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Executive Summary 

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

Schools in early December of 2003. During 2000-2003, it was among the ‘Very High’ 

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: 
• 	 Nauset’s Average Proficiency Index (API) was 90.9, which was based on the 2003 MCAS 

results. The state average for the API was 75.7 in 2003. This placed Nauset among the higher 
performing academic school districts in the Commonwealth. In ELA, the district’s ELA 
Proficiency Index (EPI) was 94.8, and the state average for EPI was 82.2. In math, the 
district’s math Proficiency Index (MPI) was 87, and the state average for MPI was 69.3. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 77.1% of the students in Nauset scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 
‘Proficient’ categories. This figure was 25.3 percentage points higher than the state’s average 
percentages. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, in ELA, 85.0% of the students in Nauset scored in the ‘Advanced’ 
and ‘Proficient’ categories, 24.5 percentage points higher than the state average.   

• 	 In math, 69.8% of the students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 27.0 
percentage points in math higher than the state’s average percentages. 

• 	 In 2003, in Nauset the Proficiency Indices of 94.8 for ELA and 87.0 for math were 12.6 and 
17.7 points higher than the statewide averages. 

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

Equity of Achievement/Proficiency: 
• 	 On the MCAS retest administered in the spring of 2003, 99% of the Nauset Class of 2004 

earned a Competency Determination, as compared to 89% of the statewide Class of 2004. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 83.0% of the regular education students in Nauset scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 24.0 percentage points higher than the state’s 
average percentages for regular education students. 
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• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 46.0% of the special education students scored in the ‘Advanced’ 
and ‘Proficient’ categories, 25.0 percentage points lower than the state’s average percentages 
for special education students. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 62.7% of the FRL/Y students in Nauset scored in the ‘Advanced’ 
and ‘Proficient’ categories, 35.9 percentage points higher than the state’s average 
percentages for FRL/Y students. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 78.9% of the FRL/N students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 
‘Proficient’ categories, 18.0 percentage points higher than the state’s average percentages for 
FRL/N students. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, special education students in Nauset scored 9.2 percentage points 
lower than the district average Proficiency Index in ELA and in math, by 21.7 percentage 
points. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, FRL/Y students in Nauset scored 3.3 percentage points lower than 
the district average Proficiency Index in ELA and in math, by 9.1 percentage points. 

• 	 The MCAS performance of regular education and special education students varied 
substantially and in a less than satisfactory manner to each other, although in a more than 
satisfactory manner to their comparable state subgroups. 

Improvement: 
• 	 Between 2000 and 2003, the trend in student performance on the MCAS test was upward, 

with most of the improvement occurring over the entire three years in the category of 
‘Warning/Failing’, and between 2002 and 2003 in ‘Needs Improvement’. This trend was 
consistent in both ELA and math. 

• 	 In Nauset, 16.3% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficiency’ categories in 
2003 than in 2000 and 10.2% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

• 	 In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index increased by 7.5 
points and, in math, by 13.3 points. 

• 	 In ELA, 14.3% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 
than in 2000 and 5.8% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

• 	 In math, 19.0% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 
than in 2000 and 14.6% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

• 	 The MCAS performance level for in the district improved in the aggregate from 2001-2003. 
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Equity of Improvement: 
• 	 Between 2000-2003, Nauset’s student achievement figures for all students and for special 

education students’ results improved by more than the state averages in both ELA and math. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, Nauset’s student achievement figures for regular education students’ 
results improved by more than the state average in math and less than the state average in 
ELA. 

Participation and Access: 
• 	 Overall, all eligible students were participating in both ELA and math assessments at 

required levels. 

Summary of Preliminary Findings by Domain: 

Assessment and Evaluation: 
• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on two, ‘Satisfactory’ on eighteen, and 

‘Poor’ on one of the twenty-one performance indicators in this domain. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the system was committed to the continuous use of assessments as a 
tool to determine the effectiveness of both teaching and learning. 

• 	 During the period under examination, the expertise of teachers in the use of data to inform 
individual student improvement was not consistent throughout the system.    

• 	 During the period under review, the school system made a significant connection between the 
attendance of students and staff and high standards and expectations for student achievement. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, in Nauset there was an inconsistent application of the evaluation 
process for teachers as negotiated in the contract between the regional school district and the 
teachers’ union. 

• 	 There was a system-wide commitment to ensure that children had an understanding of the 
value of learning and the methods used to assess their performances in learning.   

Curriculum and Instruction: 
• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on six and ‘Satisfactory’ on nineteen of 

the twenty-five performance indicators in this domain. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, there was a system-wide awareness that in order for students to be 
engaged in the curriculum there needed to be common language and clearly articulated 
objectives across the grade levels. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the leadership of all stakeholders made a commitment to provide the 
instructional time and support necessary for students to be able to accomplish the learning 
expectations set by the school system. 
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• 	 Between 2000-2003, expectations for learning were the same for all students, regardless of 
their subgroup status, and the system provided a variety of services to enable students to meet 
high academic standards and expectations.   

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the system provided the tools, resources, and time necessary for 
sustained professional development. 

• 	 For the years under review, the system had a commitment to professional development, 
which was a contributing factor in the continuous improvement of the district’s high quality 
teaching and learning. 

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

on one of the seven performance indicators in this domain. 

• 	 In the Nauset Public Schools, despite the breadth and depth of academic support services at 
all levels within the system, the early intervention program was not meeting the needs of all 
the district’s early childhood-aged students.  

Leadership and Governance: 
• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on four, ‘Satisfactory’ on twelve of the 

sixteen performance indicators in this domain. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the system was committed to continuous academic improvement among 
its students. To that end, the district carefully defined the roles for all its stakeholders from 
the various school committees to parents to the classroom teachers, in efforts to improve the 
district’s academic performance from “good to great.” 

• 	 In Nauset, during the period under examination, in the regional district and the elementary 
schools, the long-range strategic plan mirrored the practices and educational culture of the 
school system. 

• 	 For the period under examination, district-wide consensus building among the district 
leadership team was an integral part of ensuring that all members of the team were sustaining 
the mission and vision of the district. 

• 	 In Nauset, the system’s organizational structure fostered effective communication among and 
between the district leadership and the various school principals and administrators. 

Business and Finance: 
• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on one and ‘Satisfactory’ on nineteen of 

the twenty performance indicators in this domain. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the budget document was clear, complete, and understandable and was 
aligned with the operational implications of the district’s strategic goals. 
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• Between 2000-2003, although each community had its own maintenance process, 
collectively communities maintained a commitment to preserve the school facilities. 
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Part I: Overview of the EQA Review Process and the District 

On December 2-4, 2003, the EQA conducted an independent examination of the Nauset 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. 

The Nauset Public Schools is comprised of four towns located in central Barnstable County in 

Cape Cod, Massachusetts. These member towns are Brewster, Eastham, Orleans, and Wellfleet. 

Education, healthcare, and social services are the largest sources of employment in Nauset’s 

member towns, followed by retail sales and construction. According to the 2000 U.S. Census, 

these towns have a total population of 24,637 people and an average median family income of 

$53,727, while the median family income in Massachusetts is $61,664. Nauset’s member towns 

have boards of selectmen/town manager forms of government, a ten-person regional school 

committee, each town has their own school committee, and each town approves their own school 

budget. The Nauset Regional school system has six schools serving grades PreK-12. The most 

recent Massachusetts Department of Education (DOE) figures indicate that there were 1,797 

students enrolled in the district in FY2002. The demographic/subgroup composition in the 

Nauset Public Schools is: 96.3% White, 1.2% Asian-American, 1.2% Hispanic-American, 0.9% 

African-American, Limited English Proficiency (LEP), 0.4%; Free or Reduced Lunch/Yes 

(FRL/Y), 11.9%; and Special Education (SPED), 14.3%. During the ten years of education 

reform in Massachusetts, Nauset’s state Chapter 70 Aid increased by 255% from $1,099,532 in 

FY1993 to $3,903,029 in FY2002. For the fiscal years under review, 2000-2003, Nauset received 

$3,334,026; $3,612,426; $3,903,029; and $3,903,029 for a total of $14,752,510 in state Chapter 

70 Aid. 
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This report finds the Nauset Public Schools to be a ‘Very High’ performing school district, 

which is marked by student achievement that is ‘Very High’ in English Language Arts (ELA) 

and ‘High’ in math on the Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS) test. 

Since 2000, Nauset has also demonstrated improvement on its ‘Very High’ MCAS test scores, 

and in the 2003 administration of the MCAS test, 77.1% of its students scored above standard. 

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 

Nauset’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 
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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. 

Nauset vs. Massachusetts: 
• 	 In the aggregate, students in Nauset scored higher than the aggregate of the state’s students. 

• 	 The regular education students in Nauset scored higher than the state’s regular education 
students, who scored higher than the state in general. 

• 	 The special education students in Nauset scored higher than the state’s special education 
students. 

• 	 Students eligible for participation in Free and Reduced Lunch programs (FRL/Y) in Nauset 
scored higher than the state’s FRL/Y students.  

• 	 The non-FRL students (FRL/N) in Nauset scored higher than the state’s FRL/N students. 

Nauset’s totals vs. Nauset’s subgroups: 
• 	 The special education students in Nauset scored lower than the regular students in Nauset. 

• 	 The FRL/Y students in Nauset scored lower than the FRL/N students in Nauset. 

11




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, 77.1% of the students in Nauset scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories. This figure was 25.3 percentage points higher than the state’s average 

percentages. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, in ELA, 85.0% of the students in Nauset scored in the ‘Advanced’ 

and ‘Proficient’ categories, 24.5 percentage points higher than the state average.   

• 	 In math, 69.8% of the students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 27.0 

percentage points in math higher than the state’s average percentages. 

• 	 In 2003, in Nauset, the Proficiency Indices of 94.8 for ELA and 87.0 for math were 12.6 and 

17.7 points higher than the statewide averages. 
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Figure/Table 1: 

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

Advanced 14.2 32.4 
Proficient 37.6 44.7 

Needs Improv. 32.2 9.5 
Warning/Failing 16.0 3.4 

Analysis of Figure/Table 1: 

• 	 Nauset had 18.2% and 7.1% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories than the state on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Nauset’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category exceeded that of the state 

by more than two times, 32.4% to 14.2%. 

• 	 Nauset had 22.7% and 12.6% fewer of its students scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

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

• 	 Nauset’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category was almost one-

fifth that of the state, 3.4% to 16.0%. 
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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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State ELA Nauset ELA State MTH Nauset MTH 

Advanced 
Proficient 

Needs Improv. 
Warning/Failing 

12.1 
48.4 

30.2 
8.9 

33.2 
51.8 

14.1 
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15.9 
26.9 

34.1 
23.1 

31.6 
38.2 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 2: 

• 	 Nauset had 21.1% and 3.4% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

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

• 	 Nauset’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category in ELA exceeded that of 

the state by almost three times, 33.2% to 12.1%. 

• 	 Nauset had 16.1% and 8.0% fewer of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

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

• 	 Nauset’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category in ELA was 

almost one-tenth that of the state, 0.9% to 8.9%. 

• 	 Nauset had 15.7% and 11.3% more students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories in math than the state on the 2003 MCAS test. 
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• 	 Nauset had 9.6% and 17.3% fewer of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

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

• 	 Nauset’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category in ELA was 

almost one-fourth that of the state’s students, 5.8% to 23.1%. 

Figure/Table 3: 

Proficiency Index (MCAS 2003) by Grade 

ELA Math 
Nauset 94.8 87.0 

Grade 07 93.9 NA 
Grade 08 NA 84.0 
Grade 10 95.7 90.3 

Analysis of Figure/Table 3: 

• 	 On average, in Nauset, the math PI was 7.8 points lower than that for ELA system-wide. 

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

• 	 In ELA, the Proficiency Index in Grade 10 was 0.9 points higher than the district average, 

and in Grade 7 it was 0.9 points lower than the district average. 

• 	 In math, the Proficiency Index in Grade 10 was 3.3 points higher than the district average, 

and in Grade 8 it was 3.0 points lower than the district average.  
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2. 	Equity of Achievement: How does a MCAS performance vary among the district’s 

student subgroups? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 83.0% of the regular education students in Nauset scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 24.0 percentage points higher than the state’s 

average percentages for regular education students. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 46.0% of the special education students scored in the ‘Advanced’ 

and ‘Proficient’ categories, 25.0 percentage points lower than the state’s average percentages 

for special education students. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 62.7% of the FRL/Y students in Nauset scored in the ‘Advanced’ 

and ‘Proficient’ categories, 35.9 percentage points higher than the state’s average 

percentages for FRL/Y students. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 78.9% of the FRL/N students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories, 18.0 percentage points higher than the state’s average percentages for 

FRL/N students. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, special education students in Nauset scored 9.2 percentage points 

lower than the district average Proficiency Index in ELA and in math by 21.7 percentage 

points. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, FRL/Y students in Nauset scored 3.3 percentage points lower than 

the district average Proficiency Index in ELA and in math by 9.1 percentage points. 

• 	 The MCAS performance of regular education and special education students varied 

substantially and in a less than satisfactory manner to each other, although in a more than 

satisfactory manner to their comparable state subgroups. 
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Figure/Table 4: 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of Regular and Disabilites students at each proficiency 
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State Reg Nauset Reg State Disability Nauset Disability 

Advanced 16.8 37.2 2.3 6.7 
Proficient 42.2 45.8 18.7 39.3 

Needs Improv. 30.4 15.5 41.3 41.3 
Warning/Failing 10.7 1.5 37.7 12.7 

Analysis of Figure/Table 4: 

• 	 Nauset had 20.4% and 3.6% more regular education students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 

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

• 	 Nauset’s percentage of regular education students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category 

exceeded that of the state’s students by more than two times, 37.2% to 16.8%. 

• 	 Nauset had 14.9% and 9.2% 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. 
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• 	 Nauset’s percentage of regular education students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category 

was less than one-seventh that of the state’s regular education students, 1.5% to 10.7%. 

• 	 Nauset had 4.4% and 20.6% more of its special education students score in the ‘Advanced’ 

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

• 	 Nauset’s percentage of special education students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category 

exceeded that of the state’s special education students by almost three times, 6.7% to 2.3%. 

• 	 Nauset had 0.0% and 25.0% fewer 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. 

• 	 Nauset’s percentage of special education students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category 

was almost one-third that of the state’s special education students, 12.7% and 37.7%, 

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

State FRL (Y) Nauset FRL (Y) State FRL (N) Nauset FRL (N) 

Advanced 
Proficient 

Needs Improv. 
Warning/Failing 

3.6 
23.2 

41.3 
32.0 

14.7 
48.0 

32.4 
4.9 

18.0 
42.9 

28.9 
10.2 

34.5 
44.4 

18.0 
3.2 

Analysis of Figure/Table 5: 

• 	 Nauset had 11.1% and 24.8% more of its FRL/Y students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

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

• 	 Nauset’s percentage of FRL/Y students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category was exceeded the 

state’s FRL/Y students by more than four times, 14.7% to 3.6%. 

• 	 Nauset had 8.9% and 27.1% fewer of its FRL/Y students score in the ‘Need Improvement’ 

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

• 	 Nauset’s percentage of FRL/Y students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category was less 

than one-sixth that of the state’s FRL/Y students, 4.9% to 32.0%. 
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• 	 Nauset had 16.5% and 1.5% 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. 

• 	 Nauset had 10.9% and 7.0% 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. 

• 	 Nauset’s percentage of FRL/N students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category was less 

than one-third that of the state’s FRL/N students, 3.2% to 10.2%. 
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Figure/Table 6: 
N-values by category 

ELA Math 
Nauset Advanced 155 159 

Proficient 242 192 
Needs Improv. 66 123 

Warning/Failing 4 29 

Regular Advanced 149 155 
Proficient 202 173 

Needs Improv. 35 92 
Warning/Failing 3 9 

Disability Advanced 6 4 
Proficient 40 19 

Needs Improv. 31 31 
Warning/Failing 1 18 

Free Lunch (Y) Advanced 6 9 
Proficient 32 17 

Needs Improv. 12 21 
Warning/Failing 0 5 

Free Lunch (N) Advanced 149 150 
Proficient 210 175 

Needs Improv. 54 102 
Warning/Failing 4 24 

African-American Advanced 2 1 
Proficient 1 3 

Needs Improv. 0 1 
Warning/Failing 0 1 

Asian-American Advanced 5 2 
Proficient 2 3 

Needs Improv. 1 0 
Warning/Failing 0 1 

Hispanic-American Advanced 0 1 
Proficient 1 3 

Needs Improv. 2 1 
Warning/Failing 0 2 

White Advanced 148 155 
 Proficient 237 183 
 Needs Improv. 62 120 
 Warning/Failing 4 25 
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Table 7: 


Proficiency Index (MCAS 2003) Free/Reduced lunch Status, Student Status, and Race


ELA vs Math PI (by subgroup) 
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ELA Math 

A NAUSET 94.8 87.0 

B Regular 96.7 90.9 

C Disability 85.6 65.3 

D FRL (Y) 91.5 77.9 

E FRL (N) 95.2 88.0 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 7: 

• 	 In Nauset, regular education and FRL/N students scored 1.9 and 0.4 Proficiency Index points 

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

• 	 In Nauset, special education and FRL/Y students scored 9.2 and 3.3 Proficiency Index points 

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

• 	 In Nauset, regular education and FRL/N students scored 3.9 and 1.0 Proficiency Index points 

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

• 	 In Nauset, special education and FRL/Y students scored 21.7 and 9.1 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: 

• 	 Between 2000 and 2003, the trend in student performance on the MCAS test was upward, 

with most of the improvement occurring over the entire three years in the category of 

‘Warning/Failing’, and between 2002 and 2003 in ‘Needs Improvement.’ This trend was 

consistent in both ELA and math. 

• 	 In Nauset, 16.3% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficiency’ categories in 

2003 than in 2000 and 10.2% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

• 	 In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index increased by 7.5 

points and, in math, by 13.3 points. 

• 	 In ELA, 14.3% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000 and 5.8% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 
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• 	 In math, 19.0% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000, and 14.6% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

• 	 The MCAS performance level for in the district improved in the aggregate 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 Nauset, 32.4% and 44.7% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories in 2003 in contrast to 18.4% and 42.4% of all district students achieving these 

categories in 2000. 

• 	 In Nauset, 3.4% of all students scored at the ‘Warning/Failing’ category in 2003 in contrast 

to 13.6% of all district students scoring in this category 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 14.8 24.4 31.8 33.2 21.9 20.7 26.2 31.6 
Proficient 55.9 56.0 54.8 51.8 28.9 70.2 34.1 38.2 

Needs Improv. 22.6 16.9 10.8 14.1 28.7 38.1 31.9 24.5 
Warning/Failing 6.7 2.6 2.6 0.9 20.4 10.7 7.8 5.8 

Analysis of Figure/Table 9: 

• 	 In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 7.5 points, 

from 87.3 to 94.8. 

• 	 In math, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 13.3 points, 

from 73.7 to 87.0. 

• 	 In ELA, 85.0% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 in 

contrast to 70.7% of all students achieving in these categories in 2000.  
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• 	 In ELA, 15.0% of all students scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ 

categories in 2003 in contrast to 29.3% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000. 

• 	 In math, 69.8% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

in contrast to 50.8% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000.  

• 	 In math, 30.3% of all students scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ 

categories in 2003 in contrast to 49.1% 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, Nauset’s student achievement figures for all students and for special 

education students’ results improved by more than the state averages in both ELA and math. 

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

results improved by more than the state average in math and less than the state average in 

ELA. 
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Figures 10A-B: 


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

GRAPHIC Format: (bars = Nauset; dots = State) 
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Table 10: 

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

TABLE Format: 

Trend Data by Subgroup (Nauset.) 
 Trend Data by Subgroup (State) 

ELA Math 
ALL ‘01 92.0 82.4 

‘02 94.3 81.9 
‘03 94.8 87.0 

Regular ‘01 95.1 85.9 
‘02 97.5 83.5 
‘03 96.7 90.9 

Disability ‘01 67.9 57.6 
 ‘02 72.3 64.5 
 ‘03 85.6 65.3 

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 

Analysis of Figures/Table 10: 

• 	 In Nauset, between 2001-2003, all students increased by 2.8 Proficiency Index points in ELA 

and 4.6 points in math, as compared with increases of 2.7 and 2.0 points statewide. 

• 	 In Nauset, between 2001-2003, regular education students increased by 1.6 Proficiency Index 

points in ELA and by 5.0 points in math, as compared with increases of 3.1 and 2.6 points 

statewide. 

• 	 In Nauset, between 2001-2003, special education students increased by 17.7 Proficiency 

Index points in ELA and 7.7 points in math, as compared with increases of 6.7 and 2.9 points 

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

required programs and assessments? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
• 	 Overall, all eligible students were participating in both ELA and math assessments at 

required levels. 

Table 11: 

ELA Math 
Tested 95.88% 97.29% 
NTA 0.41% 0.19% 
NTM 0.00% 1.16% 
NTO 3.71% 1.36% 

Analysis of Table 11: 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, Nauset’s student test participation rates in ELA and math were 

95.88% and 97.29%, respectively. These figures were 0.88% and 2.29% 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 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

2 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

3 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

4 

1 
0 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

5 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

6 7 8 9 10 Total 

0 0 1 N/A N/A 2 
0 1 0 N/A N/A 5 
1 0 0 N/A N/A 1 
0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 

0 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
1 1 N/A N/A N/A 7 
0 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
0 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 

0 N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 
1 N/A N/A N/A N/A 6 
0 N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 
0 N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 

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): 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the system was committed to the continuous use of assessments as a 

tool to determine the effectiveness of both teaching and learning. 

• 	 During the period under examination, the expertise of teachers in the use of data to inform 

individual student improvement was not consistent throughout the system.   
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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: Satisfactory  

Evidence: The Nauset Public Schools Policy Manual (Policy #3157) addressed standardized 

testing, which established the use of standardized testing as an integral part of the total 

educational program in helping children to grow and develop.  In addition, testing was used 

to identify needs of students and served as a guide for developing “optimum” education 

programs. With the use of the MCAS test, the district also administered the Diagnostic 

Inventory of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) in grades K-2, Stanford 9 in grades 2-3, 

literacy benchmarks in grades 1-2, and GRADE in grades K-3. Although not consistent 

throughout the system, the district used some standardized measures, such as pre-tests and 

post-tests connected to a text book series. 

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: All building principals and teachers responsible for the logistics and 

administration of the MCAS test attended the necessary workshops for “Principles of Test 

Administration” sponsored by the DOE.   

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The school committee set the expectation that the assessment program must 

remain current. This expectation, stated in the Nauset Public School Policy Manual (Policy 
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#3157), directed that assessment program should be continually revised and updated to be 

consistent with objectives that would be used to assess 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: Excellent 

Evidence: Interviews with district administrators and a review of the district’s curriculum 

materials indicated that the district charted a course, which corresponded to the analysis of 

student assessment data. Interviewees indicated that unless there was evidence to suggest 

otherwise, the expectation was that the chart of the course moving the district from “good to 

great” would be followed. 

Interviews determined that the district was focused on and committed to standards-based 

instruction and implemented a provision to provide all staff with a clear understanding of the 

concept and application of a standards-based instructional model. A longitudinal, system-

wide review of math scores determined the need to address the gaps in student performance, 

so the system went though a three-year math adoption process that included professional 

development, textbook selection, and the ultimate creation of new math curriculum for 

grades K-12 and the approach to the instruction of math. Remedial and enrichment support 

were also identified in the system’s new math initiative.  

Monthly forums for elementary and middle school principals focused on reviewing student 

assessment data and were considered as part of the professional development for principals. 

From these meetings, data-driven objectives and outcomes were defined and measures 

collectively established to determine when outcomes and objectives were met.  The district’s 

recent math initiative included bringing all the elementary and middle school principals 
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together for a course in math education to provide a consistency regarding the elements of 

teaching math. Then the participants were expected to use the elements to review potential 

texts. An outgrowth of this was that the group decided to continue the process of applying the 

elements of math education to monitoring the implementation of the new math program. At 

the time of the on-site review, in the fall of 2003, the team was still intact and met regularly. 

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

regular intervals. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the time under review, school level assessment analyses were 

disseminated from central office to the principals who then distributed them to appropriate 

faculty at staff meetings. Principals were also expected to train teachers in the interpretation 

and use of the data. 

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’s analysis of student assessment data 

was the sole responsibility of the central office staff. Building administrators were given 

some initial training in the analysis and use of data. However, district administrators 

acknowledged that the same level of readiness with data was not consistent among the 

teaching staff. The elementary teachers, because of their involvement with other assessments 

and initiatives, were further along with their ability to deal with data analysis. 

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 98% rate of achievement for meeting the Competency 

Determination standard. The district had already earned a 99% 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: Excellent 

Evidence: For the period under review, district leadership established, through a consensus 

process, that there was a clear distinction between the curriculum and the resources used to 

support curriculum. Principals agreed to maintain this distinction in working with all staff as 

they continued to provide training and support in the standards-based model of instruction.     

In addition, the system-wide curriculum, which was designed by the district, contained two 

significant components: (1) defined objectives in terms of the state learning strands, and (2) 

the defined “student friendly benchmarks” that reiterate the strands in language that was 

familiar to students. 

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, the school system made a significant connection between the 

attendance of students and staff and high standards and expectations for student achievement. 

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: The system had an attendance policy regarding excused and unexcused absences. 

Students absent without parental consent were considered to be truant. Students were 

excused for illnesses and deaths in the family. Absences for other reasons were considered to 

be unexcused. Interviews with central office administrators indicated that there were a 

number of factors impacting the attendance rate. The average percent of absenteeism for the 

regional district was 7.2% per year over a four-year span. Some students were absent because 

their families were employed during the summer tourist season and took vacations during the 

off the season between September and May. District interviewees indicated that parents had 

their own definition of what should be “excused” beyond the policy definition of the district. 

Based on the 2003 Mid-Cycle Annual Yearly Progress Report, the Nauset Public Schools 

met the target for attendance as a whole, but students who were in the subgroups of special 

education and FRL/Y did not. 

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

attendance. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under review, the Nauset Public Schools recognized the impact that 

attendance had on student achievement. For students having difficulty with their school 

attendance, the system provided alternative programs to help them be more engaged in 

school. Interviewees indicated and attendance data supported that students with disabilities 

improved in attendance because of the position the district had taken of providing on-site 

programs. The system’s practice of servicing students within the system rather than placing 

them in programs outside the system was cited as a motivational factor in improving 

attendance for special education students. The Mid-Cycle AYP Report for 2003 supported 

this improved attendance. Principals were responsible for monitoring attendance of students 

within their respective buildings. 
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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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the time under review, the district maintained accurate records on 

attendance, suspensions, and discipline. An analysis of the MCAS data for 2003 indicated 

that the district’s largest subgroups were students with disabilities and free and reduced lunch 

participants. Trend data over the past three years (2000-2003) indicated that the district’s 

subgroup populations consistently outperformed the state’s population in similar subgroups. 

There was no evidence to suggest that the factors of attendance, suspension, and discipline 

negatively influenced student achievement. In addition, the district’s dropout rate was 3.3% 

for 2001, and the district provided an alternative program that was designed to serve students 

at-risk. 

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

expectations. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The Nauset school system placed a high emphasis on students in grades K-12 to 

be in attendance. Expectations regarding academics were connected with the importance for 

student to be in classrooms. This was shared with parents and students. Administrators 

indicated that they communicated to parents at school meetings, through phone conversations 

and in written correspondence. Students were given the messages that: school was important, 

they were expected to work hard to succeed, and that the system would support their efforts. 

Administrators in the system (elementary and secondary) reported consistently that they were 

focused on the importance of attendance and actively sought the support of parents. The 

regional school committee supported the emphasis on attendance through a policy statement 

(Policy #5113.1). 
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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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: An analysis of attendance data and participation rates in the state assessment 

indicated that there was no negative relationship between staff and student attendance and 

student achievement. Approximately 97% of all the district’s students participated in the state 

assessment.   

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 requested no waivers for LEP or 

alternative assessment (ALT) status students for the MCAS test. Within the schools under 

review, all teachers were certified. 

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: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: For the period under review, an analysis of the 2003 MCAS test results indicated 

that there were 14 students in three minority categories. None of these students failed the 

ELA portion of the MCAS test. Since these numbers represent a small group of students, the 

district reported that it viewed these students as part of their regular population and 

maintained the records for these students as they would for any other regular education 

student within the system. 

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): 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, in Nauset there was an inconsistent application of the evaluation 

process for teachers as negotiated in the contract between the regional school district and the 

teachers’ union. 

• 	 There was a system-wide commitment to ensure that children had an understanding of the 

value of learning and the methods used to assess their performances in learning.  

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: At the cabinet level, standards of accountability were established for central office 

and building level administrators in each area of responsibility. At the school level, principals 

established appropriately defined levels of accountability based on teaching assignments. 

Teachers were held accountable for the consistency of expectations defined for the system at 

the cabinet level. Accountability for teachers was reflected in the evaluation process used to 
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evaluate teachers. The effectiveness of the leadership of principals in implementing their 

responsibilities was reflected in their evaluation process. Ultimately, the school committee 

held the superintendent accountable for responsibilities defined by policy. Interviews and a 

review of the Nauset School Committee Policy # 4217 determined that the system viewed 

supervision and evaluation as a cooperative and continuous process directed toward the 

continued improvement of performance and maintenance of quality. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: There was evidence that the curriculum in the district was data-driven and that 

data shaped instructional delivery. The district established the expectation for the use of daily 

lesson agendas that were posted in the classrooms and included the following components: 

subject area, the learning standard(s) benchmark(s), the learning experiences contained in the 

lesson, the method of assessment, and the homework. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the time under review, the monthly forums between the assistant 

superintendent and building level principals was the basic structure to monitor for the quality, 

adequacy, and effectiveness of the curriculum and instructional programs. The expectation 

from central office was that decisions made within the forum were implemented in individual 

schools. 

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

Massachusetts Education Reform Act. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The EQA team reviewed six evaluations of school principals. Five were 

completed in a timely manner, and one was not. The evaluation instrument was consistent 

and contained the components of “Effective Principles for Administrative Leadership.” 

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

Education Reform Act. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The EQA team reviewed approximately 10% of professional staff evaluations and 

found that 75% were timely and contained the components of the “Principles for Effective 

Teaching.” The majority of the evaluations reviewed were consistent with the procedure 

identified in the contract; some, however, reflected that the timelines identified in the 

contract were not followed. 

The 25% of the evaluations that were not completed in a timely manner included teachers 

who were still on the current staff roster. Article VIII, Section 1 of the teachers’ contract 

between the Nauset Regional school district, the school union #54, and the Nauset Education 

Association cited that, “Evaluation and observation will always be in an open and ethical 

manner consistent with September 24, 1997, agreement between the Association and the 

Communities (July 1, 2002-June 30, 2005).” 

According to the contract, Cycle A for professional status teachers included a minimum of 

two formal observations of at least 30 minutes each, with a post observation conference. At 

the discretion of the administrator, informal observations could be conducted at any time. 

Teachers used self-assessments in years two and three of the evaluation cycle and developed 

and submitted a two-year goal to address improved student academic achievement.  In Cycle 

B, teachers submitted supporting evidence for the completion and achievement of the goals 

identified in the first cycle.   
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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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, because the population was small, the disagregation of data 

by subgroups was not a major consideration in identifying the strengths and weaknesses in 

curriculum and instruction. The primary subgroups for the system were students with 

disabilities and low-income students. Each group was integrated into the larger population 

with a system in place to help these students meet high expectations. The form and degree of 

support depended on the level of performance of the student. When a student(s) was part of 

the school and separated from his/her peers due to a disability, teachers received training to 

ensure that they were able to provide appropriate support. Administrators allocated resources 

to provide for the instructional materials and supplies, as well as with additional time for 

personnel. 
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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 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

1 
0 
0 
0 

2 

0 
1 
0 
0 

1 
0 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

3 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

1 
0 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

4 

1 
0 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

5 6 7 8 9 10 Total 

1 0 0 N/A N/A N/A 2 
0 1 1 N/A N/A N/A 5 
0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 

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

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

0 0 1 N/A N/A N/A 2 
1 1 0 N/A N/A N/A 5 
0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 

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): 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, there was a system-wide awareness that in order for students to be 

engaged in the curriculum there needed to be common language and clearly articulated 

objectives across the grade levels. 

Indicators: 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: Principals were the curriculum leaders in their schools. At the time of the on-site 

visit, the system was in the second year of a three-year process to implement a new math 

program and was using subject area coordinators at the elementary and middle school levels. 

During the first year, an adoption committee participated in professional development for 

math adoption after reviewing different math programs. The committee met from September 

to June of 2003. The committee met approximately 30 times last year and, at the request of 

participants, would continue to meet as long there was a need. The district developed a math 

curriculum that included a pacing guide, learning standards aligned with the state curriculum 

frameworks, benchmarks, student-friendly benchmarks, and assessment.   

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under examination, the district had a curriculum website that 

contained both the ELA and math curriculum for grades K-12. Administrators reported that 

teachers also drafted copies of the district’s curriculum guides. Training in the curriculum 

was provided during professional development time. The district used a model for 

instructional planning called an Effective Teaching Unit Design (ETUD), an instructional 

plan covering a three-six week period. Teachers were expected to develop three ETUDs for 

the 2003 school year. Teachers and principals were trained and continue to be trained in 

developing and assessing the quality of the ETUDs. Principals review the ETUDs and 

monitor their use through walk throughs and observations to not only ensure the consistency 

of their use in planning and delivering instruction, but also for adherence to the pacing guide 

for math. 

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: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: Administrators reported that the system’s revision of the curriculum took place on 

an “as needed basis” that was determined by teachers and the analyses of the MCAS test and 

other assessment data. Interviewees described the process as being driven by the teachers’ 

applying the existing curriculum in the instructional process. The culture of the district 

reflected a commitment on the part of the teachers to suggest modifications of the curriculum 

after a review of assessment data and the effectiveness of their own instruction. The 

expectation from district and building administrators was that teachers would develop a plan 

to address gaps identified as a result of a data review. 

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: Excellent 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, interviews and a review of the system’s documentation 

indicated that the district evaluated the effectiveness of its curriculum by annually reviewing 

the MCAS test data, sharing that information with principals and teachers who collectively 

reviewed the performance of classes and individual students. Following that review, if 

significant gaps emerged, revisions and/or modifications to the curriculum and the teaching 

and learning process were developed and implemented. Evidence reviewed on site indicated 

that revisions were then disseminated to staff during faculty meetings or distributed to 

principals at monthly form meetings and then disseminated to appropriate staff. 

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: Excellent 
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Evidence: The district ensured the horizontal articulation of curriculum and alignment with 

the state curriculum frameworks through the district-wide commitment to standards-based 

education. Interviewees indicated that that commitment was ensured because all teachers in 

the district were required to attend courses in standards-based professional development. All 

teachers employed by the district will have taken the course by 2005. In addition, the system 

required that teachers’ individual growth plans be aligned with goals identified in the 

district’s strategic plan and/or their respective school improvement plans. The system agreed 

upon a common glossary of terms to facilitate the understanding of standards-based 

education and its components. In addition to adopting a common text for math in grades K-5, 

the district developed a pacing guide with the expectation that it would provide consistency 

and continuity of instructional delivery.   

The district’s cabinet, comprised of all administrators, principals, and department heads, met 

twice a month and were focused on student achievement and defining “excellence” as 

perceived by the system. The district determined that for them that meant going from “good 

to great” in terms of student performance. The district determined that the vehicle to move 

the system forward would be the Effective Teaching Unit Design, referred to as the “ETUD,” 

an adaptation from “Instruction for All,” a Just Ask Publication, that would be implemented 

in grades K-12 system-wide.   

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: A review of school schedules and interviews determined that the system met the 

requirements for instructional times at all levels. The system had block scheduling at the 

secondary level, uninterrupted literacy blocks of 120 minutes at the elementary level, math 

curriculum mapping in grades K-5.  At the high school level, the system provided after 

school tutorials and a writing lab. 
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When programs warranted extended time beyond the school day, the system provided the 

means necessary to support student attendance. The Proficiency Index (2003 MCAS test) for 

Nauset Regional Middle School was 93.9 in ELA and 84.0 in math. Nauset Regional High 

School had a Proficiency Index of 95.7 in ELA and 90.3 in math. In grade 4, in the Town of 

Brewster, the Proficiency Index in ELA was 97.5 and 87.5 in math.  In the Town of Orleans, 

the Proficiency Index in ELA was 87.8 and 84.5 in math. In the Town of Eastham, the 

Proficiency Index in ELA was 93.2 and 92.3 in math. In the Town of Wellfleet, the 

Proficiency Index for ELA was 82.7 and 81.5 for math. 

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

subgroups. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: A review of MCAS test trend data from 2000-2003 indicated that the district’s 

subgroups consistently out-performed the state’s subgroups. Interviews with district 

administrators and representatives from local and regional school committees indicated that 

staffing levels for the period of time under review were sufficient and voiced the belief that 

system-wide small class sizes contributed to successful student achievement. 

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): 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the leadership of all stakeholders made a commitment to provide the 

instructional time and support necessary for students to be able to accomplish the learning 

expectations set by the school system. 
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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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, a review of the District Curriculum Accommodation Plan 

(DCAP) indicated that programs implemented system-wide included: the Rebecca Sitton 

writing program in grades 1-5, the daily literacy time block in grades K-3, and Wilson 

reading trained teachers at all grade levels, K-12.  Programs implemented within some of the 

elementary schools in grades K-5 included the Open Court reading and Scott Foresman 

reading programs. For the time under review, the district developed literacy benchmarks to 

determine performance skill groups for students in grades K-2. All resources were requested 

through the office of assistant superintendent. This ensured that instructional supplies and 

materials provided were consistent with the needs identified in the district’s curriculum 

materials. 

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: Excellent 

Evidence: Interviews and a review of the system’s documentation indicated that the creation 

of the system’s strategic plan focused on bringing all of the stakeholders together with the 

common goal of improving student achievement. Included on the curriculum website were 

rubrics for assessment, performance task lists, suggestions for instructional methodology, and 

sample agendas.   
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School improvement councils assumed the responsibility for education of the school 

committees and parents regarding the needs for student achievement. Expectations for 

students’ and parents’ shared responsibilities for achievement were found not only in the 

system’s policies and procedures but also in each individual student handbook regarding 

absences and homework expectations. The system’s curriculum accommodation plan 

emphasizes parental involvement in the education of their children. Newsletters, evening 

parent programs, parent volunteers, and parent teacher conferences all provided opportunities 

for parental involvement.   

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the time under review, the system’s curriculum accommodation plan 

indicated that the district had block-scheduling district-wide. This block scheduling included 

120 minute uninterrupted literacy blocks at all elementary schools, designated weekly and 

daily time allotments for ELA and math at the elementary level, core subjects for 60 minutes 

each at the middle school level, and a block of 180 minutes prior to or after exploratory 

subjects at the middle school level. 

The system was in the first year of implementation of a new math curriculum, K-12. The 

components of the curriculum included a pacing guide, so that there would be a system-wide 

consistency in the math program. Teachers were expected to implement a mastery concept 

where 80% of the students performed at 80% or above. Remediation and enrichment 

occurred during directed workshop time (small individual group instruction based on 

students’ needs and strengths), and if the mastery level performance still had not occurred, 

teachers were required to connect with one of the system’s math instructional specialists for 

assistance. Interviewees reported that a similar program for ELA was planned for the future.   
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The 2003 Mid-Cycle AYP Report indicated that in the aggregate Nauset met its performance, 

improvement, participation, and attendance targets. 

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

assignment or responsibility. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: A review of documentation provided by the district prior to the on-site visit and 

additional documentation submitted on site indicated that the regional school, Nauset Middle 

and High Schools, and the elementary schools under review had 100% of their teachers 

certified in the area(s) that they teach. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The system’s most recent strategic plan established the recruitment, retention, 

recognition, and reward of staff as major goals. Interviewees indicated that incentives 

provided to teachers allowed them to move forward up the salary scale. Interviewees also 

indicated that for the time under review the system had a very low rate of staff turnover. 

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, expectations for learning were the same for all students, regardless of 

their subgroup status, and the system provided a variety of services to enable students to meet 

high academic standards and expectations.   
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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: There was a system-wide policy for attendance in the Nauset Public Schools 

Policy Handbook. Expectations for attendance were embedded in the student handbooks in 

the elementary schools, middle school, and high school levels. Expectations regarding staff 

attendance were articulated in the teachers contract.   

In interviews with building administrators, one administrator described weekly meetings with 

representatives from the guidance and attendance offices to review students with high rates 

of absenteeism. The identified students were then assigned to a counselor to work with both 

students and families. In the event of chronic absenteeism, the student was referred to an 

adjustment councilor who would then make a home visit. Similar processes were discussed at 

all other levels throughout the system. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, the high school had a grade 9-12 transition management 

program that was coordinated through the guidance offices. Students moving from the 

middle school to the high school participated in an advisor and advisee program. Freshmen 

participated in an orientation and a study skills programs (assembly/small group programs) 

Grade 10 students had career exploration and career inventory testing. Grade 11 students 

received post high school planning, and Grade 12 students had individual counseling. In 

addition to the regular guidance service program that focused on transition management, the 

high school had a program in place that assisted home-schooled students to return to the 

public school setting. Students received one-on-one tutoring before reentering the 
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mainstream high school program. As part of the middle school academic program, a 

transition program in foreign languages and algebra was provided to students taking those 

courses. In the 2000-2001 school year, the system had a 3.4% dropout rate. The high school 

responded by initiating “Project Access,” which served approximately 30 students. The 

program included components of both work and academics.   

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: Excellent 

Evidence: Interviews and a review of the system-wide student and faculty and handbooks 

indicated that student expectations were clearly articulated. High expectations for all students 

were also embedded in the school system’s strategic plan and individual school improvement 

plans. A review of the program of studies at the high school indicated a variety of courses 

and options available to all students.   

The school system, according to interviewees, believed it was responsible for delivering 

instruction in different ways to ensure that all students, regardless of their differences, 

reached their potential. The system believed that there was a place for all students and was 

committed to providing the resources necessary to help students find their place within the 

educational setting. 

The system offered a variety of Advanced Placement (AP) courses. In Nauset, providing AP 

courses for all students went beyond the academic areas. For example, a student may have 

taken AP courses in the arts and music, as well as the traditional academic courses. 

Interviewees reported that the system had the responsibility to provide a breath and depth of 

offerings to ensure that the needs of all student populations were met. 
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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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: There was no specific system-wide policy in the handbook regarding student 

retention, drop out management, or transition management. There was, however, a general 

system-wide policy regarding the suspension of students. Specifics regarding suspension 

were articulated in the handbooks for the middle and high schools.  At the high school, in the 

event a student was suspended, the assistant principal worked directly with the student’s 

family. In addition, tutors were available for both short-term and long-term suspensions. 

At the middle school level, there was an in-school suspension program. In the event that a 

student was assigned to in-school suspension, a substitute teacher was assigned to ensure the 

student completed his or her work. Also, at the middle school, in the out-of-school 

suspension program, the teacher was expected to provide classroom work to the student. 

When students returned to school, a tutor was provided to assist the student to maintain 

currency with his or her peers. Student retention, according to the principals, was not a 

problem because the system was committed to providing the most appropriate program for 

all students. 

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: During the time under review, other than home-schooled students who may have 

transitioned in and out of the district, the system had very low incidences of transient or 

mobile students. Interviewees reported that in the event of students moving into the district 
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and evidencing academic difficulties, the system responded with tutorial assistance to enable 

student to reconnect with the academic progress of their peers.    

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In the Nauset Public Schools, interviewees reported that the system had practices 

in place to ensure that faculty was assigned to classes in an equitable manner over the period 

of their employment in the system. To maintain quality in the event a teacher was moved to a 

different grade, the teacher was required to participate in the mentoring program for the 

period of one year. 

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): 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the system provided the tools, resources, and time necessary for 

sustained professional development. 

• 	 For the years under review, the system had a commitment to professional development, 

which was a contributing factor in the continuous improvement of the district’s high quality 

teaching and learning. 

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;
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b. Teachers; and 

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

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: The professional development plan was designed to meet the stated goals of the 

system’s strategic goals. The leadership cabinet set the specific objectives, and high 

standards and expectations for teachers and students provided a constant focus. The MCAS 

test data was examined annually and served as an assessment baseline to determine whether 

or not evidence existed that the schools in the region and union were, in fact, improving 

student academic performance. On-going collaboration and joint decision-making between 

central office administrators and principals ensured that the system remained focused on 

sustaining and improving student achievement. 

Professional development for administrators was directly related to preparing them to 

communicate high standards and expectations for students and teachers. The math initiatives 

in grades K-8 started with the administrators participating in a seminar and workshop 

focused on what was involved in teaching math. The purpose of implementing professional 

development related to a new math program was to ensure that there was a common core of 

knowledge in math, a scope and sequences across grades, and alignment with state 

curriculum frameworks. The skills acquired through this process were then applied to the 

principal’s review of a math series, until they agreed on a series and a program that best met 

the needs of the students in the system. The monthly principals forum, including elementary 

and middle school principals and the assistant superintendent of schools, was the vehicle 

used by principals to prepare them to communicate the direction and parameters of 

professional development across all schools. 

The curriculum was shaped and adjusted in response student performance data. Standards-

based instruction was established by the district’s leadership cabinet as an objective and as 

the result of the data and how it represented student performance. All teachers in the system 

were required to participate in an in-service workshop on standards-based instruction. 

Consultants were brought in to guide teachers through the process of understanding standard
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based curriculum, a pacing curriculum guide, and the relationship to differentiated 

instruction. Common language was established, and an array of grade-appropriate instruction 

techniques were modeled for and tested by teachers.  

The system had eight designed full days professional days; four were directed in the plan 

established by the principals, and four were directed by the teacher(s) initiation but were 

clearly linked with district and/or school initiated goals. Educational assistants were provided 

professional development as it related to his or her assignment.  This support service was 

mainly at the elementary level. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: All schools under review provided proper funding for professional development, 

and actual expenditures exceeded foundation expectations. The school committee members 

who met with the EQA’s examiners spoke of the commitment to whatever support was 

necessary to maintain high academic standards and expectations. The superintendent of 

schools was held accountable to ensure that the school committee, the schools, and the 

teachers’ union addressed this professional development commitment during the budget 

process. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the time under review, the major influences which impacted the professional 

development the system included: high standards and expectations; the most effective, 

efficient way to use small class sizes; and a data-driven curriculum. The district’s focus on 
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and support for academics was most noted in its professional development. However, there 

was no segment of professional development offerings that focused solely on students with 

disabilities and low-income students. The district had very few students in those subgroups. 

The Hunter model, used in the professional development for teachers, addressed instruction 

for all students along with work in differentiated instruction. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In the Nauset Public Schools, the basis of decisions for activities included in the 

professional development plan was derived from teacher input, parent involvement and 

expectations, and analysis of the MCAS test data by the central office administration. The 

leadership cabinet provided both input and focus in this work. The direction set by the 

cabinet was clearly aligned with the district’s standards and expectations. For example, an 

objective was set to address middle school students “bullying” each other. The system drew 

linkages between students “bullying” each other and that behavior impacting student 

achievement. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the time under review, the adaptation of the theme of “Instruction for All” 

within the system addressed differentiated instruction. The pedagogy throughout the system 

was sensitive to student diversity and addressed the presence of student diversity through 

differentiated instruction. The director of special education monitored the inclusion of 

students with disabilities into regular classrooms and provided training to teachers to meet 

the needs of all children. Pacing guides served as clear benchmarks and fostered discussion 
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and collaboration between teachers in enhancing the effectiveness of team teaching at the 

elementary level. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the first two years of the period under review, interviews and a review of 

documentation indicated that individual growth plans for teachers were aligned with the 

system’s strategic plan and individual School Improvements Plans. The process was 

supported by the school committee through course reimbursement, provisioning for teachers 

to attend conferences and seminars. Principals and the assistant superintendent of schools 

approved the individual plans. 

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: Excellent 

Evidence: For the period under review, whether the discussion on site centered around 

lesson agendas at the elementary level or pacing guide for the mathematics initiatives, a 

number of themes emerged from interviews from central office staff and principals: high 

standards and expectations for students and teachers; a school culture that personalized 

instruction, and provided support for student and teachers; small class size and small learning 

communities where students and teachers formed strong, trusting relationships, and teachers 

understood and responded to students needs; curriculum that was data-driven, emphasized 

literacy and mathematics, and prepared students for college; and strong relationships with 

parents and community members. The themes that emerged from interviews were consistent 

with the goals in the system’s strategic plan and individual school improvement plans. 
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Domain C: Student Academic and Support Services

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
D

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
0 1 1 1 1 0 1 5 
0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
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/0A 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): 

• 	 In the Nauset Public Schools, despite the breadth and depth of academic support services at 

all levels within the system, the early intervention program was not meeting the needs of all 

the district’s early childhood-aged students.   

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: Excellent 

Evidence: For the time under review, the system adopted and was implementing a 

curriculum accommodation plan. Interviews indicated that the DCAP was a component of 

the district’s strategic plan. The objective of the plan was to continually strengthen and 

improve the general education for the benefit of all students. The system identified eleven 

strategies to support the objective. Included in the DCAP was a matrix listing all of the 

schools that were part of the system, which also indicated what services were provided 

within each school. Interviewees reported that there were certain programs that were only 
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partially implemented in the schools. However, the DCAP document enabled each school to 

see what other schools had instituted. In essence, the DCAP document served as a means to 

share program information among teachers and principals regarding programs in support of 

student achievement across the school system. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: A review of the district’s DCAP indicated that as part of the plan the system 

identified those services in place to assist the regular classroom teacher in analyzing and 

accommodating for diverse learning styles. Interviews indicated that in addition to special 

education and 504 teams, there was a staff-support team in each building. The purpose of the 

staff-support team was to respond to the needs of teachers in the event that intervention was 

needed to address incidents of poor academic performance, classroom disruption, and/or 

chronic tardiness. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the time under review, a review of the DCAP implemented by the system 

indicated that a variety of methods were used to provide both direct and systematic 
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instruction in reading. The evidence indicated that for the entire period under review, the 

Open Court reading program was not used consistently within the elementary schools across 

all grade levels. For example, the Scott Foresman was used in grades 4 and 5 in one of the 

elementary schools. In addition, the system had Wilson-trained reading teaching grades K-12. 

The 120 minutes block of uninterrupted literacy was consistently used in grades K-3 

throughout the system. During the 120-minute literacy block, Title I teachers and special 

education teachers were “redeployed” to provide assistance in directed workshop times. 

Staff support teams provided pre-referral support to address academic, social, and behavioral 

issues. To assist and meet the needs of students whose behavior may have interfered with 

learning, the district employed part-time educational assistance in Kindergarten, in the form 

of school psychologists, guidance, and adjustment counselors.   

The system had a long history of providing a teacher-mentoring program. It existed at the 

high school first and then evolved to a system-wide program. In addition, the system had 

grade-level collaboration, common planning time, team teaching in grades 1-5, and monthly 

curriculum meetings. Parent Teacher Organizations (PTOs) and school councils provided 

opportunities for parental involvement.   

The system considered professional development to be more akin to continuing education for 

teachers, as the district believed that teachers were part of the small learning communities 

found in schools. The school system provided continuing education in, among other things, 

differentiated instruction, character education, item analysis of the Terra Nova and the 

MCAS tests, early literacy, standards-based instruction, and The Responsive Classroom. 

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: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: Between 2000-2003, interviews and a review of documentation indicated that the 

system’s philosophy was that its academic standards provided the basis of the curriculum for 

all students. The DCAP was used by the system to identify the scope and breadth of services 

available to all students regardless of their status. The school system regularly reviewed 

assessment data from the MCAS test, Stanford 9, and the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early 

Literacy (DIBELS) to determine students’ needs. During the on-site visit, the EQA team was 

provided a sample of a school-based action plan, required by all schools within the system. 

This action plan was constructed specifically to address the needs of students in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The system engaged in item analyses of the Terra Nova, the MCAS test, the 

DIBELS, and grade K-2 literacy benchmarks. These analyses were used to determine 

performance skill groups in all elementary schools.  The system also employed early literacy 

blocks in all buildings, Wilson reading teachers, and Title I in all eligible buildings.   

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: Poor 

Evidence: During the period under examination, although early intervention programs were 

offered, a review of the results of the MCAS Grade 3 Reading test determined that in the 

aggregate, 29% of the system’s Grade 3 students were still not reading at the proficiency 

level. 
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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 Nauset, a review of the documentation provided by the system indicated that 

Individual Student Success Plans (ISSPs) were developed for those students who qualified 

for them. As recently as October 2003, part of the plan format had been updated to include 

specific instructional needs for each student, as well as all components required by state 

statute. 
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Domain D: Leadership and Governance

Satisfactory 

 Standards   Indicators  
Domain D - Leadership, Governance, 
& Organization 
S9 - Organizational Leadership:  Direction, 

Goal Setting, Policies & Planning 
Excellent 

1 

1 2 

0 1 
0 1 

3 4 

0 0 
1 1 

5 6 

0 0 
1 1 

7 8 9 

0 0 
1 N/A N/A 

10 Total 

N/A N/A 1 
7 

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

Management 
S10 - Organizational & Human Resource 

Excellent 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 3 
Satisfactory 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A 5 
Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 

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): 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the system was committed to continuous academic improvement among 

its students. To that end, the district carefully defined the roles for all its stakeholders from 

the various school committees to parents to the classroom teachers, in efforts to improve the 

district’s academic performance from “good to great.” 

• 	 In Nauset, during the period under examination, in the regional district and the elementary 

schools, the long-range strategic plan mirrored the practices and educational culture of the 

school system. 
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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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the years under examination, the district improvement plan assisted in 

accomplishing a level of understanding among the principals and central office staff 

regarding the purpose and direction of the school district. The primary goal of the DIP was to 

outline high standards and expectations, a supportive school culture, small learning 

communities, a focused-standards-based curriculum, and community engagement through the 

various school councils. 

The district’s documentation was organized in a manner that enabled administrators, 

teachers, and students to continually access and reference the goals of the district. It was 

structured to incorporate an eight-step approach to improving student achievement. The first 

step defined existing initiatives in early literacy and mathematics, curriculum alignment, 

differentiated instruction, effective teaching, reading in the content areas, and the writing 

process. The next two steps defined delivery and provisioning of instruction and the 

allocation of instructional time. The next three steps dealt with personnel, support for 

personnel to deal with initiatives, and recognition of achievements. The last two steps dealt 

with communication among all key stakeholders and the involvement of school councils and 

defining their responsibilities in maintaining consistency with district goals and policies 

through the school improvement plans.   

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: Excellent 
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Evidence: In Nauset, the district’s strategic plan included a clear mission and vision 

statement. The district operated on a long-range strategic plan (district improvement plan) 

that ensured that all four communities were focused on the specific commitment of student 

achievement as their common goal. The mission supported each school in maintaining its 

own culture as a learning community and personalizing instruction supported by the system’s 

programs and services. 

The district’s four communities place an emphasis maintaining small class sizes and an array 

of services to support the academic needs of the children. A review of documentation, 

interviews, and site visits to schools indicated that small learning centers were developed for 

the six schools within the district. Interviewees reported the district leadership routinely 

reviewed the strategic goals in relation to student achievement. The improvement of 

curriculum and instruction was an on-going discussion in the school system. As data became 

available, it shaped and informed the curriculum in response to students’ needs. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, in Nauset, the superintendent, to ensure alignment with the 

district improvement plan, reviewed the school improvement plans. Although the principals 

and the school councils were given some latitude, high expectations for achievement could 

not be compromised by any school improvement plan. Active parent involvement was a 

common theme within the plans, as well as school safety and good student behavior. There 

was an expectation on the part of district leadership that principals would develop action 

plans to address gaps in curriculum. The math initiative that was in place in grades K-5 was a 

reflection of low math performance in past years. These previous lower math scores led to 

action being taken by the district leadership to strengthen the math curriculum within each 

elementary school.  All school improvement plans, reviewed by the EQA prior to the on site 
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visit focused on student achievement and teachers’ ability to address initiatives designed to 

drive the academic improvement of students.    

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the time under examination, the district’s strategic goals were reviewed with 

the regional school committees and their constituencies three to four times during the course 

of the year. These meetings served as opportunities for the district leadership to update the 

committees, as well as inform them about initiatives related to improving student 

achievement. Following the annual review of MCAS test data a building-level action plan 

was developed to meet the needs of under-performing students. Core values, which were 

shaped and adjusted by student performance, drove the consistency of programs, services, 

and expectations. 

One of the goals of the district strategic plan was to align the strategic plan and individual 

school improvement plans. Initially, when school improvement plans were first instituted, 

principals were uncertain of their role as co-chairs of the school councils. At the time of the 

on-site visit, however, the expectation was that councils would take their individual plans and 

move ahead in whatever direction would yield the greatest improvement in student 

achievement, while still maintaining the culture of the school and the community. In Nauset, 

school councils served as a connection between the schools and their respective 

communities. 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In Nauset, during the period under review, the EQA found that all administrators 

were appropriately certified. 
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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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In Nauset, the district strategic plan placed an emphasis on the public schools as 

being a part of the whole community. Interviews determined that, although strained over 

certain issues within communities, in general, good communication existed between 

municipal officials and citizens within the member communities. Interviewees reported that 

formal and informal discussions were important in processes such as budget development. 

Interviewees reported that communities wanted to maintain their individuality but still 

recognize the collective necessity of the district’s ability to maintain high student 

achievement.   

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the entire time under review, the school committee adopted an evaluation 

instrument that recognized all of the responsibilities expected of the superintendent of 

schools. The evaluation instrument used a rating scale and followed the categories listed in 

the job description of the Nauset Public School Policy Manual  (Policy #2101). There were 

five categories: leadership, management, community relations, professional behavior, and the 

relationship with the school committee. It was clear through interviews with the school 

committee that there was no compromise over the goal of high expectations for students in 

the district.  Interviews and a review of his most recent evaluation indicated that this was a 

top priority in the evaluation process of the superintendent. The four school committees 

representing each elementary school rated the superintendent separate from the regional 

school committee. The interview with representatives from both the regional and union 

school communities reflected that the process was perceived as equitable, and that all 

members had the opportunity for in-put.   
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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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under examination, evaluations for principals were not focused 

solely on the content of their school improvement plans. A higher focus was placed on the 

principal’s ability to establish an environment for high expectations for students within their 

schools. The evaluation itself was a summation of cumulative discussions over time between 

the superintendent and principals regarding issues or concerns related to the strategic goals. 

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): 

• 	 For the period under examination, district-wide consensus building among the district 

leadership team was an integral part of ensuring that all members of the team were sustaining 

the mission and vision of the district. 

• 	 In Nauset, the system’s organizational structure fostered effective communication among and 

between the district leadership and the various school principals and administrators. 

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: Excellent 
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Evidence: Between 2000-2003, the superintendent had a schedule of predetermined dates to 

meet with local school committees, the regional school committee, and a variety of 

subcommittees related to budget and finance, policy, and negotiations. Three to four times a 

year, the superintendent met with all school committees in a joint meeting. At the joint 

meetings, he brought the regional district goals forward to review and update the committees.  

To supplement the meetings that took place, each budget document contained the school 

improvement plan(s) for the school and a budget for which the budget had been prepared. 

The district also included measures in the budget document that corresponded to student 

performance and the related support of individual school improvement plans and the 

system’s strategic goals.   

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

the building principals and program directors. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: The current organizational chart reflected the district leadership council’s decision 

to make curriculum development a priority in order drive and inform high student 

achievement. When the position of the assistant of superintendent of schools became vacant 

through a retirement, the district leadership hired a consultant to review the current 

administrative structure and advise the district the duties and responsibilities necessary to 

maintain high quality staff members and a strong system-wide curriculum. The result of this 

study produced a four-phase review of the managerial practices within the system. The 

position of personnel coordinator was established to manage the district’s human resource 

obligations. 

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: Excellent 
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Evidence: For the period of time under review, the superintendent met with his leadership 

cabinet on a bi-monthly basis. A review of randomly selected agendas requested on site 

indicated that the primary focus of each agenda was curriculum, school facilities, and policy- 

related topics. In addition to the bi-monthly meetings of the leadership council, the 

superintendent met with individual principals to deal with issues and concerns specific to 

their schools. The assistant superintendent also conducted a principals’ forum each month to 

addresses specific concerns and issues related to the implementation of various system 

initiatives. From those meetings, a response containing specific options responding to 

questions and concerns was developed and disseminated to appropriate personnel.   

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: The district leadership maintained an organizational chart that was reflective of 

the lines of responsibility that were in place in the school system. Job descriptions existed 

and were used as focal point for performance evaluation of administrative staff.    

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: The personnel coordinator was responsible for the various functions that 

supported principals in the hiring and recruiting of staff. These functions included the posting 

and advertising of positions, as well as the processing of applications and distribution to the 

respective principals. The coordinator also dealt with all matters concerning employee 

benefits and other contractually related areas of human resources. The high school principal 

was designated by the superintendent, in agreement with the leadership cabinet, as the liaison 

for the system in recruiting personnel. This position was selected because of the 

specialization and higher rate of turnover that was problematic at the high school level. 

70




However, the leadership cabinet established the personnel needs and guidelines that were 

used when attending job fairs and other recruitment initiatives. Interviewees viewed the 

process as open and fair. There was a close collaboration between the administrators at the 

middle and high schools, particularly as it related to staffing needs for various programs. 

The superintendent of schools complemented the process by assuming the duties and 

responsibilities that could only have been dealt with at his level, and the assistant 

superintendent’s position was redirected to focus on curriculum, instruction, assessment, and 

professional development. The personnel coordinator, under the supervision of the 

superintendent of schools, was responsible for all of the hiring steps. 

6. 	The district ensures that all personnel records are carefully compiled, maintained, and 

available to all appropriate faculty and staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The school system maintained all personnel records in an organized, accessible 

manner and was able to produce the additional documentation requested on site in an 

efficient manner. However, a review of randomly selected personnel evaluations indicated 

that not all of the personnel files were kept current. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Although the district’s mentoring program originally began at the high school, at 

the time of the on-site visit, it was a system-wide initiative to provide professional support 

for new teachers or those teachers with new grade-level teaching assignments. The support 

was comprised of a year-long assignment with a mentor trained by Teachers 21. The school 

principals assigned mentors to the mentees.  Mentees were provided with five full days of in-

service scheduled in two separate sessions during the school year. Pedagogical training in 

differentiated instruction and standards-based learning provided part of the focus for 

professional development. Additional time for mentors and mentees included monthly 

meetings, which were based on educational themes. Interviewees reported that the mentoring 
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program not only served to orient new teachers to the system and to the profession, but it also 

served to revitalize veteran staff members who were selected to serve as mentors. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under review, the system’s policy was to annually recognize two 

outstanding teachers per year: one at the elementary level, and a second on the regional level. 

On a less formal basis, each school recognized individual teachers, especially in cases where 

they were leaving the system due to retirement. In both instances, the common element was 

the high-quality educational influence they had on children.  For the period under review, the 

district did not have a high turnover rate among its teachers. 
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Domain E: Business and Financial Management 

Standards
Domain E - Business & 

Excellent 

  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total 

 Financial Management 
S11 - Budget Preparation & Development 

Satisfactory 1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

0 
1 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

9 
1 

Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unsatisfactory 

S12 - Financial & Capital Asset Management 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Satisfactory 
Excellent 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

10 
0 

Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Nauset’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, Nauset Regional met 

the state mandated Net School Spending Requirement. For the period between FY1993 and 

FY2003, Chapter 70 Aid to Nauset Regional increased 255.0% (from $1,099,532 to $3,903,029). 

Nauset Regional’s Required Local Contribution increased 118.1% (from $4,464,057 to 

$9,735,779. For the period since the Education Reform Act, Nauset Regional received a total of 

$28,468,26 in Chapter 70 Aid and was required to raise locally $80,540,281. From 2000 to 2003, 

Chapter 70 Aid was $14,752,510 and the Required Local Contribution was $35,090,192.  For 

the period between FY1993 and FY2003, Nauset Regional’s foundation enrollment increased 

37.9% and its student headcount increased 20.1%. Between FY2000 and FY2003, its foundation 

enrollment increased 4.2% and its student headcount increased 1.8%. 

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. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
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• 	 Between 2000-2003, the budget document was clear, complete, and understandable and was 

aligned with the operational implications of the district’s strategic goals. 

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: The Nauset school district included the towns of Orleans, Brewster, Wellfleet, and 

Eastham. Each of those communities provided grade K-5 instruction for its students at one or 

two elementary schools in each community. An elected school committee governed these 

schools. Each individual community’s school budget was developed in line with other 

municipal departments and was approved at an annual town meeting. While each individual 

community had different internal municipal practices to develop revenue estimates, it was 

concluded that school budgets had been developed based on available revenue. 

Each community provided its school committee/school district an annual budget guideline 

(increase) upon which the school committee/superintendent developed its individual school 

budget. The financial guideline, which may have differed from community to community, 

was a reflection of the economic climate within each individual town. In the development of 

the budget, the district’s principals provided justification for new program initiatives within 

each building. The four school committees had policies regarding class size as indicated 

below: 

Brewster Orleans Wellfleet Eastham 

K-3 14-17 13-17 13-18 13-18 

4-5 21-26 20 19 25 

The Nauset district encompassed all four communities and provided instruction at one middle 

School (6-8) and one high school (9-12). The district’s budget was a statement of the 

financial requirements to instruct its middle and high school students. The budget for the 

district was produced in a similar manner to the other four municipal budgets, in terms of 

presentation and style. The district school committee had a subcommittee on finance that 
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annually developed a budget policy that directed the superintendent to deliver a budget that 

increased the district’s total operating assessment by an agreed upon percentage. The 

subcommittee, made up of representatives from each of the member communities, examined 

the economic climate of the district and its towns and arrived at a percentage increase in its 

collective assessment that was the basis for budget growth.  For example, the FY2005 the 

district budget policy called for a 3.5% increase in total assessments. The assessment to its 

member communities was based on the number of students from each community and 

showed that Brewster represents approximately 48% of the district; Eastham represents 22%; 

Orleans represents 20%, and Wellfleet represents nearly 10%. 

The district cabinet, a leadership group that included district personnel and principals, 

primarily assisted the superintendent in the determination of budget priorities. Following 

public hearings, the superintendent provided budget recommendations to the school 

committees. The school committees, particularly at the elementary levels, focused on 

maintaining low class size. While the district committee’s policy was that class size should, 

to the extent possible and desirable, be on average 25 students per classroom for its core 

instructional areas, the data suggested that class size, particularly in all the elementary and 

middle school levels was significantly less than that figure. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district utilized the positions of assistant superintendent and principals to 

ensure that there was a process to review student assessment data. The district reported that 

since the inception of the MCAS test it was a consistent district practice to thoroughly assess 

and make necessary modifications to its instructional programs. It was clear through the 

budget document itself, as well as through interviews with district personnel that 

recommendations regarding areas of needed improvement based on student performance 

were systemically incorporated into the budget documents. For example, the French program 

at the Eastham Elementary School was fully funded while an evaluation of its effectiveness 

took place. 

75




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: Annually, the district school committee*1 and superintendent developed the 

district’s budget priorities. The budget process used was clear and concise. The 

superintendent provided a recommended budget in conjunction with revenue estimates 

provided by the individual town’s revenue estimates. School improvement plans were 

incorporated in the development of school budgets and included in the budget document 

itself. School committee minutes reflected discussion regarding budget priorities and areas of 

reductions budget process. The School Committee Policy Manual provided the overall 

guidelines of the annual budget document and historical information regarding school 

expenditures. Annually, the School Committee’s adopted budget was presented to the finance 

committee and at town meetings for each of its elementary schools and at the district’s public 

hearing of its budget. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district reviewed its programs to accomplish its annual goals and, to a lesser 

degree, determine the cost effectiveness of each of its programs. The district’s budget 

documents consistently provided information regarding DIP and individual SIP goals, and 

initiatives. The district school committee set class size guidelines that made every effort, to 

the extent possible, to ensure that class size did not exceed 25 students per classroom at all its 

levels. 

1 This regional school has a complex governance structure. See page 9 of this report, which includes an overview of 
the district’s governance.  

76




During the period of time under review, the district exceeded their required spending for 

professional development as follows:   

District FY1999 FY2000 FY2001 FY2002 

Actual P.D. Spending $209,317 $272,358 $373,815 $492,177 

Required P.D. Spending $173,000 $223,875 $232,000 $234,875 

Difference $36,217 $48,483 $141,815 $257,302 

The composition of the system comprised four distinct communities, which supported their 

elementary programs through a revenue available format. Each community provided 

resources that it believed were appropriate. As such, annual budget adjustments might have 

differed depending upon revenue available. 

The data provided illustrated the history of per pupil spending expenditures from 1993-2002. 

Per pupil expenditure for 2002 regular day students was as follows: 

Town   Regular Day 

Wellfleet $12,419 

Eastham $9,006 

Orleans $10,468 

Brewster $9,768 

Nauset Region $8,142 

The assistant superintendent aggressively sought grant funding that helped support the 

academic activities within each school and the system as a whole.     
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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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The school committee established and implemented a strategic plan and annual 

goals and objectives process that helped to define the direction for the district. While there 

was no formal cost benefit/analysis program, the district did review the performance and 

value of various programs, and made financial adjustments to its budget that reflected that 

analysis. An example of this was the continuation of the French program at the elementary 

level. 

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: Excellent 

Evidence: The district’s budget document was clear, understandable, and provided a history 

of prior fiscal year spending. The district increased its use of financial data and statistics to 

provide a more in-depth analysis of its spending. The data included as part of the budget 

document reflected enrollment history, spending of prior fiscal years, and the MCAS test 

results. In addition, the budget document contained the school’s improvement plan, strategic 

plan documentation, history of per pupil expenditures, and federal and state grant report. 

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: Interviewees indicated that the district had adequate materials and supplies to 

meet the challenges of educating its students. The district’s professional development 

spending for the review period exceeded the required amounts. The district’s commitment to 

maintaining low class size was supported by the increase and retention of sufficient staff 

members to meet that goal. The district employed instructional and educational support staff 

that was sufficient to provide assistance and support for its students, in keeping with the 
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district’s goals. In interviews with district administrators, it was reaffirmed that the budgets 

supported an adequate level of materials and supplies necessary for instruction. 

8. 	 The community provides sufficient financial resources to ensure an educational program of 

quality, as evidenced by a sufficient district revenue levy. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s communities provided financial support for its schools during the 

period of time under review. Further, during the period of time under review, the district 

exceeded its net school spending requirements. Three communities (Brewster, Wellfleet, and 

Eastham) provided additional revenue through tax overrides for FY2004. Further, in FY2000, 

an override was provided to support the district’s operations. Further, the community 

provided improvements to its buildings and facilities through the use of debt exclusions. In 

Eastham, an $8.4 million debt exclusion vote was recently passed, which provided funds to 

renovate and add classroom space to its elementary school. 

9. 	Financial and audit reports are prepared and submitted in a timely manner to appropriate 

agencies. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The school committees and principals received monthly reports regarding 

spending for their school/district. The district employed a treasurer whose responsibility was 

to provide oversight of the district’s funds, as well as integrate the duties of the district’s 

financial management systems. Over the years, the district submitted the required DOE 

financial reports on a timely basis, with the exception of the current end of year report that 

was submitted late due to staff turnover. The district and its member towns did not have a 

written agreement regarding the town’s method for calculating indirect costs. 

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: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The district’s recent budget development process provided an opportunity for 

budget adjustments based on annual priorities. The allocation of staff time and the use of 

stipends for project specific work were expanded to provide additional time to examine 

student performance and achievement. 

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): 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, although each community had its own maintenance process, 

collectively communities maintained a commitment to preserve the school facilities. 

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: The district utilized Pinnacle Software for its accounting functions. Interviewees 

reported that the system was being migrated to Data National, which would be more 

compatible and consistent with its financial management systems. The district policy ensured 

procedures were in place regarding budgetary transfers. It was clear from the documentation 

provided and through district interviews that the district school committee routinely followed 

the recommendations of the business manager regarding the necessary adjustments and 

transfers to ensure that spending was monitored and controlled throughout the fiscal year. 
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2. 	 Regular, timely, accurate, and complete financial reports are made to the school committee 

and the public. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The school committee received monthly financial reports from the district, which 

include operational, capital, and grants. Principals received reports every month, regarding 

the spending at the building level. The school committee conducted a public hearing 

regarding its budget recommendation. The district committee also conducted a public hearing 

of its proposed annual budget. The school committee on a regular and routine basis signed 

warrants. 

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

accurate manner. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In FY2003, the district did not file timely reports to the DOE as required, but it 

consistently submitted all required reports in prior years. The district acknowledged that 

because of a vacancy within the office, the end of the year report was filed late in FY2003. 

Further, the district established a new chart of accounts in line with DOE reporting 

requirements that aided in the reporting and accounting of spending in a logical a logical and 

orderly manner. 

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 used Pinnacle software during the period under review. The district 

moved to Data National for its financial reporting needs. The district anticipated payroll 

being operational by January 1 and all other functions by July 1. During the period under 

review, reports were provided to school committee and principals in a consistent manner and 
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format. Further, the district’s established policies and procedures to control spending and 

ensured expenditures were monitored, tracked, and documented. 

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

decisions. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district invested a considerable amount of time and resources in the analysis 

of data, particularly the MCAS test results. These ongoing reviews provided information for 

the district to use as it adjusted programming and sought grant funding to support its 

programs. It was uncertain if this analysis included disaggregated data. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Since 1991, the current business manager had the necessary certification required 

for school business managers. The district followed an RFP process for those goods and 

services requiring in excess of required thresholds, and follows Ch.30b for the procurement 

of services. The district conducted annual independent audits of its financial systems and 

controls. During the period under review, an independent CPA, George Malone, conducted 

these audits, in conjunction with school committee policy. 

7. 	 The district uses reliable forecast mechanisms and control procedures to ensure that spending 

is within fiscal budget limits. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district participated with the town’s finance and board of selectmen 

committees to examine and agree upon the available revenue. There appeared to be support 
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for the district’s schools at all levels of local government. There were controls in place to 

ensure spending was within fiscal limits and these controls were overseen by the business 

manager and district treasurer. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s business manager served as the procurement officer for the district. 

The district’s capacity to adhere to bidding and procurement requirements was followed by 

the business manager. The district was working with the towns and their auditors to ensure it 

was in accordance with GASB-34. The district received and tracked grant funds primarily 

through the efforts of the assistant superintendent. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s business manager served as a procurement officer for the district. 

The district’s capacity to adhere to bidding and procurement requirements was followed by 

the business manager. The district was working with the towns and its auditor to ensure it 

was in accordance with GASB-34. The district received and tracked grant funds primarily 

through the efforts of the assistant superintendent. 

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 
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Evidence: The EQA team made visits to the high school, middle school, and two elementary 

schools. The district’s facilities were clean, bright, and well maintained. The classroom space 

and areas of assembly were appropriately furnished. 
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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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8 
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25 

30 
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Appendix B: Nauset’s Chapter 70 Funding and Net School Spending FY1993-2003 

Foundation Foundation Required Required Dollars 

Enrollment Net School Net School Over/Under 

Contribution Spending(NSS) Spending Requirement 

FY93 1,353 6,658,763 4,464,057 1,099,532 5,563,589 5,563,589 

FY94 1,475 7,264,925 9.1 7,429,894 66.4 1,219,451 10.9 8,649,345 55.5 8,663,739 14,394 0.2 

FY95 1,608 8,014,487 10.3 7,008,289 -5.7 1,259,651 3.3 8,267,940 -4.4 9,292,517 1,024,577 12.4 

FY96 1,664 3.5 8,612,535 7.5 6,936,186 2,171,997 72.4 9,108,183 10.2 10,825,360 1,717,177 18.9 

FY97 1,769 6.3 9,347,107 8.5 6,156,943 -11.2 2,335,758 7.5 8,492,701 -6.8 11,895,686 3,402,985 40.1 

FY98 1,731 -2.1 9,378,903 0.3 6,514,339 5.8 2,703,502 15.7 9,217,841 8.5 12,205,772 2,987,931 32.4 

FY99 1,731 9,747,856 3.9 6,940,381 6.5 2,925,866 8.2 9,866,247 12,884,217 3,017,970 30.6 

FY00 1,791 3.5 10,031,497 2.9 7,900,972 13.8 3,334,026 11,234,998 13.9 13,622,457 2,387,459 21.3 

FY01 1,856 3.6 11,019,423 9.8 8,468,307 7.2 3,612,426 8.4 12,080,733 7.5 14,818,545 2,737,812 22.7 

FY02 1,879 1.2 11,958,708 8.5 8,985,134 6.1 3,903,029 12,888,163 6.7 16,209,874 3,321,711 25.8 

FY03 1,866 -0.7 12,251,095 2.4 9,735,779 8.4 3,903,029 13,638,808 5.8 17,160,533* 3,521,725 25.8 

70 Aid as 

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

FY93 4,921 4,112 16.5 83.6 83.6 19.8 

FY94 4,925 5,874 16.8 119.1 119.3 14.1 

FY95 4,984 5,779 15.7 103.2 115.9 13.6 

FY96 5,176 1,305 6,506 25.2 105.8 125.7 20.1 

FY97 5,284 1,320 6,725 90.9 127.3 19.6 

FY98 5,418 1,562 7,051 28.8 98.3 130.1 22.1 

FY99 5,631 1,690 7,443 101.2 132.2 22.7 

FY00 5,601 1,862 7,606 33.2 135.8 24.5 

FY01 5,937 1,946 7,984 32.8 109.6 134.5 24.4 

FY02 6,364 2,077 8,627 32.6 107.8 135.5 24.1 

FY03 6,565 2,092 9,196 31.9 111.3 140.1 22.7 


