which were relevant to individual school needs during 

in-service days. Teachers were able to enroll in courses, but few availed themselves of these 

opportunities. 

5. Administrators and teachers take an active part in professional organizations and committees 

that relate to improving education in the district. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the time under examination, all principals attended weekly administrative 

meetings with the superintendent. Teachers and administrators were beginning to meet regularly 

in committees to improve and update education in the district. Newly established grade-level 

coordinators conducted grade-level meetings. At the secondary level, department heads met with 

faculty on a regular basis. 

6. The district offers incentives to staff for continued professional development and training. 

The professional development plan is assessed annually to ensure that the most useful and 

beneficial programs are included. 

EQA rating: Poor 

Evidence: Stipends were offered to staff members for participating in professional development 

courses. The district also reimbursed staff members for participation in appropriate conferences 

or training workshops. The district offered an increase in a salary step for increased academic 

standing. Despite these incentives, there was poor attendance by the staff at these programs. 

There was no formal professional development plan for the district. Professional development 

programs were not evaluated for their effectiveness and relevancy. 
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Domain C: Student Academic and Support Services 

Standards  

Services 

Indicators  
Domain C – Student Academic Support 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total 

Satisfactory 

S5 – Academic Support Services 
Excellent 

0 
0 

1 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

3 
0 

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

S6 - Participation, Safety, and Discipline 
0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 

Satisfactory 
Excellent 

0 
0 

1 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
0 

0 
0 

1 
0 

3 
0 

Poor 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 4 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Standard 5. Academic Support Services: The district provides academic support services in 

all core content areas for students who are not meeting grade level performance expectations.  A 

comprehensive analysis of results from student performance assessments determines the content 

and scope of support services that are offered. 

Preliminary finding(s): 

• 	 Between 1999-2002, the district provided limited support services to students who were not 

meeting grade level performance expectations. 

• 	 The district pursued grant funds in the form of entitlement grants, but did not actively apply 

for many competitive state and federal grant funding. 

Indicators: 

1. The district uses data from classroom teachers and standardized tests for Grades K-12 to 

identify students who are not meeting grade level performance expectations and provides them 

with supplementary and remedial services. 

EQA rating: Poor 

Evidence: Between 1999-2002, the district’s efforts to use classroom and standardized test data 

to identify students who score below grade level were limited. The district’s MCAS test 

remediation sessions took place during the regular school day and in the summer. Each school 
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did have a Classroom Assistance Support Team (CAST) whose job it was to establish practices 

to assist students towards greater academic success. These teams gathered input from various 

teachers and used this information to make determinations for students who were scoring below 

grade level on the MCAS test. However, the EQA found little evidence or documentation that 

student assessments were used in any of these programs or practices.  

2. Early intervention reading programs are provided at the primary level to ensure that all 

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

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the years under review, there was a reading program that started at the 

kindergarten level. The goal was to have 80% of students (Class of 2012) reading by the end of 

grade 1. There were 90-minute blocks for reading daily for Grades 1 and 2. The Dynamic 

Indicators of Basic Early Literacy (DIBEL) assessments were used to monitor students’ progress. 

3. The district has developed a well-staffed, comprehensive support services program at all 

levels to address the needs of under-performing students. 

EQA rating: Poor 

Evidence: Interviews with district and building administrators and a review of documentation 

indicated that the district did not have comprehensive support service programs at all levels. 

However, the district did have seven Title I staff members and 49 certified special education staff 

members. Special education staff members were deployed in support roles in Grades K-12. 

4. The district has allocated funds for each of its schools to initiate and implement these 

programs. 

EQA rating: Poor 

Evidence: Between 1999-2002, the Webster Public Schools did not allocate funds to each school 

to specifically implement programs or address the needs of under-performing students. The EQA 
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found that the alignment between the budget process, program evaluation, and student 

assessment data lacked cohesion. 

5. The district successfully applies for all eligible federal and state grants. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district received approximately $1.1 million in state and federal grants for 2002. 

All of the grant monies received were in the form of entitlement grants, while the district did not 

receive any funding from competitive grants. Only in the later years under review, did the district 

begin applying for federal E-Rate funds for technology reimbursements. Federal Medicaid 

reimbursement funds were shared equally between the district and the town. 

6. District policies and practices conform to the requirements of the Education Reform Act and 

provide services for under-performing students. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: A review of the district’s policies and practices revealed that they were aligned with 

the basic requirements of the Massachusetts Education Reform Act and provided some services 

for under-performing students. For instance, although the district did not use data to inform 

student achievement, it did provide MCAS test remediation during the school year and summer. 
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Standard 6. Participation, Safety, and Discipline: The district has documented attendance, 

absenteeism, mobility, retentions, dropouts, codes of conduct, and school safety practices and 

ensures consistent and effective implementation in all district schools. Codes of conduct and 

school safety rules are reviewed with all students and made available to parents and other 

interested parties. The staff stresses that in order to succeed, student must be present, participate 

and have a safe learning environment, all must share responsibility to achieve that goal. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 During the time under examination, the district did not have clear or consistent promotion 

criteria. 

• 	 Between 1999-2002, the district took a number of steps to address behavioral issues in the 

schools. 

• 	 The Webster Public Schools did not develop effective district-wide programs to address 

issues around student attendance. This was particularly true in the higher grades at the high 

school. 

1. The district ensures that all its schools have a clear, written code of conduct and expectations 

for attendance, participation in programs, retention, and promotion, including a process for 

resolving student conflicts that is communicated to all staff and students. 

EQA rating: Poor 

Evidence: During the time under examination, each of Webster’s schools had student 

handbooks. These handbooks contain a compilation of relevant district and school policies. 

These policies were explained to all students, and the students were required to adhere to these 

guiding principles. However, some expectations for attendance and promotion varied from 

school to school. Furthermore, the district overall did not have a clear student promotion policy, 

and some other district procedures were inconsistent with the schools’ procedures. 
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2. The district ensures that behavioral problems in each of its schools do not interfere with 

instructional and learning time. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Over the past three years under examination, the district worked to reduce the number 

of student behavior issues across the system. The issues with student behavior were a topic of 

high concern in the district. Special education was no longer being used as a “dumping ground 

for students with behavior problems,” according to a district administrator. The district was in 

the process of changing their philosophy of permanently removing students with behavior 

problems from the mainstream classrooms. The high school had its teachers patrolling the 

hallways between classes to monitor students. This resulted in a 30% reduction of disciplinary 

referrals. 

3. Schools have well-documented and well-planned programs to encourage attendance and 

participation. 

EQA rating: Unsatisfactory  

Evidence: Between 1999-2002, the district lacked a coordinated student attendance and 

participation program across the school system. The officials at the high school monitored 

attendance and disciplined students with poor attendance in Grades 9 and 10 and utilized a 

resource officer to follow-up with students with low attendance. However, there were no 

significant programs or practices at this level to either monitor or reward students for good 

attendance.  

4. The district tracks students who have ceased to participate in school programs and provides 

them and their families with information and assistance to return to school. 

EQA rating: Poor 

Evidence: In the district, students who dropped out received a packet of information detailing 

alternatives. The special education students who dropped out received more in-depth 

information, and GED programs were available to all dropout students. However, the district did 
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not specifically track dropout students, inform their parents, or offer assistance in returning to 

school. 

5. The district maintains accurate records on attendance, suspension, discipline, and dropouts 

and analyzes these records to improve participation and involvement of all students. 

EQA rating: Poor 

Evidence: Between 1999-2002, individual schools in Webster kept attendance, suspension, 

discipline, dropouts records, and submitted reports to the central office. However, it was not 

clear through the documentation and interviews that any analysis was done with the data. 

6. Safety procedures within schools are well understood and practiced regularly. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The documentation and interviews revealed that the district and its schools had well 

documented safety procedures. All the schools conducted practice drills at least two times per 

year. Furthermore, the high school had emergency procedure books that were provided to 

teachers. 

7. The district makes a concerted effort to involve parents in the discipline of their children. 

EQA rating: Poor 

Evidence: During the period under examination, there was little evidence that students’ parents 

were involved in the school discipline process. Only as a last resort did the schools contact 

parents to inform them of actions taken regarding student discipline. 

8. The district works cooperatively with other municipal groups and agencies to insure the safety 

and participation of all students in schools and in the community at-large. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The district worked cooperatively with many other municipal groups, such as the fire 

and police departments, to insure the safety and participation of all students in the schools and in 

the community at-large. 
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Domain D: Leadership and Governance 

 Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 
1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 3 
0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 3 

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

Standards Total 
Domain D – Leadership and Governance 

S7 - Vision and Planning 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S8 - Organizational Structures, 
Policies, and Practices 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

Standard 7.  Vision and Planning:  The district and each of its schools have clear, credible, and 

academically sound improvement plans that are based on a detailed analysis of student 

performance data and reflect the District Vision Statement. The results achieved through 

implementation of these plans are shared annually with the staff, school committee, and 

community. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 Between 1999-2002, the district leadership established the practice of meeting regularly with 

the district administrators to discuss relevant educational and management issues. 

• 	 The EQA’s interviews and the district’s documentation indicated that student assessment 

data did not drive the goals of either the district improvement plan or school improvement 

plans. 

• 	 In the Webster Public Schools, annual reports were given to the school committee and 

community regarding the district’s progress towards achieving its goals. 
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Indicators:

 1. The leaders in the district have articulated a vision that reflects the values of the community 

and the educational needs of students. 

EQA rating: Poor 

Evidence: Only in the final year under examination, did the district have a district improvement 

plan, mission statement, stated set of values, and a formal document stating their commitment to 

education reforms. These documents provided some details about the district’s plan for 

improvement, but they were general in nature. They listed ‘ideal’ goals, but they did not address 

students’ needs. 

2. The vision is effectively communicated to all stakeholders and implemented in all district 

and school planning. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In 1999-2002, the superintendent had regular meetings with school administrators and 

the school committee where they discussed the goals and vision for the district. The community 

was able to view these meetings on the public access television channel. The district also 

included copies of the mission statement and district values in its student handbooks.  

3. The district and its schools have an inclusive, comprehensive planning process. 

EQA rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The EQA found that the district began to build capacity in the area of district 

planning. However, during most of the years under examination the district planning process was 

not comprehensive. Only in the final year under examination, there were the beginnings of a 

cooperative effort between the school committee, administrative team, and the superintendent.  
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4. The District Improvement Plan (DIP) and the School Improvement Plans (SIP) reflect the 

district vision and are linked to the analysis of student data that drives development, 

implementation, and change of educational strategy. 

EQA rating: Poor 

Evidence: Between 1999-2002, the district’s DIPs and SIPs were linked to each other, but they 

were not clearly linked to the analysis of student MCAS test data. 

5. Based on an analysis of student performance assessments, administrators and staff evaluate 

progress on the DIP and SIP goals of each school.  Necessary changes are made. 

EQA rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: According to district documentation and interviews, the district did not evaluate its 

progress on the DIP and SIP goals based on an analysis of student performance assessments. As 

a result, necessary changes in goal-setting and program revision were not made based on student 

data. 

6. Job accountabilities are established for the administrators and teachers in implementing the 

goals in district and school action plans. 

EQA rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The district goals were in the administrators’ contracts and the individual schools’ 

goals were in the teachers’ contracts. However, neither the administrators nor the teachers were 

held accountable for implementing the goals. 

7. The district provides annual accountability and progress reports on district and school plans to 

the school committee and community. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The superintendent and the administrative team gave annual progress reports 

regarding district and school plans to the school committee. In addition, the community was able 

to view these reports via public access television and copies in the central office. 
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8. The school committee is highly involved in the planning process and gives high priority to the 

goals of the district and school improvement plans in the annual budget. 

EQA rating: Poor 

Evidence: There were one or two members of the school committee who were on the task force, 

which developed the district improvement plan. Nevertheless, it was not clear that the school 

committee gave high priority to the goals of the DIPs and SIPs in the annual budgets. 

Standard 8. Organizational Structures, Policies, and Practices: The district has an 

organizational structure that has clear lines of authority and responsibility, promotes efficient 

operations, and facilitates accomplishment of the goals of the district and schools to improve 

student achievement.  An on going analysis of student performance data and the improvement of 

the curriculum and instruction are the focal points of the district leadership. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 During the years under examination, the district’s student achievement progress was 

discussed at weekly administrative team meetings. 

• 	 Between 1999-2002, as mandated by the Massachusetts Education Reform Act, site-based 

management was in effect within the Webster Public Schools.  As a result, the principals in 

Webster were empowered to address the needs of their own school buildings and students 

with minimum interference from the central office.  

• 	 In Webster, the district administration took actions to ensure that qualified staff members 

were retained in the service of the school system.  

Indicators: 

1. The superintendent, in meetings with senior administrators and members of the school 

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

EQA rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The superintendent had weekly administrative team meetings, which included central 

office administrators, as well as school administrators. Additionally, all administrators attended 

bi-weekly meetings with the school committee, in which the DIP was discussed. 

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

the building principals. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  In accordance with the mandates of the state education reform, there was site-based 

management in effect for the Webster Public Schools. Each school had an established school 

improvement council that aided the principals in decision-making. 

3. The district leadership ensures that all principals have an opportunity to discuss published 

policies and district improvement plans. The district uses system-wide and inter-site 

communication systems to keep all staff well informed and to provide avenues for response. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, the superintendent began the practice of weekly 

administrative team meetings. Despite the fact that the district lacked a consistent method of 

system-wide communication, the EQA found evidence that the district-wide communication 

regarding goals and plans was improving in the final years under examination.   

4. The district publishes and makes available to all staff a current organizational chart that 

indicates lines of responsibility and job descriptions.  

EQA rating: Poor 

Evidence:  Between 1999-2002, the district had current organizational charts that demonstrated 

lines of responsibility. However, there were few clear job descriptions accompanying those 

charts. 
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5. The district ensures that all district records are carefully compiled and maintained and are 

available to all. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  The districts documents and records were maintained in the central office and were 

available for review to the general public or staff as necessary. 

6. The superintendent is evaluated annually using the DIP as one set of criteria and receives a 

written report that identifies strengths and weaknesses. This report serves as a basis for 

subsequent improvement goals and professional development plans. 

EQA rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: During a majority of the time under examination, the superintendent was not 

evaluated. In the final year under examination, the school committee developed an evaluation 

tool for the superintendent, which would evaluate that position annually. This evaluation tool 

was a performance-based system, which provided salary increases for the superintendent based 

on achievement of the district’s goals. 

7. School leaders organize the structure and schedules of their schools such that instructional 

practices are improved. 

EQA rating: Poor 

Evidence: The EQA found that between 1999-2002 there was evidence that school leaders were 

beginning the practice of organizing schools around revising and improving instructional 

practices. For instance, the middle school instituted double periods of ELA for all students to 

improve both instruction and student achievement. However, these practices were not present 

during a majority of the time under examination. 
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8. District employment policies and practices encourage skilled personnel to remain in the 

district’s employment. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In Webster, the district administration took actions to ensure that qualified staff 

members were retained in the service of the school system. For instance, several benefits were 

available to teachers to encourage them to remain in the district, including: professional 

development (up to 12 credits per year were paid for by the district), longevity rewards, and 

80%-85% of medical insurance costs that were paid for by the district. 
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Domain E: Business and Financial Management 

 Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
D

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 1 1 0 0 1 4 
0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
0 0 0 0 1 0 1 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 1 0 0 0 1 1 3 
1 0 1 1 0 0 0 3 
0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

Standards Total 
omain E – Business and

 Financial Management 
S9 - Budget Planning and Development 

Excellent N/A N/A 
Satisfactory N/A N/A 
Poor N/A N/A 
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A 

S10 - Financial Accounting and 
Reporting 

Excellent N/A 
Satisfactory N/A 
Poor N/A 
Unsatisfactory N/A 

Webster’s Chapter 70 Funding and Net School Spending FY1993-2003: 

For the 11-year period since the Massachusetts Education Reform Act, FY1993 to FY2003, 

Webster met the state mandated Net School Spending requirement. For the period between 

FY1993 and FY2003, Chapter 70 Aid to Webster increased 76% (from $4,052,596 to 

$7,128,461.) Webster’s Required Local Contribution increased 26% (from $5,214,077 to 

$6,568,901). However, Webster’s Actual Local Contribution to meet the Net School Spending 

Requirement for the same time period increased 43% (from $5,214,077 to $7,463,052.) For the 

period since the Education Reform Act, Webster received a total of $64,870,129 in Chapter 70 

Aid and was required to raise locally $62,203,514. From 1999 to 2002, Chapter 70 Aid was 

$27,225,499 and the required local contribution was $24,378,839. For the period between 

FY1993 and FY2003, Webster’s foundation enrollment increased .65% and its actual student 

headcount decreased 8.3%. Between FY1999 and FY2002, its foundation enrollment decreased 

3.1% and its student headcount decreased 12.4%. (See Appendix: B)   

Standard 9. Budget Planning and Development: The district has a budget planning and 

development process that ensures effective use of available resources for district and school 

improvement initiatives. The school committee, the superintendent, teachers, parents, and 

members of the community all have varying degrees of responsibility to ensure that the school 

budget meets the educational needs of all students. 
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Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 During the period under examination, the school committee’s policy manual provided 

guidance related to the district’s budget development process. There was an informal 

relationship between school improvement plans and the district’s budget. 

• 	 Between 1999-2002, the district did not utilize an evaluation tool to assess district programs 

or initiatives. 

• 	 The district’s documentation and EQA interviews revealed that the school committee’s sub

committee on finance provided budgetary input and monitoring and ensured that reporting 

responsibilities were fulfilled. 

Indicators: 

1. 	There are procedures for the development of the district budget to ensure input from all staff. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In Webster, the district budget process reflected input from the leadership, and the 

school committee, with limited input from the building principals. The school committee’s sub

committee on finance provided a strong link with the budget development process. 

2. Relevant budget decisions are premised on a systemic analysis of student performance data as 

well as other pertinent information. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Between 1999-2002, while there was no formalized process to indicate that budget 

decisions were based on a systemic analysis of student performance data, there was evidence that 

individual schools were offered opportunities to request funding for their initiatives. 

3. The district has long-term goals, action plans, and improvement plans, which are used to 

integrate school and district-wide needs and goals in the budget development process. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: During the period under examination, there were SIPSs with specific goals and 

objectives. There was a Capital Plan for the district that was aligned with the municipality, which 

used stabilization funds and reserves to fund its needs. 

4. The district allocated its resources to accomplish targeted initiatives and objectives at the 

district and school levels to improve student achievement. 

EQA rating: Poor 

Evidence: During the period under examination, the EQA found that there was only tangential 

evidence that the district was beginning align student achievement data with financial planning. 

This was particularly evident as it related to grant applications, and to a lesser degree 

professional development. 

5. The district employs a cost-effectiveness process in evaluating all of its programs, initiatives, 

and activities as part of the budget process. 

EQA rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: In the Webster Public Schools, there was no evidence for the years between 1999

2002 of a district-wide system to evaluate programs and initiatives. In particular, there was little 

to no connection between the assessment of the school system’s programs and the budget 

process. 

6. The budget document itself is clear, complete, and understandable and provides complete 

information on all fund sources as well as previous history and trends. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Between 1999-2002, the budget document was clear and explicable to the general 

public. These budget documents provided line-item information for each school and activity, 

including prior fiscal years. The budget document, however, did not include a narrative with 

matching line items. 
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Standard 10. Financial Accounting and Reporting: The district maintains adequate 

accounting and financial reporting procedures to inform district-level and school-level decision-

making, ensure effective managerial control over the use of funds, and facilitate public 

accountability. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 During 1999-2002, the district and municipal financial personnel had a sound working 

relationship that was evidenced by cooperative and common procedures, which aided in their 

work together. 

• 	 During the period under examination, the district did not formalize its financial reporting 

capacities in its schools with access to on-line budget information. 

Indicators: 

1. School committee policies and administrative procedures establish clear processes and 

expectations regarding the expenditure, transfer, and investment of funds, within the district 

budget. 

EQA rating: Poor 

Evidence: Between 1999-2002, the school committee updated its policy manual, which 

articulated budgetary responsibilities and authority. This manual, which was updated two years 

ago, set forth expectations and recognized the superintendent as being responsible for the 

district’s overall financial management. 

2. Regular, timely, and complete financial reports are made to the school committee and the 

community. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In the EQA’s interviews the district leadership indicated that regular financial reports 

were provided to them. The school committee received financial reports either quarterly or 

monthly. The building principals indicated they received quarterly or semi-annual reports. The 
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school committee’s sub-committee for finance plays an integral part in the monitoring of school 

spending throughout the year. 

3. Required local, state, and federal financial reports and statements are filed in a timely and 

accurate manner. 

EQA rating: Poor 

Evidence: An independent auditor’s report mentioned that the district lacked procedures to 

prepare and file reports with the DOE, which the EQA also found to be true in the Webster 

Public Schools. However, during the final years under examination, the district strengthened 

some of its reporting capabilities, and there was some evidence that required reports were being 

filed in a timely manner. 

4. The district has 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: Poor 

Evidence: The district had only adequate accounting technology. The system serviced both the 

municipality and the school district. There was a sound working relationship between the school 

business manager and the town accountant. While the district managers had access to financial 

reports, they did not receive them on-line in their buildings. 

5. The district reviews student achievement data and such reviews are reflected in its financial 

decisions. 

EQA rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under examination, there was no systemic process that the district 

employed to analyze student achievement data in relation to its financial decisions. There was 

some evidence that student achievement data was utilized in grant applications to target certain 
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student deficiencies and/or tutoring needs, but the district did not apply for many non-entitlement 

grants. 

6. The district regularly employs appropriate independent financial audits and implements their 

recommendations to assure quality financial systems. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The EQA found that during the period under examination, there was evidence that 

district employed independent auditors and implemented their financial recommendations as 

necessary. 

7. The district uses reliable forecast mechanism and control procedures to ensure spending is 

within fiscal budget limits. 

EQA rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Between 1999-2002, there was evidence to suggest that budgetary spending controls 

were in place. For instance the district’s accounting software was capable of ensuring that 

budgetary controls were operational. The school committee’s sub-committee on finance played 

an important part in the budgetary/spending cycle and ensured, through reports and meetings, 

that spending controls were in place and that spending levels reflected good business practices. 
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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 Combined 

Proficiency Index (CPI), 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). 
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Appendix B: Webster Chapter 70 Funding and Net School Spending FY1993-2003 

59 

Pct Pct Pct Chapter 70 Pct Pct Actual Pct 

Chg Budget Chg Local Chg Aid Chg Chg Over/ 

FY Under 

0 0 

7 

7 

5 

5 

-2 

5 

2 6 

0 

Chapter 

FY 

Pct of 
Actual 
NSS 

Actual NSS Ch 70 
NSS 

Actual NSS 

91 

49 

50 96 

52 

53 

109 

101 52 

Foundation Foundation Required Required Dollars 

Enrollment Net School Net School Over/Under 

Contribution Spending(NSS) Spending Requirement 

FY93 1,859 10,454,675 5,214,077 4,052,596 9,266,673 9,266,673 

FY94 1,984 6.7 11,188,637 4,904,994 -5.9 4,401,328 8.6 9,306,322 0.4 9,566,883 260,561 2.8 

FY95 1,953 -1.6 11,084,418 -0.9 5,248,165 4,827,164 9.7 10,075,329 8.3 10,082,144 6,815 0.1 

FY96 2,007 2.8 11,731,190 5.8 5,071,340 -3.4 5,419,780 12.3 10,491,120 4.1 10,827,553 336,433 3.2 

FY97 1,977 -1.5 11,760,579 0.3 5,254,788 3.6 5,763,848 6.3 11,018,636 11,360,839 342,203 3.1 

FY98 1,975 -0.1 12,094,567 2.8 5,562,410 5.9 6,051,453 11,613,863 5.4 12,029,437 415,574 3.6 

FY99 1,936 12,292,309 1.6 5,712,772 2.7 6,391,071 5.6 12,103,843 4.2 12,614,732 510,889 4.2 

FY00 1,946 0.5 12,503,792 1.7 6,029,288 5.5 6,682,971 4.6 12,712,259 13,030,265 318,006 2.5 

FY01 1,943 -0.2 12,987,265 3.9 6,235,750 3.4 7,022,996 5.1 13,258,746 4.3 13,546,117 287,371 2.2 

FY02 1,876 -3.4 13,158,562 1.3 6,401,029 2.7 7,128,461 1.5 13,529,490 14,370,031* 817,272 

FY03 1,871 -0.3 13,561,273 3.1 6,568,901 2.6 7,128,461 13,697,362 1.2 14,591,513* 894,151 6.5 

70 Aid as 

Dollars per Foundation Enrollment Percentage of Foundation 
Fnd Budget Ch 70 Aid Required 

FY93 5,624 2,180 4,985 38.8 88.6 88.6 43.7 

FY94 5,639 2,218 4,822 39.3 83.2 85.5 47.3 

FY95 5,676 2,472 5,162 43.5 90.9 47.9 

FY96 5,845 2,700 5,395 46.2 89.4 92.3 51.7 

FY97 5,949 2,915 5,747 93.7 96.6 52.3 

FY98 6,124 3,064 6,091 99.5 52.1 

FY99 6,349 3,301 6,516 98.5 102.6 52.8 

FY00 6,425 3,434 6,696 53.4 101.7 104.2 52.6 

FY01 6,684 3,615 6,972 54.1 102.1 104.3 

FY02 7,014 3,800 7,648 54.2 102.8 52.7 

FY03 7,248 3,810 7,799 52.6 107.6 


