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Executive Summary 

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

Schools in mid-December of 2004. During 2001-2004, it was among the ‘Moderate’ performing 

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

examination and the district’s performance on the 2004 Massachusetts Comprehensive 

Assessment System (MCAS) test. 

Proficiency/Achievement: 
•	 Leominster’s Average Proficiency Index (API) was 75, which was based on the 2004 MCAS 

results. The state average for the API was 77.6 in 2004. This placed Leominster among the 
‘Moderate’ performing academic school districts in the Commonwealth. In English 
Language Arts (ELA), the district’s ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) was 81, and the state 
average for EPI was 84. In math, the district’s math Proficiency Index (MPI) was 68.9, and 
the state average for MPI was 71.3. 

•	 Less than half of all students in Leominster attained proficiency on the 2003 and 2004 
MCAS tests. These proportions were not significantly different than those of students 
statewide on those tests. 

•	 Approximately half of all students in Leominster attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS 
English Language Arts (ELA) subtests and approximately one third attained proficiency on 
the math and science and technology/engineering (STE) subtests. These proportions were not 
significantly different than those on those subtests statewide. The district-wide gaps in ELA, 
math, and STE were also not significantly different than those statewide in those subject 
areas. On the 2004 MCAS STE subtests, the proportions of students attaining proficiency in 
Leominster were significantly lower than the proportion in Leominster on the ELA subtests.    

•	 On all of the 2004 MCAS grade-level subtests, the percentages of Leominster students who 
scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories were not significantly different than 
those of students statewide on those subtests. The gaps of Leominster students in those grade 
levels were also not significantly different than either those statewide in those grades or 
between other subject areas the same grades in Leominster. 

•	 On the MCAS retest administered in the fall of 2004, 93 percent of the Leominster class of 
2005 earned a Competency Determination (CD), as compared to 92 percent of the statewide 
class of 2004. 

•	 On the MCAS retest administered in the fall of 2004, 97 percent of the Leominster class of 
2006 earned a Competency Determination, as compared to 86 percent of the statewide class 
of 2005. 
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Equity of Achievement/Proficiency: 
•	 Leominster’s proficiency gap in ELA was 65.5 PI points. In math, it was 81.0 points. 

•	 For Leominster’s students with disabilities and students with Limited English Proficiency 
(LEP) the gaps in both ELA and math were significantly wider than for all Leominster 
students in 2004. Significantly less than one third of students with disabilities and LEP 
students in Leominster attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests. These proportions were 
significantly lower than that of regular education students in Leominster. The proportion of 
students with disabilities who attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests was significantly 
lower than that of all students with disabilities in the state. 

•	 For Leominster’s African-American and Hispanic students the gaps in both ELA and math 
were also significantly wider than for all Leominster students in 2004. Less than one third of 
African-American and Hispanic students in Leominster attained proficiency on the 2004 
MCAS tests. These proportions were significantly lower than those of those subgroups 
statewide and of White students in Leominster. For Asian-American students in Leominster, 
the gap in ELA was significantly wider than that of Asian-American students statewide and 
the percentage of Asian-American students who attained proficiency in Leominster was 
significantly lower than that of White students in Leominster. 

•	 For Leominster’s students eligible for free or reduced-cost lunch (FRL/Y), the gaps in both 
ELA and math were significantly wider than for all Leominster students in 2004. Less than 
one third of Leominster’s FRL/Y students and of those eligible for free lunch (FL) attained 
proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests. These proportions, as well as that of students eligible 
for reduced-cost lunch (RL), were significantly lower than that of students not eligible for 
either free or reduced-cost lunch (FRL/N) in Leominster. 

Improvement: 
•	 On the 2004 MCAS tests, the percentage of all Leominster students attaining proficiency was 

not significantly different than that on the 2001 tests. 

•	 In Leominster between 2001 and 2004, the EPI increased by 2.3 PI points, a 10.8 percent 
gain in closing the ELA gap.  The MPI increased by 4.2 PI points, an 11.9 percent gain in 
closing the math gap between 2001 and 2004 in Leominster. 

Equity of Improvement: 
•	 The proficiency gap in ELA closed by 38.4 PI points between 2002 and 2004 in Leominster; 

in math, it closed by 30.4 points. 

•	 For LEP students in Leominster, the EPI increased by 43.5 PI points, a 50.8 percent gain in 
closing the gap between 2002 and 2004. The MPI increased by 40.4 points, a 46.0 percent 
gain. 

•	 For African-American and Asian-American students in Leominster, the EPIs decreased 
between 2002 and 2004, a loss in closing the gap. The MPIs for African-American and 
Asian-American students also decreased during this period in Leominster.  

Participation and Access: 
•	 On the 2004 ELA, math, and STE subtests, eligible students participated at required levels in 

Leominster. 
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Summary of Preliminary Findings by Domain: 

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

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

•	 The district did not have a consistent, formal, organized process for using disaggregated data 
in decision-making to improve student performance. 

•	 The district did not use the results of standardized tests to measure its effectiveness in 
achieving its objectives for student learning. 

•	 During the period under review, the district prioritized its resource distribution and some 
staff reallocation, but not all subgroups improved. 

•	 The district had policies, procedures, and practices to ensure student attendance and 
participation. 

•	 During most of the period under review, the district did not disaggregate data to monitor 
subgroup performance and improve the participation and achievement of all students. 

•	 The district’s teacher and administrator evaluation programs for the period under review did 
not use student achievement data. 

•	 The district had no active evaluation system for Unit B administrators during the period 
under review. 

•	 The only principal evaluations for the period under review were for the 2003-04 school year. 
There were no completed principal evaluations for 2001-03. 

•	 The district did not have a policy on administrator job performance standards, as required by 
CMR 35.00. 

•	 The district did not have a data-driven process for evaluating the effectiveness of its 
programs. 

Curriculum and Instruction: 
•	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on seventeen and ‘Poor’ on fifteen of 

the thirty-two performance indicators in this domain. 

•	 In the final year under review, the district was in the process of developing curricula that 
listed tests, resources, and activities. 

•	 The district did not have a formal curriculum revision process. 
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•	 Between 2001 and 2004, the district did not evaluate staff attendance or its relationship to 
student achievement. 

•	 For the period under review, the district’s MCAS test scores were consistently below the 
state averages across grade levels. 

•	 There were disproportionate retention and dropout rates among the district’s subgroups. 

•	 The district adjusted its instruction and policies for at-risk students, but did not formally 
evaluate these changes. The improvements in the district’s MCAS test scores were not 
equitable. 

•	 Subgroup participation in higher-level and advanced courses and programs was not equitable. 

•	 The district’s professional development program did not address the needs of all groups. 

•	 The district did not consider a broad spectrum of test data in developing or evaluating its 
professional development program. 

•	 The district’s professional development program did not offer the range and depth of training 
that the district needed. 

•	 Since the district had no District Improvement Plan (DIP), the School Improvement (SIPs) 
and the budget drew on the professional development plan’s seven goals. 

Academic Support Services: 
•	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on three and ‘Poor’ on eight of the 

eleven performance indicators in this domain. 

•	 The district did not have a District Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP) until June, 
2004. 

•	 The district’s 2004 DCAP did not have all of the required components. 

•	 The district’s early intervention programs did not ensure that students scored in the 
‘Proficient’ category on the MCAS reading test by the end of Grade 3. 

•	 Since 2001, the district had a Student Academic Support Plan, but it was never fully 
implemented. 

•	 In Leominster, not all students who needed individual student success plans (ISSPs) had 
them. 

Leadership, Governance, and Organization: 
•	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on seven and ‘Poor’ on eleven of 

the eighteen performance indicators in this domain. 
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•	 The district did not have a DIP during the period under review. 

•	 The district’s planning and testing practices were not data driven. 

•	 During the period under review, not all district staff members were licensed in their 
appropriate disciplines. 

•	 In Leominster, staff turnover was low during the period under review. 

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

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

•	 For the period FY2001 to FY2003, the district’s inadequate financial system did not enable 
administrators to base budget decisions on student achievement data. 

•	 The district's budget document for FY2001 to FY2003 was incomplete; however, it was still 
a useful decision-making tool in meetings and other communications. 

•	 Although the district’s funding for education was above the minimum required local 
contribution, it was inadequate for delivering educationally sound programs. 

•	 For FY2001 to FY2003, the district had an inefficient and ineffective reporting and financial 
accounting system by which to track expenditures. Fiscal 2004 was the first year that the 
district used a district-wide financial accounting system. 

•	 For the period FY2001 to FY2003, student achievement data were not systematically 
analyzed in the district's financial decisions. 

•	 For only a portion of the period under review, did the district and the City have a formal 
written agreement regarding the expenditures paid directly by the City on the school's behalf 
until FY2004. 

•	 The district's management of supplemental sources of funds was ineffective and inefficient 
from FY2001 to FY2004. 

•	 The district's capital plan/capital projects plan consisted of items that were a result of 
deferred maintenance. 
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Part I: Overview of the EQA Review Process and the District 

On December 13 through 16, 2004, the EQA conducted an independent examination of the 

Leominster Public Schools for the period 2001-2004. 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 used 15 

standards. The report is based on the source documents, correspondence sent prior to the on-site 

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

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

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

Leominster is a small city located in northeastern Worcester County in central Massachusetts. In 

Leominster, manufacturing is the largest source of employment, followed by education, 

healthcare, and social services. According to the 2000 U.S. Census, the city has a population of 

41,303 people and a median family income of $54,660, while the median family income in 

Massachusetts is $61,664. The city is governed by a Mayoral/City Council municipal 

government. There is a nine-person school committee in Leominster. Leominster has ten schools 

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

indicate that there were 6,228 students enrolled on October 1, 2004. The demographic/subgroup 

composition in Leominster is: 70.8 percent White, 19.7 Hispanic, 5.2 percent African-American, 

4.0 Asian-American, Limited English Proficiency (LEP), 9.0 percent; Low-Income, 31.1 percent; 

and Special Education (SPED), 14 percent. 

For the nine-year period, FY1996 to FY2004, Leominster met the state-mandated Net School 

Spending Requirement. For the period between FY1996 and FY2004, Chapter 70 Aid to 

Leominster increased 100.2 percent (from $14,989,936 to $30,008,550). Leominster’s Required 

Local Contribution increased 46.4 percent (from $10,914,192 to $15,980,024). Since FY1996, 

Leominster received a total of $224,220,470 in Chapter 70 Aid and was required to raise locally 

$121,376,107. From FY2001 to FY2004, Chapter 70 Aid was $118,044,519 and the Required 
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Local Contribution was $60,880,709. For the period between FY1996 and FY2004, Leominster’s 

foundation enrollment increased 12.1 percent and its student headcount increased 8.0 percent. 

Between FY2001 and FY2004, its foundation enrollment decreased 1.9 percent and its student 

headcount decreased 1.2 percent. 

This report finds Leominster to be a ‘Moderate’ performing school district, marked by student 

achievement that is ‘High’ in ELA and ‘Low’ in math on the MCAS test. Since 2001, 

Leominster has demonstrated slight improvement on its ‘Moderate’ MCAS test scores. In 

Leominster, 47.3 percent of the students scored above standard on the 2004 administration of the 

MCAS test. 
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Part II: Tier I Analysis of Student Achievement and MCAS Test Data 
At Tier I, while particular attention was paid to the 2004 MCAS test, the EQA review of the 

Leominster Public Schools’ MCAS test results (2001-2004) 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 the MCAS test performance vary among the district’s 
student subgroups? 

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

4. 	Equity of Improvement: How has the 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? 

The most current state and district MCAS test results are subjected to a series of analyses to 

determine whether there were significant differences between the mean results of district 

students and those of students statewide or between student subgroups within the district. 

Descriptive analyses of the results of the 2004 MCAS test revealed differences, some significant, 

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

To highlight those differences, the data was then summarized in several ways: a performance-

level based summary of student achievement in Leominster; and comparative analyses of 

district-wide, subject-area, grade, school, and subgroup achievement in relation to that of 

students statewide, in relation to the district averages, and in relation to other subject areas, 

grades, and subgroups. A discussion of that summary follows. 
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Assessment of the MCAS Test Results 2001-2004 

1. Proficiency/Achievement: To what extent is the MCAS test performance of all the district’s 
students meeting or exceeding state proficiency standards? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 Less than half of all students in Leominster attained proficiency on the 2003 and 2004 
MCAS tests. These proportions were not significantly different than those of students 
statewide on those tests. 

•	 Approximately half of all students in Leominster attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS 
English Language Arts (ELA) subtests and approximately one third attained proficiency on 
the math and science and technology/engineering (STE) subtests. These proportions were not 
significantly different than those on those subtests statewide. The district-wide gaps in ELA, 
math, and STE were also not significantly different than those statewide in those subject 
areas. On the 2004 MCAS STE subtests, the proportions of students attaining proficiency in 
Leominster were significantly lower than the proportion in Leominster on the ELA subtests.    

•	 On all of the 2004 MCAS grade-level subtests, the percentages of Leominster students who 
scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories were not significantly different than 
those of students statewide on those subtests. The gaps of Leominster students in those grade 
levels were also not significantly different than either those statewide in those grades or 
between other subject areas the same grades in Leominster. 
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Figures/Tables 1/A-B:  

Student MCAS Test Performance, Overall, 2003 and 2004 

A. 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level 
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B. 

MCAS 2004 Data 
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Analysis of Figures/Tables 1A-B: 

•	 On the 2003 MCAS tests, 43.7 percent of Leominster students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 
‘Proficient’ categories.   

•	 On the 2004 MCAS tests, 47.3 percent of Leominster students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 
‘Proficient’ categories.   

Figures/Tables 2:   

Performance by Subject 

MCAS 2004 Data 
Percent of reportable students a t each proficiency level 
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Warning/Failing 8.0 9.0 20.1 21.0 21.4 28.8 

Analysis of Figure/Table 2: 

•	 On the 2004 MCAS ELA subtests, 57.2 percent of Leominster students scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories.  

•	 On the MCAS math subtests in 2004, 40.0 percent of Leominster students scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories. 

•	 On the MCAS STE subtests, 32.0 percent of Leominster students scored in the ‘Advanced’ 
and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2004. This percentage was 25.2 percentage points lower than 
that of Leominster students on the ELA subtests. 
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Figures/Tables 3/A-F: 

Performance by Grade 

A. 

MCAS 2004 Grade 03 Reading 
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency l evel 
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MCAS 2004 Data - Grade 04 
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C. 

MCAS 2004 Grade 05/08 Science 
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency l evel for the 

Science, Technology and Engineering Test 
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MCAS 2004 Data - Grade 06 
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E. 


MCAS 2004 Data - Grade 07/08 
Percent of reporta ble students at each proficiency l evel 
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MCAS 2004 Data - Grade 10 
Percent of reporta ble students at each proficiency l evel 
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Analysis of Figures/Tables 3A-F: 

•	 On all of the 2004 MCAS grade-level subtests, the percentages of Leominster students who 
scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories were not significantly different than 
those of students statewide on those subtests. 

Figures 4/A-B/Table 4:  

Proficiency Index (MCAS 2004) by Grade 

A. 

Proficiency Index by Grade (ELA) 
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 State ELA 
Leominster 

ELA 
State 
Math 

Leominster 
Math State STE 

Leominster 
STE 

Grade 03 85.5 80.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Grade 04 81.1 78.6 74.0 73.6 0.0 0.0 
Grade 05 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 78.7 71.2 
Grade 06 0.0 0.0 68.4 63.0 0.0 0.0 
Grade 07 86.4 84.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Grade 08 0.0 0.0 65.2 63.7 62.8 56.2 
Grade 10 83.0 80.8 78.6 76.1 0.0 0.0 

All Grades 84.0 81.0 71.3 68.9 70.6 63.3 

Analysis of Figures 4/A-B/Table 4: 

•	 At each and every grade level, the Proficiency Index in ELA (EPI) in math (MPI), and in 
STE (SPI) was not significantly different than those of either students statewide on those 
subtests or of all students in Leominster in that subject area. 
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Figure/Table 5: 

Proficiency Index (MCAS 2004) by School 

ELA vs M ath PI (by School) 
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Analysis of Figures/Tables 5/A-B: 
•	 Leominster’s district-wide gap in ELA was 19.0 PI points; at Center Tech, the gap was 34.4 

points. 

•	 In math, Leominster’s district-wide gap was 31.1 PI points; at Fall Brook School, the gap 
was 19.4 points and at the High School, it was 17.8 points. 

•	 Leominster’s district-wide gap between ELA and math was 12.1 PI points; at Fall Brook 
School, the gap was 0.5 points, at Center Technical 3.9 points, at the High School 5.1 points, 
at Northwest 6.2 points, at Sky View Middle 26.7 points, and at Southeast Middle School it 
was 21.0 points. 
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2. Equity of Achievement: How does the MCAS test performance vary among the district’s 
student subgroups? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 Leominster’s proficiency gap in ELA was 65.5 PI points. In math, it was 81.0 points. 

•	 For Leominster’s students with disabilities and students with Limited English Proficiency 
(LEP) the gaps in both ELA and math were significantly wider than for all Leominster 
students in 2004. Significantly less than one third of students with disabilities and LEP 
students in Leominster attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests. These proportions were 
significantly lower than that of regular education students in Leominster. The proportion of 
students with disabilities who attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests was significantly 
lower than that of all students with disabilities in the state. 

•	 For Leominster’s African-American and Hispanic students the gaps in both ELA and math 
were also significantly wider than for all Leominster students in 2004. Less than one third of 
African-American and Hispanic students in Leominster attained proficiency on the 2004 
MCAS tests. These proportions were significantly lower than those of those subgroups 
statewide and of White students in Leominster. For Asian-American students in Leominster, 
the gap in ELA was significantly wider than that of Asian-American students statewide and 
the percentage of Asian-American students who attained proficiency in Leominster was 
significantly lower than that of White students in Leominster. 

•	 For Leominster’s students eligible for free or reduced-cost lunch (FRL/Y), the gaps in both 
ELA and math were significantly wider than for all Leominster students in 2004. Less than 
one third of Leominster’s FRL/Y students and of those eligible for free lunch (FL) attained 
proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests. These proportions, as well as that of students eligible 
for reduced-cost lunch (RL), were significantly lower than that of students not eligible for 
either free or reduced-cost lunch (FRL/N) in Leominster. 
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Figure /Table 6: 

Proficiency Index (MCAS 2004) Free/Reduced Lunch Status, 

Student Status, and Race 

ELA vs Math PI (by subgroup) 
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C Regular 88.1 75.9 2,193 
D LEP 57.8 52.5 266 
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F Hispanic 65.9 51.0 537 
G Asian-American 70.9 69.3 108 
H White 85.9 74.2 2,058 
I FRL/Y 70.7 53.6 847 
J FRL/N 85.5 75.1 2,010 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 6: 
•	 In Leominster in 2004, the gap in ELA was 18.9 PI points for all students; for students with 

disabilities this gap was 43.5 PI points, for regular education students it was 11.9 points, for 
LEP students 42.2 points, for African-American students 25.3, for Hispanic students 34.1 
points, for Asian-American students 29.1 points, and for FRL/Y students 29.3 points. 

•	 The gap in math was 31.1 points for all students in Leominster in 2004; for students with 
disabilities the gap was 59.8 points, for LEP students 47.5 points, for African-American 
students 44.0 points, for Hispanic students 49.0 points, and for FRL/Y students 46.4 points. 

•	 The span between the highest and lowest EPIs for subgroups was 31.6 points in Leominster 
in 2004. In math, this subgroup span was 35.7 points. 

•	 The average of the differences between the 2004 EPI of the highest-scoring subgroup and 
those of the other subgroups (excluding the lowest-scoring subgroup) was 15.0 points in 
Leominster. In math, this average subgroup gap was 14.2 points. 

•	 The proficiency gap in ELA was 65.5 PI points, in Leominster. In math, the proficiency gap 
was 81.0 points. 

Figures/Table 7/A-D: 

Student Population by Reportable Subgroups 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 7: 

•	 More than two-thirds of students in Leominster were in regular education, White, and not 
eligible for free or reduced-cost lunch (FRL/N). 
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Figure /Table 8: 

Student Subgroup MCAS Test Performance, by Student Status, 2004 

MCAS 2004 Data 
Percent of Regular and Disabilites students at each proficiency level 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 8: 

•	 On the 2004 MCAS tests, 56.5 percent of the regular education students in Leominster scored 
in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories.  

•	 For students with disabilities in Leominster, 11.1 percent scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 
‘Proficient’ categories on the 2004 MCAS tests. This percentage was 10.0 percentage points 
lower than that of students with disabilities statewide and was 45.4 percentage points lower 
than that of Leominster regular education students. 

•	 For LEP students in Leominster, 20.4 percent scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 
categories on the 2004 MCAS tests. This percentage was 36.1 percentage points lower than 
that of Leominster regular education students. 
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Figure /Table 9: 

Student Subgroup MCAS Test Performance, by Race, 2004 

MCAS 2004 Data 
Percent of students at each proficiency level by Race 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 9: 

•	 Among the African-American students in Leominster, 28.8 percent scored in the ‘Advanced’ 
and ‘Proficient’ categories on the 2004 MCAS tests. This percentage was 26.1 percentage 
points lower than that of White students in Leominster. 

•	 Of the Hispanic students in Leominster, 23.2 percent scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 
‘Proficient’ categories. This percentage was 31.7 percentage points lower than that of White 
students in Leominster. 

•	 Among the Asian-American students in Leominster, 39.6 percent scored in the ‘Advanced’ 
and ‘Proficient’ categories. This percentage was 22.5 percentage points lower than that of 
Asian-American students statewide. 
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Figure /Table 10: 

Student Subgroup MCAS Test Performance, by Free and Reduced Lunch 

Eligibility Status, 2004 

MCAS 2004 Data 
Percent of students by FreeLunch status at each proficiency level 
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Advanced 4.4 2.6 20.4 12.6 
Proficient 23.9 23.9 41.7 43.2 

Needs Improv. 41.6 44.9 28.9 33.4 
Warning/Failing 30.1 28.6 9.0 10.8 

Analysis of Figure/Table 10: 

•	 Among the FRL/Y students in Leominster, 26.5 percent scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 
‘Proficient’ categories on the 2004 MCAS tests. This percentage was 29.3 percentage points 
lower than that of FRL/N students in Leominster. 
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Figure /Table 11: 

Student Subgroup MCAS Test Performance, by Free and Reduced Lunch Status, 2004 

MCAS 2004 Data 
Percent of reportable students at each Free Lunch 

Subcategory 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 11: 

•	 Among the FL students in Leominster, 23.1 percent scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 
‘Proficient’ categories on the 2004 MCAS tests. This percentage was 32.7 percentage points 
lower than that of FRL/N students in Leominster. 

•	 Among the RL students in Leominster, 37.2 percent scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 
‘Proficient’ categories. This percentage was 18.6 percentage points lower than that of FRL/N 
students in Leominster. 
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3. Improvement: How has the MCAS test performance for all students in the district changed 
over time? 

Preliminary Findings: 

•	 On the 2004 MCAS tests, the percentage of all Leominster students attaining proficiency was 
not significantly different than that on the 2001 tests. 

•	 In Leominster between 2001 and 2004, the EPI increased by 2.3 PI points, a 10.8 percent 
gain in closing the ELA gap.  The MPI increased by 4.2 PI points, an 11.9 percent gain in 
closing the math gap between 2001 and 2004 in Leominster. 

Figure/Table 13: 

Student MCAS Test Performance, 2001-2004 
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Advanced 7.5 9.0 8.7 9.7 
Proficient 35.3 34.6 35.0 37.6 

Needs Improv. 37.6 36.5 37.0 36.8 
Warning/Failing 19.5 20.0 19.3 15.9 

Analysis of Figure/Table 13: 

•	 On the 2004 MCAS tests, the percentage of Leominster students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ 
and ‘Proficient’ categories was 4.5 percentage points higher than on the 2001 tests. The 
percentage of Leominster students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category on the 2004 
MCAS tests was 3.6 percentage points lower than in 2001. 
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Figure/Table 14: 

Proficiency Index Trend Data MCAS 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004 

Prof. Index Trend Data 
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Trend Data MCAS, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004 (detail)
 ELA Math 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2001 2002 2003 2004 
Advanced 5.8% 7.9% 6.8% 6.8% 9.3% 9.7% 10.2% 11.8% 
Proficient 46.2% 46.9% 47.0% 50.4% 24.5% 25.7% 26.1% 28.2% 

Needs Improvement 35.9% 35.6% 35.8% 33.8% 39.3% 37.1% 37.9% 39.0% 
Warning/Failing 12.1% 9.6% 10.4% 9.0% 26.9% 27.5% 25.8% 21.0% 

Analysis of Figure/Table 14: 

•	 In Leominster between 2001 and 2004, the EPI increased by 2.3 PI points. The MPI 
increased by 4.2 PI points between 2001 and 2004 in Leominster. 

•	 The gap between the EPI and MPI closed by 1.9 points between 2001 and 2004 in 
Leominster. 
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4. 	Equity of Improvement: How has the MCAS test performance for the district’s student 
subgroups change over time? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 The proficiency gap in ELA closed by 38.4 PI points between 2002 and 2004 in Leominster; 
in math, it closed by 30.4 points. 

•	 For LEP students in Leominster, the EPI increased by 43.5 PI points, a 50.8 percent gain in 
closing the gap between 2002 and 2004. The MPI increased by 40.4 points, a 46.0 percent 
gain. 

•	 For African-American and Asian-American students in Leominster, the EPIs decreased 
between 2002 and 2004, a loss in closing the gap. The MPIs for African-American and 
Asian-American students also decreased during this period in Leominster.  
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Figures 15/A-D/Table 15: 

Improvement in Student MCAS Test Performance by Subgroup 
NOTE: In the following graphs, the bars represent the individual district’s performance; 

the dots represent the performance of all the schools in the state. 
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State 	 Leominster 
ELA Math ELA Math 

ALL ‘02 81.4 66.5 ALL ‘02 79.7 64.0 
 ‘03 82.8 69.1  ‘03 79.4 65.8 
 ‘04 84.0 71.3  ‘04 81.0 68.9 

Regular ‘02 85.8 71.4 Regular ‘02 83.3 68.8 
 ‘03 87.9 74.7  ‘03 85.7 71.7 
 ‘04 89.4 77.3  ‘04 88.1 75.9 

Disability ‘02 57.4 41.0 Disability ‘02 48.3 34.3 
 ‘03 64.7 47.2  ‘03 54.9 38.6 
 ‘04 65.2 48.0  ‘04 56.3 40.2 

LEP ‘02 49.9 37.9 LEP ‘02 14.3 12.1 
 ‘03 48.1 39.6  ‘03 39.6 30.9 
 ‘04 57.2 48.4  ‘04 57.8 52.5 

FRL/N ‘02 85.8 72.0 FRL/N ‘02 81.8 68.5 
 ‘03 88.4 75.9  ‘03 84.9 72.2 
 ‘04 89.3 78.0  ‘04 85.5 75.1 

FRL/Y ‘02 65.3 46.7 FRL/Y ‘02 66.0 46.5 
 ‘03 68.4 51.0  ‘03 66.8 51.2 
 ‘04 70.8 53.9  ‘04 70.7 53.6 

African- 
American ‘02 64.2 43.7 

African-
American ‘02 79.7 57.6 

 ‘03 68.9 48.8  ‘03 73.3 54.5 
 ‘04 71.5 52.3  ‘04 74.7 56.0 

Asian-
American ‘02 81.9 73.8 

Asian-
American ‘02 77.9 60.2 

 ‘03 82.1 76.7  ‘03 80.6 72.9 
 ‘04 84.2 80.1  ‘04 70.9 69.3 

Hispanic ‘02 60.1 41.2 Hispanic ‘02 60.5 41.1 
 ‘03 63.1 46.1  ‘03 61.6 46.8 
 ‘04 65.9 49.3  ‘04 65.8 51.0 

White ‘02 86.1 72.4 White ‘02 84.6 70.7 
 ‘03 87.4 74.4  ‘03 84.7 70.9 
 ‘04 88.1 76.2  ‘04 85.9 74.2 

Analysis of Figures 15A-D/Table 15: 

•	 In Leominster, the EPI for all students increased by 1.3 PI points between 2002 and 2004. 
The MPI increased by 4.9 PI points for all students. 

•	 For LEP students, the EPI increased by 43.5 PI points between 2002 and 2004, for African-
American students it decreased by 5.0 points, and for Asian-American students it decreased 
by 7.0 points. For LEP students, the MPI increased by 40.4 PI points between 2002 and 2004 
and for African-American students it decreased by 1.6 points. 

•	 The subgroup span in ELA closed by 38.7 PI points and, in math, the span closed by 22.9 
points between 2002 and 2004 in Leominster. The average gap in ELA widened by 1.5 PI 
points, and the average gap in math closed by 2.6 points. 
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•	 The proficiency gap in ELA closed by 38.5 PI points between 2002 and 2004 in Leominster; 
in math, it closed by 30.4 points. 

5. 	Participation and Access: Are all eligible students attending and participating in all 
required programs and assessments? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 On the 2004 ELA, math, and STE subtests, eligible students participated at required levels in 
Leominster. 

Table 16: 


Student MCAS Test Participation by Subject Area


ELA Math STE 
NTO 2.6% 1.9% 0.4% 

T 97.3% 97.9% 99.6% 
ALT 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
NTM 0.2% 0.1% 0.0% 
NTA 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 

T = Tested 
NTA = Not Tested, Absent 

NTM = Not Tested, Medical 
NTO = Not Tested, Other 
ALT = Alt. Assessment 

Analysis of Table 16: 

•	 In Leominster, the 97.3 percent student participation rate on the 2004 MCAS ELA subtest 
was 2.3 percentage points higher than the state’s 95 percent requirement. 

•	 In Leominster, the 97.9 percent student participation rate on the 2004 MCAS math subtest 
was 2.1 percentage points higher than the state’s 95 percent requirement. 

•	 In Leominster, the 99.6 percent student participation rate on the 2004 MCAS STE subtest 
was 4.6 percentage points higher than the state’s 95 percent requirement. 
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Appendix A: N- values 

1. N-Values by Grade 
YEAR GRADE ELA Math STE 
2001 Grade 03 494 0 0 

 Grade 04 467 482 0 
 Grade 05 0 0 0 
 Grade 06 0 465 0 
 Grade 07 483 0 0 
 Grade 08 443 456 0 
 Grade 10 408 410 0 
 All Grades 2,295 1,813 0 

2002 Grade 03 0 0 0 
 Grade 04 452 464 0 
 Grade 05 0 0 0 
 Grade 06 0 475 0 
 Grade 07 460 0 0 
 Grade 08 0 480 0 
 Grade 10 386 388 0 
 All Grades 1,298 1,807 0 

2003 Grade 03 493 0 0 
 Grade 04 424 424 0 
 Grade 05 0 0 0 
 Grade 06 0 469 0 
 Grade 07 473 0 0 
 Grade 08 0 471 0 
 Grade 10 429 436 0 
 All Grades 1,819 1,800 0 

2004 Grade 03 482 0 0 
 Grade 04 487 490 0 
 Grade 05 0 0 443 
 Grade 06 0 492 0 
 Grade 07 480 0 0 
 Grade 08 0 482 483 
 Grade 10 429 430 0 
 All Grades 1,878 1,894 926 
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2. N-Values by Subgroup/Level 
ELA Math STE 

Leominster ALL LEVELS 1878 1894 926 
Leominster Advanced 95 224 56 

 Proficient 962 534 241 
 Needs Improv 650 738 362 
 Warning/Failing 171 398 267 

Regular Advanced 95 217 50 
 Proficient 884 488 217 
 Needs Improv 432 588 281 
 Warning/Failing 44 177 132 

Disability Advanced 0 1 5 
 Proficient 44 21 17 
 Needs Improv 128 89 46 
 Warning/Failing 75 160 78 

LEP Advanced 0 6 1 
 Proficient 34 25 7 
 Needs Improv 90 61 35 
 Warning/Failing 52 61 57 

Free Lunch/Y Advanced 6 18 6 
 Proficient 203 85 41 
 Needs Improv 256 229 117 
 Warning/Failing 93 196 132 

Free Lunch/N Advanced 89 205 50 
 Proficient 755 449 199 
 Needs Improv 393 500 241 
 Warning/Failing 76 197 134 
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3. N-Values by Race/Level 
ELA Math STE 

Leominster ALL LEVELS 1878 1894 926 
Leominster Advanced 95 224 56 

 Proficient 962 534 241 
 Needs Improv 650 738 362 
 Warning/Failing 171 398 267 

African-
American Advanced 2 4 0 

 Proficient 39 13 3 
 Needs Improv 43 44 21 
 Warning/Failing 10 31 27 

Asian-
American Advanced 3 6 2 

 Proficient 28 17 7 
 Needs Improv 34 31 15 
 Warning/Failing 14 12 5 

Hispanic Advanced 0 10 5 
 Proficient 102 49 20 
 Needs Improv 164 142 72 
 Warning/Failing 75 140 102 

Native- 
American Advanced 0 0 0 

 Proficient 2 1 1 
 Needs Improv 4 4 1 
 Warning/Failing 1 2 0 

White Advanced 90 203 49 
 Proficient 788 454 210 
 Needs Improv 405 515 253 
 Warning/Failing 71 213 133 

4. N-values by year: 

 2001 2002 2003 2004 
272 278 273 319 Advanced 

1,277 1,074 1,093 1,237 Proficient 
1,359 1,133 1,158 1,210 Needs Improvement 
706 620 602 524 Warning/Failing 

3,614 3,105 3,126 3,290 Total 
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5. N-values for NTA, NTM, and NTO by Student Status: 

ELA Math STE 
T. Disability 248 271 146 
T. Regular 1,455 1,470 680 

T.LEP 176 153 100 
NTM. Disability 1 1 0 
NTM. Regular 2 1 0 

NTO. Disability 27 27 4 
NTO. Regular 17 8 0 

NTO.LEP 6 1 0 
NTA. Disability 0 1 0 
NTA. Regular 0 1 0 

T = Tested0 
NTA = Not Tested, Absent 

NTM = Not Tested, Medical 
NTO = Not Tested, Other 
ALT = Alt. Assessment 

Notes: In 2004, for State vs. District performance charts, only data from ELA and math tests for grades 3 through 10 
was included unless otherwise noted. For Proficiency Indicator charts, Grade 3 was included. Grade 3 does not 
include an ‘Advanced’ level and would therefore skew aggregated proficiency level charts. Subgroup inclusion was 
based on the number of students in a district and the number of schools in a district. To be included, a subgroup 
must have at least 10 times the number of schools in the district to be considered reportable. For example, in a 
school district with four schools, only subgroup categories with 40 or more students from that district in that 
category were included. These results include only Students with test status of Tested, ALT, or NTA with a Scaled 
Score <> 200 unless otherwise noted. 

In calculation for EPI, the following groups were included for each year reported: 
2001:  Gr. 4, Gr. 7, Gr. 10 
2002:  Gr. 4, Gr. 7, Gr. 10 
2003:  Gr. 4, Gr. 7, Gr. 10 
2004:  Gr. 3, Gr. 4, Gr. 7, Gr. 10 

In calculation for MPI, the following groups were included for each year reported: 
2001:  Gr. 4, Gr. 8, Gr. 10 
2002:  Gr. 4, Gr. 8, Gr. 10 
2003:  Gr. 4, Gr. 8, Gr. 10 
2004:  Gr. 4, Gr. 6, Gr. 8, Gr. 10 

Rounded differences may result in slight discrepancies. 
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Part III: Tier II Domain Findings and Summary 

Domain A: Assessment and Evaluation

 Standards  
Domain A - Assessment & Evaluation 
S1 - Assessment 

Excellent 

  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total 

Satisfactory 1 
0 

0 
0 

1 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
0 

0 
0 

N/A 
N/A 

3 
0 

Poor 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 N/A 4 
Unsatisfactory 

S2 - Participation 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 

Satisfactory 
Excellent 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

0 
0 

1 
0 

N/A 
N/A 

6 
0 

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

S3 - Evaluation Processes: Personnel 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 

Satisfactory 
Excellent 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unsatisfactory 

S4 - Evaluation Processes: Programs, Services, & 
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 7 

Excellent 
Resource Acquisition 

0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
Satisfactory 0 0 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A 4 
Poor 1 1 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 2 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 

Standard 1. STUDENT ASSESSMENT: For the period of time under examination, district and 

building administrators carefully administered statewide assessments and teachers regularly 

assessed the performance of their students relative to state and local student performance 

standards, and analyzed aggregate and individual assessment results to improve curricula, 

instructional practices, and supplementary and remedial programs. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 The district did not have a consistent, formal, organized process for using disaggregated data 

in decision-making to improve student performance. 
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•	 The district did not use the results of standardized tests to measure its effectiveness in 

achieving its objectives for student learning. 

•	 During the period under review, the district prioritized its resource distribution and some 

staff reallocation, but not all subgroups improved. 

Indicators: 

1. The district utilized assessment policies and practices	 that resulted in the formal, regular 

evaluation of student assessment results. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Administrators acknowledged that, during the period under review, the district did not 

have policies requiring formal and regular evaluation of test results. Administrators said, 

however, that the district already had practices of evaluating student performance on state and 

district tests. Documents indicated that both the district and its schools performed these 

evaluations. Administrators said that the director of curriculum coordinated the evaluations. The 

grants coordinator, the reading specialists, the department heads, and, most recently, the data 

coach hired during the 2003-04 school year, supported the director of curriculum in this. 

Administrators said the reports on student performance highlighted strengths and weaknesses at 

different grade levels. Administrators and teachers also noted that, during the period under 

review, one professional development day each year focused on the MCAS test and the district’s 

analysis of the results. The district submitted documentation including the agendas and minutes 

of selected Administrative Council meetings and hard copies of presentations to the school 

committee and the faculty on the results of the MCAS and Standard 9 tests. 

2. In order to improve achievement for all students, the district used aggregated and disaggregated 

assessment scores to assess student progress for all populations. Student performance has 

improved across all subgroups. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Administrators said that, for most of the period under review, the district relied on 

aggregated test scores for assessing student progress. The district used the NORDEX data 
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storage system, which administrators said was difficult to use for accessing and retrieving 

information. MCAS trend data for Leominster indicated that the district’s analysis of test scores 

did not result in sustained and equitable improvement. 

The district created the position of data coach in July, 2003, and, in December, a district science 

teacher with a doctorate in research assumed the position full-time. One of the administrators 

said that “the initial analysis of data was number crunching.” During the 2001-02 school year, 

two district administrators took TestWiz training. They then trained the reading specialists, 

department heads, principals, and guidance counselors to use the program. Administrators said 

that, from 2002 on, they and those they designated shared the results of the TestWiz analyses 

with teachers at curriculum, department, and faculty meetings. Administrators said that those 

who analyzed the data gave the names of students who did poorly on the MCAS test to their 

principals. However, the district generally did not look at subgroups until the data coach began to 

disaggregate data in late 2003. A district official transferred information data from NORDEX to 

Access and then created programs to generate disaggregated reports on attendance, retention, 

discipline, and academic performance. 

According to a district official, the district focused on the Limited English Proficiency (LEP) 

subgroup during the period under review. During the 2002-03 school year, the department 

surveyed all teachers and students and changed instruction at the middle and high schools after 

assessing student performance. During the 2003-04 school year, the district introduced Sheltered 

English Immersion (SEI), hired new teachers, and offered professional development workshops 

to SEI and other teachers. 

3.	 District and building administrators carefully and accurately implemented the “Principles of Test 

Administration” in their jurisdictions and provided 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. 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: Documents and administrator interviews indicated that district and school 

administrators carefully administered the “Principles of Test Administration” and provided 

complete and accurate information on student status and participation. Administrators said that 

the district sent each building’s MCAS testing coordinator to Department of Education (DOE) 

workshops on MCAS testing procedures every year. When the EQA team asked if there were 

any problems with test administration during the period under review, a central office 

administrator said that there were two reported incidents and that the district immediately 

notified the DOE of each and followed the recommended protocol. 

4.	 In addition to the MCAS, the district regularly employed the use of standardized tests, local 

benchmarks, or other assessments to measure the progress of all student populations at regular 

intervals and used these results to measure the effectiveness of achieving district objectives for 

student learning. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district regularly measured student progress with 

a variety of tests. However, the district did not have a formal process for measuring its progress 

toward meeting its objectives for student learning. The district also had no formal process for 

looking at subgroup performance. Documents and administrator interviews indicated that the 

district administered the Stanford 9 ELA and math tests in grades 3, 6, and 8 and the Orleans 

Hanna math skills test in Grade 7 during the period under review. Administrators also reported 

that the district developed local tests of writing and math. In the spring of 2002, the district 

piloted a writing prompt with rubrics for grades 3 and 4 before beginning, in September, 2003, to 

administer it to all grades K-4 students twice per year. The district piloted a math test in some 

grades 3-7 classes during the 2003-04 school year. High school administrators said that teachers 

used mid-year and final exams to monitor student performance. 

The district’s February, 2004, report on the Stanford 9 test included a five-year comparison, from 

2000 to 2004. Trend data showed declining reading scores from Grade 3 in 2001 to Grade 6 in 

2004 and from Grade 6 in 2001 to Grade 8 in 2003. MCAS reading test data for the same review 

also showed a decline. A district official said that the district first closely examined reading trend 
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data in the spring of 2004 when he and the grant coordinator analyzed the data as required for the 

district’s FY2005 Reading First grant. 

5.	 The district engaged in a formal, documented annual review of student assessment data to 

reallocate staff and prioritize resource distribution to improve achievement for all student 

populations. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Administrators said that, while the district did not have a formal process for annually 

reviewing test data, the Administrative Council reviewed it informally at the beginning of the 

budget process each year. One administrator said that “the review was systematic, but not 

documented.” Administrators noted the district’s increased reliance on aggregate and 

disaggregated data after hiring the data coach in the fall of 2003. Despite level-funded budgets 

during the period under review, administrators gave examples of staff reallocation: eliminating 

physical education teachers; not replacing some retiring teachers; and adding ELA, math, and 

English Language Learner (ELL) teachers to improve student performance. Administrators also 

listed a number of program changes during the period under review: adopting the Beginning 

School Math Program in grades K-2; buying the Navigation series through the national Council 

of the Teachers Math (NCTM), Everyday Math, and Mountain Math programs for the 

elementary grades and the Connected Math program for the middle grades; and implementing 

the Writing Across the Curriculum program district-wide. Data analysis, resource prioritization, 

and staff reallocation did not result in sustained and equitable improvement in student 

achievement. 

6.	 The district and each of its schools disseminated assessment analyses to appropriate staff at 

regular intervals. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Documents, administrator interviews, and teacher focus groups confirmed that the 

district and each of its schools regularly gave appropriate staff data analyses. Administrators said 

that the Administrative Council and the Curriculum Committee discussed the results of the 
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MCAS and other tests at their meetings. Department and faculty meetings featured the results of 

the TestWiz analyses and other reports, and they were on the agenda at the monthly after-school 

curriculum and professional development meetings. 

7.	 Assessment trend data indicated that classroom assessment standards, practices, and expectations 

for students were consistently linked with the learning standards articulated in the State 

Curriculum Frameworks. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Trend data did not indicate a consistent link between classroom test standards, 

classroom practices, and expectations for students and the learning standards in the state 

curriculum frameworks. Administrators said that not all of the district’s curriculum was aligned 

with the frameworks during the period under review. The data coach said that the district only 

recently began collecting and analyzing trend data, and only for the Grade 3 Reading First grant. 

Administrators noted that the grade realignment and the opening of a third middle school in 

2003-04 disrupted the ability to assemble and analyze data for all grade levels. 

Standard 2. PARTICIPATION: For the period of time under examination, the district and all 

of its schools had policies, procedures, and practices that met federal and state participation and 

attendance standards. Data on participation in state and local tests were monitored and assessed 

to ensure participation and opportunity for all students and all subgroups. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 The district had policies, procedures, and practices to ensure student attendance and 

participation. 

•	 During most of the period under review, the district did not disaggregate data to monitor 

subgroup performance and improve the participation and achievement of all students. 
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Indicators: 

1.	 The district and each of its schools had clear management systems in use that required all 

students to participate in all mandatory and appropriate assessments that resulted in a two- or 

three-year average participation rate of 95 percent in the state assessment. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Leominster’s aggregate participation rate on the MCAS ELA and math tests was 99 

percent in 2003 and 100 percent in 2004. However, the 2004 participation rates for Grade 10 

students with disabilities were 93 percent in ELA and 91 percent in math. The participation rates 

of all other subgroups at all grade levels were 95 percent or higher. The document review and 

administrator interviews indicated that the district and each of its schools had policies, 

procedures, and practices requiring all students to participate in the mandatory MCAS tests. 

2.	 The district and each of its schools had systems in use that required all students to participate in 

district and school-based assessment programs or benchmarks. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Administrators said that the district and its schools had policies, procedures, and 

practices that ensured student participation in district and school tests. Principals used letters, 

newsletters, and the district website to inform parents about important testing dates. The high 

school student and parent handbook included the dates for the Preliminary Scholastic Aptitude 

Test (PSAT), the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT), Advanced Placement (AP) exams, and the 

MCAS tests. Administrators said that teachers and guidance counselors also emphasized the 

importance of these tests and reminded students and parents about the dates. The director of 

language acquisition noted that, beginning in the 2002-03 school year, his department prioritized 

test participation. 

3.	 The district maintained clear and accurate records on student waivers for LEP and ALT status for 

MCAS assessment. 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: Administrators stated that there were no LEP or Alternative (ALT) waivers during the 

period under review. The assistant superintendent and the director of language acquisition gave 

the EQA team a list of the number of students taking the ALT during the period. The ELL 

department maintained individual testing records and other information. 

4.	 The district and each of its schools had clear management systems in place that required all 

students to attend school, and these systems were actively implemented and resulted in a student 

attendance rate of 93 percent or higher. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Documents and administrator interviews indicated that the district had clear policies, 

procedures, and practices regarding student attendance. The district’s average daily attendance 

rate was 93.8 percent in 2001, 91.7 percent in 2002, 94.3 percent in 2003, and 94.3 percent in 

2004. Administrators said that the district adhered to the state’s attendance regulations and that 

the student and parent handbooks included the attendance policies. According to administrators, 

the district revised the high school attendance policy during the 2001-02 school year so that 

students could lose credit if they were absent too often. School administrators said that the 

middle and high school deans, whose positions existed during the entire period under review, 

were important in monitoring student attendance, behavior, and academic performance. The high 

school officials said that improving attendance was a priority for the 2002-03 and 2003-04 

school years. These officials also said that this and the goal of improving academic achievement 

led the school to implement the Freshman Academy in the fall of 2002. The average daily 

attendance for the high school was 91.7 percent in 2003. The Center for Technical Education had 

an average rate of 90.8 percent that year. 

5.	 The district and its schools had and enforced, when necessary, clear consequences for students 

with chronic absenteeism. 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: Administrators said that the district followed the legal requirements for student 

attendance and addressed chronic absenteeism in a variety of ways. The elementary school 

principals and guidance counselors contacted the parents of chronically absent students and filed 

a Child in Need of Services report (CHINS) with the court, if necessary. At the secondary 

schools, the attendance secretaries, the deans, and the guidance counselors contacted parents and 

filed CHINS, if necessary, for students younger than 16. Secondary school administrators gave 

the EQA team a sample series of letters to the parents of chronically absent students. During the 

2003-04 school year, high school students who exceeded the limit of nine absences per semester 

failed the course for the semester. According to the director of language acquisition, if the 

chronically absent student was in the SEI or the Two Way program, ELL teachers called the 

parents to schedule a meeting to write a contract on attendance expectations and academic 

performance. 

6.	 The district maintained and used accurate records on attendance, suspensions, discipline, and 

dropouts by student subgroup populations and frequently analyzed these records to improve 

participation, involvement, and achievement for all students. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Administrators said that the district used NORDEX to maintain student records 

during the period under review. Administrators said that NORDEX was essentially a data storage 

system and that it was difficult to retrieve information from it and analyze data on attendance, 

suspensions, discipline, and dropouts by subgroup. Administrators said that from, 2001 to 2003, 

the district examined and analyzed aggregate data and individual records only and did not look at 

subgroup data. Principals said that until December, 2003, they had to request student information 

from the technology department, which maintained the NORDEX system and gave principals 

“handwritten reports on individual students.” When the district hired its first full-time data coach 

in December, 2003, administrators could request reports on attendance, suspensions, discipline, 

and dropouts by subgroup. In March 2004, the data coach finished a report on district-wide 

attendance by subgroup. Teachers, guidance counselors, and administrators made a concerted 

effort to contact the parents of students with attendance problems and to stress the importance of 

taking the MCAS tests in the spring. Administrators said that high school guidance counselors 
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even visited some homes. Administrators attributed the district’s high participation rate in 2004 

to these efforts. 

7.	 The district maintained and used clear and accurate program and individual records of all English 

language learners (ELLs) during the period under examination. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Documents and interviews with the director of language acquisition indicated that the 

district maintained accurate ELL program and student records. The MCAS test performance of 

these students improved significantly between 2002 and 2004, as follows: in 2002, they had a 

Proficiency Index (PI) of 14.3 in ELA and a PI of 12.1 in math; in 2004 their PI in ELA was 

57.8, and their math PI was 52.5. According to the director of language acquisition, the 

department changed its record-keeping, the types of tests it administered, the way it tracked and 

monitored students in the SEI and Two Way programs, and its exit and post-exit monitoring 

procedures during the period under review. A district official said that there was a folder for each 

ELL student that held all relevant information, including the results of the Massachusetts English 

Language Assessment – Oral (MELA-O) and the Language Assessment Scales (LAS) reading 

and writing tests. The official also said that ELL teachers scheduled end-of-year meetings to 

review each student’s performance. The department also scheduled articulation meetings 

between grade levels and during the year for students who were being integrated. The official 

said that the department “used the MCAS test data and the student’s daily performance to 

determine his or her needs.” 

Standard 3. EVALUATION PROCESS/PERSONNEL: For the period of time under 

examination, the district used student assessment data in its development, implementation, 

evaluation, and analysis of school and district personnel. The evaluation process focused on 

accountability for administrators, teachers, and instructional support staff, and one of the goals of 

the process was the improvement of achievement for all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 The district’s teacher and administrator evaluation programs for the period under review did 

not use student achievement data. 
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•	 The district had no active evaluation system for Unit B administrators during the period 

under review. 

•	 The only principal evaluations for the period under review were for the 2003-04 school year. 

There were no completed principal evaluations for 2001-03. 

•	 The district did not have a policy on administrator job performance standards, as required by 

CMR 35.00. 

Indicators: 

1.	 The district and each of its schools implemented systems for the evaluation of personnel 

performance that were linked to student achievement data and resulted in sustained or continued 

improvements in the quality of teaching and learning. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The EQA team reviewed a randomly selected sample of 93 teacher evaluations and 

found that none of them included student achievement data. The teacher evaluations were written 

as observation reports. Most evaluations drew on a single observation, since the district did not 

require multiple observations of professional-status teachers. Most of the evaluations specifically 

described and categorized teaching behaviors, a technique derived from Research for Better 

Teaching (RBT) training and materials. RBT trained Leominster’s administrators in evaluation. 

All of the evaluations were signed by both parties. 

The review of administrator evaluations showed that the district did not evaluate Unit B 

administrators annually during the period under review. In addition, the only principal 

evaluations for the period under review were for the 2003-04 school year. There were no 

completed principal evaluations for 2001-03. The district did not have a policy on administrator 

job performance standards, as required by CMR 35.00. District and school policies, 

administrative regulations, and employment contracts did not mention using student achievement 

data in administrator evaluations. 
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2.	 The district utilized evaluation procedures for administrators that were aligned with the 

requirements of the MGL Chapter 71, §38 and 603 CMR 35.00. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: An examination of all administrator evaluations for the period under review revealed 

that only the principal evaluations for the 2003-04 school year complied with CMR 35.00 in 

content and timing. The regulation required annual written evaluations of principals, and there 

was no documented evidence that the district did this. Administrators acknowledged that the 

district conducted no evaluations from 2001 to 2003. The district did not evaluate its assistant 

principals during the period under review. District administrators said that the district was 

negotiating with the Unit B administrators to bring their evaluations into alignment with CMR 

35.00. 

3.	 The form and content of the district’s evaluation process for administrators was informative, 

instructive, and used to promote individual professional growth and overall effectiveness. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The only principal evaluations for the period under review were for the 2003-04 

school year. There were no completed principal evaluations for 2001-03. Of the principal 

evaluations, 30 percent were informative and instructive in that they had specific behavioral and 

performance information and recommendations for improvement. Forty percent had limited 

information on job performance and, therefore, were not informative; they also made no 

recommendations for improvement, and so were not instructive. Six percent were somewhat 

informative and instructive. Twenty-four percent of administrators had no evaluation for 2004. 

The form, content, and usage of the current administrator evaluation program did not provide 

baseline data and did not have a systematic process for feedback that might improve 

administrators’ job performance. 
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4.	 Administrators in the district were held accountable for student assessment results in their yearly 

evaluations. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: None of the principal evaluations mentioned test results. The district did not evaluate 

its assistant principals during the period under review. 

5.	 The district utilized an evaluation procedure for teachers that was aligned with the requirements 

of the MGL Chapter 71, §38 and 603 CMR 35.00. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: Appendix I to the teacher contract for the period under review followed the general 

format of CMR 35.00, but left out completely the regulation’s 79 indicators. A sentence at the 

top of the district’s teacher evaluation form encouraged principals to refer to Appendix I as they 

wrote the evaluation. Only two percent of the 93 teacher personnel files that the EQA team 

reviewed connected observed teaching behaviors to specific portions of Appendix I. The EQA 

team estimated that 60 percent of the evaluations addressed some of CMR 35.00’s performance 

requirements. The principals sent completed evaluations to the human resources office through 

the director of curriculum. Principals said that the human resources office never returned 

evaluations for revision or elaboration. Thirty-six percent of the professional-status teacher 

personnel files that the EQA team reviewed did not have evaluations filed at least every two 

years as CMR 35.00 required. Fifteen percent of the files contained no evaluations. A district 

document showed wide variation in how principals supervised teacher evaluations. At the high 

school, for example, 37 percent of non-professional status teachers were not evaluated at all. At 

Sky View Middle School, 21 percent of non-professional-status teachers were not evaluated. At 

the elementary schools, by contrast, all non-professional-status teachers were evaluated at least 

once. 
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6.	 The form and content of the district’s evaluation process for teachers was informative, 

instructive, and used to provide professional development offerings that promoted individual 

growth and effectiveness. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The EQA team found only 30 percent of the professional-status teacher evaluations it 

reviewed to be informative. Most were a report of a single observation. Only two evaluations 

referred specifically to CMR 35.00, as paraphrased in Appendix I of the teachers’ contract. The 

EQA team found only 30 percent of the evaluations to be instructive. Most of the evaluations 

made specific observations, but only a few made specific recommendations for improving 

performance. None referred to student achievement data. Fifteen percent of the professional-

status teacher personnel files contained no evaluations. There was no documented evidence that 

the district reviewed teacher evaluations for content, results, or compliance with CMR 35.00. 

The principals sent completed evaluations to the human resources office through the director of 

curriculum. Principals said that the human resources office never returned evaluations for 

revision or elaboration. 

7.	 Teachers in the district were held accountable for student assessment results in their respective 

schools and classrooms. These results were cited in the evaluation process. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: None of the 93 professional-status teacher evaluations that the EQA team reviewed 

showed any evidence that the district held teachers accountable for test results in their 

classrooms. Some evaluations cited certain professional contributions that individual teachers 

had made to projects, programs, or schools. These citations were often congratulatory and 

connected to the school’s goals. 

8.	 When evaluations were not satisfactory, after following due process, the district had and applied 

consequences for compensation, advancement, or employment. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

54 



Evidence: The document review and interviews with both district and school administrators 

confirmed that the district removed three professional-status teachers and a number of non

professional status teachers from service during the period under review. The district dismissed 

nine in the 2003-04 school year. The district did not deprive any teacher of compensation due to 

unsatisfactory performance during the period under review. Since the district did not use a 

“decision rule” as to what constituted satisfactory or unsatisfactory performance, all of the 

sample evaluations rated the teacher “Satisfactory.” There was no way to judge teaching 

performance by reading evaluations. There was no evidence that the district denied any 

administrator compensation, advancement, or employment due to an unsatisfactory performance 

during the period under review. 

Standard 4. EVALUATION PROCESS/PROGRAMS, SERVICES, AND RESOURCE 

ACQUISITION: For the period of time under examination, the district used student assessment 

data in its development, implementation, evaluation and analysis of programs, services, and 

resource acquisition. The evaluation process focused on accountability for administrators, 

teachers, and staff, and one of the goals of the process was the improvement of achievement for 

all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 The district did not have a data-driven process for evaluating the effectiveness of its 

programs. 

Indicators: 

1.	 The district and each of its schools implemented a data-driven system for the evaluation of 

programs and services, and resource acquisition that was linked to student achievement data. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: There was no school committee policy on program evaluation, and the district did not 

have a multi-year plan for program evaluations. Administrators said that the district’s Strategic 

Plan, which expired several years ago and which the district did not revisit, first expressed the 

idea of using data in program evaluation. The District Improvement Plan (DIP) was a foundation 
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document for future planning that addressed elements of program evaluation. The template for 

the various School Improvement Plans (SIPs) had a column titled “Evaluation.” The high school 

principal talked about a set of strategic plans: one for the high school, one for the high school 

English department, and one for the high school guidance department. The principal said that the 

plans included “indicators of success.” Administrators said that the budget was a program 

evaluation document, since budget development required some outcome data for some programs. 

The documents that the EQA team reviewed made it evident that, with the exception of its 

reports for MCAS Test Success Grants and federal grants, the district did not use test data to 

evaluate programs. 

2.	 District and school administrators used student assessment and other pertinent data to measure 

the effectiveness of the district’s instructional, supplemental, and support programs and services. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The document review revealed little documentation of the effects of programs. The 

district kept data in NORDEX, in reports it sent to external agencies, and in its SIPs. The district 

scheduled regular meetings of key staff to review programs. School committee documents 

showed that the committee looked for and supported the use of data to evaluate progress. There 

was evidence that, after evaluating data, including MCAS test scores, the district evaluated its 

ELA curriculum, reviewed and changed its reading series, hired vendors and consultants to 

provide pinpointed services to instructional programs, trained teachers according to program 

needs, adopted a scientifically-based curriculum for the early grades to improve phonemic 

awareness and reading, and applied for grants. The district received 62 grants during the period 

under review. Many of the grants were multi-year and intended to improve programs. A New 

England Association of Schools and Colleges (NEASC) visit cited certain problems at the high 

school. The SIPs stated how the schools would evaluate certain action plans, but were not 

connected to other schools or to the schools’ past efforts. The district documents that the EQA 

team reviewed, including administrator evaluations, did not mention progress toward fulfilling 

the plans. 
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3.	 The evaluation results of the district’s instructional, supplemental, and support programs and 

services were used to inform decision making and resulted in sustained or continued 

improvements in the quality of teaching and learning. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The document review and administrator interviews confirmed that the district used 

test data to evaluate and change its materials, teaching techniques, and program for ELA and 

math in grades K-8. The district administered the Stanford 9 test in non-MCAS test years to 

collect data on student performance. 

4.	 District and school administrators used student assessment and other pertinent data to measure 

the effectiveness of acquired resources, including capital improvements and projects, equipment, 

materials, and supplies. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Administrators said that analyzing test data led the district to measure the 

effectiveness of its acquired resources, such as the consultants it hired, its capital improvements, 

and its programs, including the SEI and Two Way programs. However, most evidence was 

indirect, and most uses of test data were oral rather than written. Administrators said that the 

district did not require that student information support the purchase of materials. 

5.	 The results of the district’s evaluation of acquired resources, including capital improvements and 

projects, equipment, materials, and supplies, were used to inform decision making and resulted 

in sustained or continued improvements in the quality of teaching and learning. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: There was no single body of evidence that showed that capital improvements, 

acquired resources, or other purchases improved student achievement. Individual program 

managers pointed to changes due to research or data analysis. District program managers said 

that there was little documented evidence, but that the district was increasingly aware of the 

importance of data. 

57




6.	 When evaluations indicated that programs, services, and resource acquisition were not effective 

and efficient, the district made appropriate modifications and/or changes. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district dropped few programs during the period under review. The district 

dropped the Academic Development Center because the data showed that it did not raise the test 

scores of the participants. The district also replaced some reading and math texts. 
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Domain B: Curriculum and Instruction

 Standards   Indicators  

Domain B - Curriculum & Instruction 
S5 – Curriculum 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S6 - Instruction: Expectations & Policies 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S7 - Opportunity & Access To Quality 
Education Programs 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S8 – Professional Development & Training 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

1 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

2 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

3 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

4 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

5 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

6 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

7 8 9 Total 

0 0 N/A 0 
0 1 N/A 3 
1 0 N/A 5 
0 0 N/A 0 

0 0 0 0 
1 1 1 7 
0 0 0 2 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 N/A 0 
1 1 N/A 6 
0 0 N/A 2 
0 0 N/A 0 

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

Standard 5. CURRICULUM: For the period of time under examination, the district, each of its 

schools, and programs utilized curricula that were aligned with the State Curriculum 

Frameworks in the core academic subjects of English Language Arts (ELA), mathematics, 

science and technology (and other tested core academic subjects as added). The curricula were 

current, academically sound, and clearly understood by all who administered and taught in the 

district. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 In the final year under review, the district was in the process of developing curricula that 

listed tests, resources, and activities. 

•	 The district did not have a formal curriculum revision process. 
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Indicators: 

1.	 The district had written curricula for all grade levels and tested core content areas that were 

clearly aligned with the State Curriculum Frameworks. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district had math and ELA benchmarks for grades PreK-8 dated 2003-04. The 

benchmarks reflected standards in the state curriculum frameworks. District interviewees said 

that the district looked at the grade-level expectations and “then back[ed] into the … 

benchmarks.” The benchmark documents did not refer to tests, activities, or resources. A district 

administrator said that the district did not consider the documents a curriculum and that the 

district was developing curricula that listed tests, resources, and activities. Grades 9 and 10 had 

course outlines that listed competencies that were aligned with the standards of the state 

frameworks, as well as some activities and tests. During the period under review, the district was 

developing an algebra I curriculum. The document listed topics, competencies, alignment with 

the frameworks, activities, and resources. 

2.	 Each school in the district had a curriculum leader to oversee the use, alignment, quality, 

currency, and consistency of the district’s curricula. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district had a curriculum director and curriculum coordinators during the period 

under review. During the 2001-02 school year, the district had four grades K-12 content-area 

coordinators. In 2002-03, the district had one coordinator for grades K-4 and one for grades 5-12. 

The district based the change on the idea that the grade-level focus would make the coordinators 

available to more teachers than the content-area focus did. The principal, the assistant principal, 

and the department heads shared curriculum leadership at the high school. The department heads 

also taught three periods and informally observed teachers. Departments met monthly and the 

chairs met regularly with the curriculum coordinator for grades 5-12. The principal and the 

assistant principal were the curriculum leaders at the middle schools, along with the curriculum 

coordinator for grades 5-12. The curriculum coordinator for grades K-4 shared curriculum 

leadership with the elementary school principals. Elementary school principals said that the half
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time literacy coordinator also participated. District administrators said that the Title I director 

and the ELL coordinator were also curriculum leaders. 

3.	 The district had an established, documented process that involved teachers in the annual review 

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

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The District Policy Book did not address curriculum revision. A district administrator 

said that the process was not documented but that the schools did review their curricula. 

Principals and teachers said that the process was informal. Teachers worked on the curricula 

during common planning time, at workshops, and sometimes during the school day, for which 

the district hired substitutes. They examined MCAS test results for strengths and weaknesses. 

During the 2001-02 school year, a Curriculum Council composed of representatives from each 

school and each content area met monthly to discuss curriculum. After 2002, the council did not 

meet district-wide. However, the middle schools had a Curriculum Council for the 2002-03 

school year. The middle school council had 40 teachers, 10 from each of the four content areas. 

A district administrator said that the District Curriculum Council would meet again “to get the 

district going on assessment and instruction.” A few principals said that they thought it was time 

for the district to revise the curriculum formally, since the last formal revision happened five 

years earlier. They added that teachers at some schools said that the curriculum benchmarks 

needed to be more specific. 

4.	 (In academic districts) The results of student assessment data (i.e., longitudinal, demographic, 

disaggregated, diagnostic, and/or surveys) indicated that the district implemented an established 

process to ensure the scope, sequence, and alignment of learning goals, competencies, and 

expectations from one grade to the next in grades K-12 in ELA, mathematics, science and 

technology (and other tested core academic subjects as added). 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district did not have an established process for reviewing test data to ensure the 

scope, sequence, and alignment of learning goals. District administrators said that teachers 
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worked on mapping the curriculum. The district used the maps to write a pacing document and to 

determine how middle school math fit with the other disciplines. District administrators said that 

individual middle school and high school teachers kept curriculum maps. The middle schools did 

not analyze them by grade level but in small groups. The high school examined maps and 

instruction topics for algebra I and geometry and changed the math sequence. The middle 

schools used the results of the Orleans Hanna Algebra Assessment, administered in Grade 7, to 

determine which students would take algebra in Grade 8 and which would take pre-algebra. All 

students took algebra I or algebra II in Grade 9. After the sequence change, all students took 

geometry in Grade 10, whereas before they might have taken algebra II. Some teachers said that 

they took voluntary workshops in curriculum mapping but that there was no district-wide 

mapping mandate. One principal said that the elementary schools did little curriculum mapping. 

Teachers said that, in the summer of 2004, a few of them attended a workshop to develop a 

curriculum map for a particular content area and grade level. 

5.	 The district’s curricula in all tested content areas were aligned horizontally to ensure that all 

teachers of a common grade level addressed specific subject matter following the same time line, 

and vertically to ensure complete coverage, eliminate redundancies, and close any gaps. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: District administrators, principals, and teachers said that the district aligned its 

benchmarks horizontally and vertically. Horizontal and vertical teacher teams met often to 

discuss ELA and math content. A district administrator who previously used the AP vertical 

planning model, introduced it at the middle schools during the 2001-2002 school year. 

Navigating Through Math let teachers in grades 3 and 4 examine their subject both horizontally 

and vertically. The elementary schools had a writing reference guide. During the period under 

review, the district held a curriculum day on Goals and Expectations PreK-8. Teachers focused 

on the expectations that they had when students came into a grade and on the skills the students 

needed when leaving the grade. 
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6.	 Modifications to the curriculum resulted in improved, equitable achievement for all student 

populations. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Despite the district’s curriculum work during the period under review, the 

improvement in the district’s MCAS test scores was inequitable during that period. Students with 

disabilities scored the lowest of all subgroups in the district. African-American, Hispanic, and 

Asian-American students all scored lower than the White students, and the scores of the African-

American and Asian-American students improved more slowly than those of other subgroups. 

7.	 Staffing levels were adequate to deliver the district’s curriculum to all students, as indicated by 

equitable rates of improvement for all student populations. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: District staff, principals, and teachers said that staffing levels were sufficient to 

deliver the district’s curriculum. Interviewees explained inequitable achievement by saying that 

the district did not offer professional development to special education and ELL teachers during 

some of the period under review. Teachers said that lower achievement among special education 

students was due to the fact that the students simply could not take the MCAS test and that they 

should not have to take it. Teachers also said that many regular education students did not test 

well. 

8.	 The district established practices that adequately provisioned for and supported the curriculum 

and its overall effectiveness in all assessed subject areas and all levels. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: District staff, principals, and teachers said that they had adequate supplies and 

materials to support the curriculum. Administrators said that the district implemented Writing 

Across the Curriculum during the 2003-04 school year. In 2000, the district bought Beginning 

School Math for grades K-2. The district also bought math text books for all K-8 students. The 

district used its Reading First grant to buy a new reading series for one elementary school and 
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the district purchased the materials for the other two elementary schools. The district also bought 

supplementary math programs, such as Navigating Through Math and Mountain Math, for the 

elementary schools. Teachers said that the district maintained small classes to improve student 

achievement. 

Standard 6. INSTRUCTION: EXPECTATIONS AND POLICIES: For the period of time 

under examination, the district used the analysis of student achievement data to develop policies 

and documents that expressed high expectations for student achievement and clear expectations 

for staff in the use of effective instructional methods strategies and practices to teach all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 Between 2001 and 2004, the district did not evaluate staff attendance or its relationship to 

student achievement. 

•	 For the period under review, the district’s MCAS test scores were consistently below the 

state averages across grade levels. 

Indicators: 

1.	 The district had policies in place that expressed rigorous/high expectations for teachers, their 

work as professional educators, and the effectiveness of the instructional process. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s policy manual did not list expectations for teachers. District 

administrators said that the teachers’ contract and the evaluation document used the “Principles 

of Effective Teaching” as expectations. For three of the years under review, the district offered 

new teachers a course called “The Craft of Teaching” through Fitchburg State College. High 

school administrators said that the school’s search for a new high school model made teachers 

aware of the high expectations for them. The high school chose the Coalition of Essential 

Schools model, which contained 10 common principles that addressed high expectations for 

teachers. High school administrators said that the Freshman Academy and its “Critical Friends” 

component contained high expectations for teachers. Administrators said that the district’s 
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mentoring program reinforced its high expectations for teachers. The new Teacher Handbook 

listed expectations for teachers. 

2.	 The district expected that teachers used current assessment information to plan instruction and 

provided teachers with support and training in this process. MCAS and other trend data indicated 

that the district’s practices, provisioning, and support for the instructional program were 

sufficient, as indicated in student achievement that consistently equaled or surpassed the state 

averages across grade levels. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: District administrators said that teachers received an MCAS test item analysis. 

Teachers said they worked in small groups to review the item analysis and use it to plan 

instruction. One interviewee said that the district did not fully use data to measure the 

effectiveness of its instruction. An administrator said that the ELL teachers used the results of the 

LAS and the MELA-O to plan instruction. One of the elementary schools piloted a computerized 

math program that let teachers analyze student answers almost immediately and use the results to 

plan instruction. Starting in the spring of 2004, the district used the results of the DIBELS test to 

plan kindergarten instruction. Teachers also used the results of Navigating Through Math tests to 

plan instruction. However, the district’s MCAS test scores were consistently below the state 

averages across grade levels. 

3.	 Instructional time in each assessed content area met or exceeded state requirements in each 

subject area and at each level. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The document review and interviews all of the district’s grade levels and subject areas 

met state requirements for instructional time. 

4.	 The district provided instructional leadership and support for strategies, techniques, and methods 

that resulted in improved student achievement. 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The district professional development plan had seven goals. Administrators said that 

most professional development focused on content, especially elementary and middle school 

math. They added that, throughout the period under review, the district’s K-2 Beginning School 

Math program offered 50 to 75 hours of professional development that focused on content and 

instructional methods. The Navigating Through Math program also provided professional 

development. When professional development happened during the school day, the district 

provided substitute teachers. District administrators said that they supported principals by hiring 

ELA, math, and other consultants to help teachers plan using the Backward Design model. 

During the period under review, middle and high school teachers attended DOE-sponsored 

regional Summer Content Institutes. The data coach who was hired in late 2003 helped principals 

build longitudinal databases. The district’s aggregate MCAS test scores improved during the 

period under review. 

5.	 The district analyzed student achievement data and allocated instructional time in the tested core 

content areas that resulted in improved rates of proficiency for all students. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: District administrators said that, during the 2002-03 school year, the district 

recommended one hour of math instruction each day at the elementary schools. The district set 

one hour as the daily minimum in the 2003-04 school year. The district also recommended 

separate math practice outside of the mandated instructional time. The middle schools gave five 

terms of each content area in each four-term year, giving students an extra period of math. The 

high school gave extra instructional time in the needed content area to students who did not pass 

the MCAS test. In 2001, the district implemented Writing Across the Curriculum and required all 

teachers to include a writing component in every exam. The district’s aggregate MCAS test 

scores rose during the period under review. 
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6.	 The district recognized the importance of instructional stability by not only maintaining accurate 

information on staff attendance but also by evaluating the effects of staff attendance on student 

achievement. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: District administrators and principals said that they kept data on teacher attendance 

but did not analyze its effects on student performance. District data indicated that teacher 

attendance was 94 percent in the 2002-03 school year and 96 percent in 2003-04. 

7.	 The district and its schools had consequences, policies, and practices that addressed patterns of 

staff attendance and chronic staff absenteeism. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The teachers’ labor contract required teachers to submit a medical document after five 

cumulative, but necessarily consecutive, days of illness. Administrators said that principals could 

write notes to teachers who had excessive absences. Administrators said that teachers’ 

evaluations noted problematic absenteeism. None of the teacher evaluations on the random 

sample had such a note. 

8.	 Educational technology was available and used as an integral part of the instructional program. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: District administrators said that every school had a computer lab and classroom 

computers. The high school had seven instructional computer labs, and its remedial center had 

computers. The high school also had two laptop labs with wireless computers that could easily be 

brought into the classrooms. The elementary and middle school computer labs each had a 

teacher, and their media centers each had an instructional aide. During the summer of 2004, the 

district and Fitchburg State College held an online Electronic Book Study for teachers and 

administrators. 

67




9.	 Student achievement data indicated that the district provided effective instruction, programs, and 

services to all English language learners. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the time under review, the district adopted the SEI program to comply with a 

change in the law on bilingual education. All administrators were trained in the components of 

the new law. The district had a director of ELL programs. The director of language acquisition 

said that the district provided a continuum of services. Therefore, when a student left the SEI 

program but tests showed that he or she needed extra help, the district provided tutors. The 

elementary schools had four Two Way programs. 

Standard 7. OPPORTUNITY AND ACCESS TO QUALITY EDUCATION PROGRAMS: 

For the period under examination, district and school policies, practices, procedures, and 

programs encouraged and supported equitable access to and participation in high quality 

educational programs for all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 There were disproportionate retention and dropout rates among the district’s subgroups. 

•	 The district adjusted its instruction and policies for at-risk students, but did not formally 

evaluate these changes. The improvements in the district’s MCAS test scores were not 

equitable. 

•	 Subgroup participation in higher-level and advanced courses and programs was not equitable. 

Indicators: 

1.	 All of the students in the district graduated in their senior year. All senior students met or 

exceeded the state’s Competency Determination. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The DOE data indicated that, as of June, 2004, 98 percent of the class of 2004 earned 

a Competency Determination (CD), and 90 percent of the class of 2005 did. The class of 2003 
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had a final CD rate of 93 percent. The class of 2004 at Leominster High School had a CD rate of 

99 percent; the class of 2004 at the Center for Technical Education (CTE) had a 95 percent CD 

rate. The final CD rate for Leominster High School’s class of 2003 was 96 percent; at CTE, it 

was 89 percent. Administrators said that the district had provided extra tutoring and reduced the 

class sizes for at-risk students in grades 11 and 12 during the period under review. The district 

also provided individual tutoring, added an extra ELA or math period to the school day, and 

offered MCAS test support programs outside of the school day. 

2.	 The district had documented policies, practices, or procedures that addressed and supported 

students in transition from one level to another, one program to another, one school to another 

(intra district), and students entering the district after the start of school (inter district), tracked 

dropouts and maintained these data over time (three years). 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Administrators said that, while the district had no written policies on transitions, it 

had practices and procedures to support students moving between grades, programs, schools, and 

districts. The district kept data on dropouts in NORDEX. Administrators said that the district 

held parent nights, open houses, move-up days, and orientation programs for students moving 

between grades and schools. To prepare students and their parents for the move to the new Sky 

View Middle School in the spring of 2003, the district planned a number of school-day, summer, 

and evening events. Each spring, high school guidance counselors met with Grade 8 students to 

explain the high school’s programs. Administrators said that the high school offered a number of 

social activities in the spring and summer to help students with the transition. Administrators 

said that the district established the Freshman Academy in the fall of 2002 partly to help students 

with the transition to the high school. Each Grade 9 team of approximately 100 students had a 

guidance counselor and special education teacher, as well as regular education teachers. 

Administrators said that students new to the district registered at their neighborhood schools. The 

principal and the guidance counselors oriented the students and their families to the school and 

its programs. A middle school principal said that the school gave entering students a brochure to 

fill out to help match them with teachers and to assign them to a grade-level team. A district 
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official said that the department administered tests to students whose first language was not 

English during their registration. The ELL Liaison helped these students adapt to their new 

schools. Administrators said that the ELL and special education teams met annually to assess 

students’ progress and to determine their placement for the next year. Administrators said that 

the high school deans, guidance counselors, and assistant principals monitored student 

attendance and met with students who were at risk of dropping out. The district used NORDEX 

to track new students, student movement between programs, and dropouts. 

3.	 Disaggregated trend data (minimum of three years) indicated no significant differences or 

disproportionate rates of discipline referrals, retentions, suspensions, exclusion, or dropout rates 

among students of all subgroup populations. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Administrators said that the district did not disaggregate data by subgroup during 

most of the period under review. Administrators said that the district relied on DOE data and 

targeted individual students rather than subgroups between 2001 and 2003. In December 2003, 

the district hired a data specialist and began to disaggregate data by subgroup. The specialist 

wrote reports on discipline referrals, retentions, suspensions, exclusions, and dropouts by 

subgroup. 

During the period under review, the district’s out-of-school suspension rate was much higher 

than the statewide rate. For instance, the district rate was 11.1 percent in 2003, while the 

statewide rate was 6.7 percent. Administrators explained that the district eliminated its in-school 

suspension program in 2000. The data coach’s 2004 discipline report showed a drop in the 

numbers of infractions, detentions, and out-of-school suspensions between the 2002-03 and 

2003-04 school years. 

In 2003, the district’s exclusion rate was 1.7 percent, while the statewide rate was 2.0 percent. 

Between 2001 and 2003, three of the district’s schools excluded students: CTE, Southeast 

Middle School, and Leominster High School. CTE’s exclusion rate for the three years was 4.7 
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percent. Southeast’s three-year rate was 2.4 percent, and Leominster High School’s rate was 1.1 

percent. 

The district’s 2003 retention rate of 2.6 percent was the same as the statewide rate that year. 

Grades 1 and 9 had the most retentions. Administrators attributed the high Grade 1 rate to the 

Transitional First Grade (T-1) program. Administrators said that many T-1 students were 

promoted to Grade 2 the next year. A school official said that the school addressed the issue of 

Grade 9 retentions during the period under review. He stated that the school set up the Freshman 

Academy and adopted a small schools model in part to reduce the Grade 9 retention and dropout 

rates. The DOE data showed disproportionate retention rates for Hispanic and African-American 

students. One administrator said that his school looked at performance “globally” rather than by 

subgroup. 

The district’s 2003 dropout rate of 3.6 percent was higher than the statewide rate of 3.3 percent 

that year. The CTE’s 2003 dropout rate was 5.0 percent, while Leominster High School’s rate 

was 2.9 percent. The statewide dropout rate for vocational-technical high schools that year was 

3.1 percent. The DOE data showed 2003 dropout rates of 5.8 percent for Hispanic students, 2.7 

percent for African-American students, 1.6 percent for Asian-American students, and 3.2 percent 

for White students. 

4.	 The district used aggregated and disaggregated student achievement data on participation and 

achievement to adjust instruction and policies for populations at risk and evaluated the 

effectiveness of these adjustments. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The document review and administrator interviews indicated that the district used 

participation and achievement data to adjust instruction and policies for at-risk populations. 

However, the district did not formally evaluate the effectiveness of these changes, and the 

changes did not result in sustained improvement in the MCAS test scores of all subgroups during 

the period under review. Between 2002 and 2004, the ELA and math Proficiency Indices (PIs) of 

the district’s African-American students declined, as did the EPI of its Asian-American students. 
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In 2002, 2003, and 2004 the EPIs and MPIs of the district’s students with disabilities were lower 

than the statewide PIs for that subgroup. Principals said that the district was “doing a decent job” 

in places, but one administrator referred to the “deep, dark hole of special education.” 

Administrators said that the district needed to “build more capacity” for the students in the SEI 

and special education programs. 

Administrators said that, as soon as the district received the MCAS test results, it created a 

TestWiz report and CDs for each school and discussed the results at an administrative council 

meeting. The principals shared the data at faculty and department meetings. Each fall, the district 

held one professional development day for analyzing the MCAS test scores and identifying steps 

to improve performance. Beginning in the 2003-04 school year, the data coach gave principals 

MCAS test results disaggregated by subgroup. Administrators said that the data coach’s 2004 

analysis of student absenteeism and participation let them “target students who might not take 

the test.” Other efforts to increase MCAS test participation included meetings with guidance 

counselors, telephone calls to parents, and even home visits to high school parents. 

The document review and administrator interviews mentioned a number of adjustments to 

instruction and policy meant to improve the performance of at-risk students during the period 

under review. The adjustments included piloting Writing Across the Curriculum in 2002 and 

implementing it in grades K-12 in 2003-04, requiring one hour of math instruction each day at 

the elementary schools starting in the 2003-04 school year, adjusting the middle school schedule 

to include an additional period of math, and offering extra ELA and math courses to high school 

students who did not pass the MCAS test. In the fall of 2003, the district started its SEI program 

to comply with the new state regulations for ELLs. A district official said that the district 

provided a continuum of services. Therefore, when a student left the SEI program but tests 

showed that he or she needed extra help, the district provided tutors. The elementary schools had 

four Two Way programs. 

Administrators cited these changes repeatedly and traced them to the hiring of the district data 

coach. Administrators said that “this … helped the district to make decisions on what’s working, 

what’s needed, what you can predict, and what professional development was needed.” 
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However, an interviewee said that the district did not fully use data to measure the effectiveness 

of its instruction. 

5.	 Enrollment data indicated equitable participation in higher level, advanced, and AP-type courses 

in all assessed grade levels and programs. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s records on student participation in higher level courses did not indicate 

equitable enrollment between subgroups during the period under review. The elementary schools 

had no gifted and talented programs. The middle schools had student teams, and administrators 

said that the only advanced courses were in Grade 8 math. An EQA examiner asked an 

administrator if the district implemented the College Board’s vertical teaming model at the 

middle schools and if the district had any formal programs for increasing enrollment in advanced 

classes. The administrator said that the middle schools had vertical teams prior to the period 

under review. She said that some teachers were trained to use vertical teams and still used some 

of the techniques even though the district ended the formal program. Administrators said that 

adding Connected Math units and including more pre-algebra concepts in courses before Grade 8 

were ways to increase the number of students taking algebra in Grade 8. Administrators said that 

the district placed students in algebra and pre-algebra courses based on teacher recommendations 

and the results of the Grade 7 Orleans Hanna math test. The number of Grade 8 algebra sections 

increased during the period under review, and administrators said that enrollment trended 

upward. Administrators also said that high school guidance counselors encouraged entering 

Grade 9 students to enroll in challenging and advanced courses. 

The data coach gave the EQA team his analysis of students taking advanced courses during the 

2003-04 school year. District data showed approximately one third of the students in the grade 

levels that offered them took honors or AP courses. Between 2002 and 2004, African-American, 

Hispanic, FRL/Y, and LEP students were under-represented in AP courses. High school 

administrators said that the school encouraged students to take AP courses and that “enrollment 

was open to all students.” 
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6.	 The district had documented policies and practices to respond to student behavior and support 

student needs in an equitable manner. The collective district policies, procedures, and practices 

addressed issues in the areas of discipline, retention, suspension, exclusion, and dropout 

recovery. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s student and parent handbooks and faculty handbooks listed its policies 

and practices on discipline, retention, suspension, exclusion, and dropout recovery. 

Administrators said that the assistant principals, deans, guidance counselors, and support staff 

monitored and responded to student behavior issues. Administrators said that all school 

psychologists were trained to administer Functional Behavior Tests to identify behavioral 

concerns and develop accommodation plans and individual behavior support plans. 

A middle school principal said that the district used grant money to contract the May Institute to 

help the school design and implement the Positive School program to improve student behavior. 

The contactor gathered baseline data and trained teachers during the 2002-03 school year, and 

the school fully implemented the program in the fall of 2003. The principal said that the program 

“dramatic[ally] decrease[d] … the percentage of students requiring counseling for inappropriate 

behavior.” Administrators said that a second middle school decided to start using the Positive 

School program in the 2004-05 school year. Administrators said that each school had a Teacher 

Assistance Team that met weekly to address behavior issues. The high school also had a Student 

Assistance Team, composed of a guidance counselor, a social worker, deans, and an assistant 

principal, that met every three weeks. Administrators cited the high school’s move to a small-

school model to improve student achievement and attendance and graduation rates. 

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

students. These policies and programs promoted transient student involvement in quality, 

challenging programs and extra curricular activities. 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The assistant superintendent said that the district did not have a specific policy on 

transient, mobile, or homeless students. She said that the district did have programs for these 

students and that she was the district’s homeless liaison. Administrators said that transient 

students were “not a problem” and that the district did not have high intra-district mobility. 

Administrators said that Leominster was a choice district during the period under review, but 

they said that the district served Leominster residents before they served those who lived outside 

the district. They reported few problems with being a choice district. 

8.	 The district had policies and practices that assigned faculty to students and courses that 

maximized all faculty talents and skills and promoted high levels of student achievement. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Administrators said that they generally followed the requirements of the teachers’ 

labor contract in assigning faculty to students. The high school principal said that the 

administration looked for “the key elements [of] effective teaching, consistency, and continuity” 

in the teachers they assigned to upper-level courses. A district administrator said that the district 

encouraged high school teachers and current AP teachers to enroll in AP summer institutes and 

attend AP workshops so as to broaden its pool of teachers qualified to teach upper-level courses. 

One elementary school principal said that inclusion teachers were dual-certified. 

Standard 8. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING: For the period of time 

under examination, the district adopted and implemented a Professional Development Plan 

developed through the analyses of data for all administrators, teachers, and other professional 

staff, paraprofessionals, and professional support teams. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 The district’s professional development program did not address the needs of all groups. 

•	 The district did not consider a broad spectrum of test data in developing or evaluating its 

professional development program. 
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•	 The district’s professional development program did not offer the range and depth of training 

that the district needed. 

•	 Since the district had no DIP, the SIPs and the budget drew on the professional development 

plan’s seven goals. 

Indicators: 

1.	 The district had an annually approved professional development plan for all administrative and 

instructional staff employed by the district. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The document review and administrator interviews indicated that the district had a 

professional development plan for teachers each year during the period under review but did not 

have plans for administrators or support staff. 

2.	 The district’s plan met or exceeded state requirements for resources committed to professional 

development, and the plan was evaluated for its effectiveness in advancing student performance. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district’s End-of-Year Reports (EOYRs) showed that the district spent $498,123 

above its required spending for professional development in FY2001, $314,066 over the 

requirement in FY2002, and $11,891 under the requirement in FY2003. Interviewees said that 

the district did not evaluate its professional development plans for their effectiveness in 

advancing student performance 

3.	 The district’s Professional Development program was informed by all of the following: 

evaluation results of personnel, programs, and services (i.e., teacher evaluations, curriculum 

alignment, instruction, assessment results, MCAS remediation needs), student assessment data 

by student subgroups, and district and school improvement plans and goals. 

Rating: Poor 
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Evidence: The document review and interviews indicated that data from teacher surveys and the 

MCAS tests informed the district’s professional development plans. Members of the professional 

development committee said that the district did not consider teacher evaluations, subgroup test 

data, or evaluations of programs and services in planning its professional development. 

4.	 The district’s professional development programs included 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. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district’s professional development plans for the period under review prioritized 

training in the state curriculum frameworks. They did not mention participatory decision-making 

or community and parental involvement. Administrators said that the district once trained school 

councils in participatory decision-making as membership turned over, but did not repeat the 

training. 

5.	 The district’s programs included: data analysis skills for staff, the use of item analysis, and 

disaggregated data to address all students’ achievement, accommodations for diverse styles of 

learning, and skill building in curriculum development, delivery, and instructional techniques. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Faculty and administrators said that the professional development plans emphasized 

data analysis, using item analysis, and developing alternative tests. The seven goals of the 

professional development plans for the period under review addressed knowledge of the subject 

matter, accommodating special education and ELL students, teaching literacy, teaching math 

proficiency, organizational change, technology, and capacity building. Elementary school 

teachers said that they received item analyses of the MCAS tests, but that the district did not 

offer them training in data analysis. The professional development plans, for the period under 

review, did not mention training in analyzing disaggregated data. The district offered but did not 

require training in curriculum development and mapping for those who worked on these tasks. 
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6.	 Administrators and teachers advanced their knowledge and skills on a regular basis by enrolling 

in courses that were directly related to their professional assignments. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district had limited money for course reimbursement and awarded it through a 

lottery that prioritized professional-status teachers. During most of the period under review, the 

amount available per year was $10,000. The new teachers’ labor contract increased this to 

$20,000. The reimbursement lottery did not encourage new teachers or teachers with waivers to 

take advanced courses for licensure. Personnel records indicated that not all administrators took 

courses during the period under review. 

7.	 Teachers were involved in the development, implementation, and assessment of the district’s 

professional development program. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviewees said that the professional development committee included 

administrators and representatives of the teachers’ labor union during the period under review. 

Teachers confirmed that principals asked for their input into their schools’ professional 

development offerings and that the professional development committee asked for their input 

into district offerings. There was documented evidence that some teachers made presentations 

during professional development activities. 
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Domain C: Academic Support Services

 Standards  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 Total 
Domain C - Academic Support Services 
S9 - Student Academic Support: Programs 

Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Satisfactory 1 0 0 0 0 1 2 
Poor 0 1 1 1 1 0 4 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

S10 - Student Academic Support: Program 
Management & Evaluation 

Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
Satisfactory 0 0 0 1 0 N/A 1 
Poor 1 1 1 0 1 N/A 4 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 

Standard 9. STUDENT ACADEMIC SUPPORT PROGRAMS: For the period under 

examination, the district provided appropriate academic support services in ELA, math, and 

other core content areas for students who were not meeting state performance expectations. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 The district did not have a District Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP) until June, 

2004. 

•	 The district’s 2004 DCAP did not have all of the required components. 

•	 The district’s early intervention programs did not ensure that students scored in the 

‘Proficient’ category on the MCAS reading test by the end of Grade 3. 

Indicators: 

1.	 The district monitored student progress through the assessment of individual student 

performance data and provided students who were not proficient with additional programs and 

support to assist their progress. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: District staff said that they used the results of the Stanford 9 test to determine a 

student’s needs for additional services. The district offered a summer program to students who 
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needed services according to the criteria of the Title I program. The district also provided Title I 

services during the regular school day at three of the elementary schools. During the 2003-04 

school year, the results of the DIBELS test indicated that 186 Grade 1 students needed targeted 

assistance. The district assigned them 30 tutors. The district offered two after-school math 

programs at housing projects near two of the elementary schools. Teachers referred students to 

these programs. The high school had an ELA and math tutoring program for students in grades 

11 and 12 who did not pass the Grade 10 MCAS tests and for Grade 10 students who were 

considered at risk of not passing. During the 2002-03 and 2003-04 school years, the district 

provided before- or after-school MCAS test remediation services for students in grades 3, 4, 6, 7, 

and 8. 

2.	 The district adopted and implemented a District Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP) as a 

component of the District Improvement Plan (DIP) to assist principals in ensuring that all efforts 

were made to meet students’ needs in regular education. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district did not have a DCAP until June 2004. District staff said that the district 

offered services over the years even though it did not have a formal plan. The superintendent’s 

letter in the 2004 DCAP stated that the plan was closely related to the district’s professional 

development plan, and that its primary goal was to help teachers differentiate instruction so that 

all students performed their best. The DCAP was a compilation of documents, including: the 

National Center on Accessing the General Curriculum’s Curriculum Modification, the DOE’s 

Approved Test Accommodations for Students with Disabilities, Section 504 Specific Classroom 

Modifications to Be Attached to Individual Accommodation Plan, The Access Center’s 

Strategies to Improve Access to the General Education Curriculum, the National Center on 

Accessing the General Curriculum’s Differentiated Instruction, and the DOE’s A Sheltered 

English Immersion Walk-Through Tool. The DCAP also contained a number of graphic 

organizers. It did not mention the district’s specific services. 
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3.	 Components of the DCAP included the following: 

a.	 direct and systematic instruction in reading; 

b.	 provision of services to address the needs of students whose behavior may have interfered 

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. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The DCAP did not specifically refer to the district’s reading instruction, but it had 

several pages of accommodations for regular education students, ELLs, and Gifted and Talented 

students. The DCAP also included Strategies for Teaching Reading in the Content Areas for 

grades 5-8. The DCAP did not have a specific component on services for students with 

behavioral issues, but the section titled “Classroom Modifications to Be Attached to the 

Individual Accommodation Plan” listed techniques for dealing with students with behavioral 

issues. School and district staff said that the district trained some teachers in Assertive 

Discipline. The schools had Teacher Assistance Teams (TATs) that helped with classroom 

behavior issues. The DCAP did not refer to teacher mentoring, and parental involvement, but 

interviewees said that the district had a mentoring program. However, there were mentors 

available who met regularly with their new teachers. The district paid mentors a $500.00 stipend. 

The DCAP contained a National Center on Accessing the General Curriculum document on 

Differentiated Instruction. Interviewees said that the district offered professional development in 

differentiated instruction during the 2001-02 and 2002-03 school years. 

4.	 At each grade level, the district used data available from classroom teachers, standardized tests, 

and local benchmarks to identify all students who are not meeting grade-level performance 

expectations and provided these students with sufficient supplementary and/or remedial services. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district used the results of the DIBELS test to determine students’ needs for 

services. Classroom teachers met informally with ELL teachers to discuss the needs of LEP 
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students. The director of language acquisition kept a folder for each LEP student. After the 

district examined scores on the MCAS reading test for the 2003-04 school year, it used the 

Reading First grant to buy and implement a new reading series at the elementary schools. The 

district had also started three Transitional Grade 1 programs to meet the needs of students ready 

to proceed to the next grade level. The middle schools used math coaches during the past two 

years. The district staff members said that not all students who needed Individual Student 

Success Plans (ISSPs) had them. Administrators said that the high school Guidance Department 

was responsible for developing the ISSPs. Guidance staff discussed the ISSPs with teachers, but 

did not give them copies of the plans. 

5.	 Early intervention programs in literacy were provided at the primary level to ensure that by the 

end of Grade 3 students were reading at the ‘Proficient’ level on the MCAS test. * 

*This indicator is not applicable to secondary and vocational-technical schools and districts. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district’s early intervention programs for literacy included Title I, Transitional 

Grade 1, and Reading Recovery. Three of the five elementary schools used the Reading 

Recovery program. The district’s “Project Apple” brought literacy into the home. The DOE 

funded this community project. The district also gave at-risk students extra help through the 

Wilson reading program. In Leominster, 53 percent of Grade 3 students scored in the ‘Proficient’ 

category on the MCAS reading test, compared to 63 percent of Grade 3 students statewide. 

6.	 The district's MCAS success plan was approved by the Department of Education, and contained 

the elements articulated in MGL Chapter 69, §1I (in applicable districts only). 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The DOE approved the district’s MCAS Test Success Plan. 
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Standard 10. STUDENT ACADEMIC SUPPORT: PROGRAM MANAGEMENT AND 

EVALUATION: For the period under examination, the district engaged 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 were offered. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 Since 2001, the district had a Student Academic Support Plan, but it was never fully 

implemented. 

•	 In Leominster, not all students who needed individual student success plans (ISSPs) had 

them. 

Indicators: 

1.	 The district engaged in a documented, formal, comprehensive analysis of the results from student 

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

programs and support services offered. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: In 2001, Leominster developed a District-Wide Student Success Plan. This plan was 

in effect during the period under review. The plan established an oversight committee that would 

set goals for the student academic support programs in order to decrease the number of students 

scoring in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories on the MCAS test. The 

committee reviewed the goals annually and changed them as needed. However, there was no 

evidence at the time of the review that the district comprehensively analyzed student needs to 

determine the scope and content of academic support programs and district-funded services. The 

district evaluated grant-funded programs as the terms of the grants required. Administrators said 

that the district dropped or changed a few grant-funded programs during the period under review 

because of low attendance or for financial reasons, not because a comprehensive program 

evaluation recommended it. 
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2.	 The district used MCAS grant funds to develop or enhance academic support programs for 

students scoring in 'Warning/Failing' and 'Needs Improvement' categories. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: District staff said that not all students who needed ISSPs had them. Administrators 

said that the high school Guidance Department was responsible for developing the ISSPs. 

District administrators said that the district developed a regular process for receiving and 

tracking MCAS test scores, and giving them to the program managers who received MCAS test 

funds. The administrative services in this process were funded by both the district and through 

grants. Administrators said that the district dropped or changed a few grant-funded programs 

during the period under review because of low attendance or for financial reasons, not because of 

the recommendation of a comprehensive program evaluation. By contrast, the district’s Title I-

funded analysis of student learning indicators led it to create a Transitional Grade 1 that led to a 

higher retention rate in Grade 2. 

3.	 District and/or school administrators evaluated the overall effectiveness of its grant-funded 

MCAS success program. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: In 2003-04, the district wrote ISSPs for students in grades 11 and 12 attending the 

MCAS test success program. The district submitted these ISSPs to the DOE as required. 

Administrators said that the high school Guidance Department was responsible for developing 

the ISSPs. There was evidence that the district served at-risk students at all levels, but only those 

in grades 11 and 12 had written ISSPs. District administrators said that no middle school ISSPs 

were available. Guidance staff discussed the ISSPs with teachers, but did not give them copies of 

the plans. The district did not submit ISSPs for any other years to the EQA. 

During the 2003-04 school year, district staff disaggregated MCAS test data by school and then 

presented it to the schools. They advised the schools as they integrated the data into their 

classrooms. There was no documented evidence that the district formally evaluated programs 

unless required by the terms of a grant. Meeting minutes documented discussions regarding the 
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importance of using data in making decisions, but the district did not have a cohesive plan for 

program evaluation. District staff said that not all students who needed ISSPs had them. 

4.	 The district used a range of supplemental support programs to advance student performance for 

those students in need. These programs were designed to address a variety of learner needs and 

styles in the assessed content areas. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district had a list of its 27 grant-funded programs for the 2003-04 school year. 

There was no documented evidence that the district formally evaluated programs unless required 

by the terms of a grant. Administrators said that the district dropped or changed a few grant-

funded programs during the period under review because of low attendance or for financial 

reasons, not because a comprehensive program evaluation recommended it. District, federal, 

state, and private money funded the district’s programs. The programs addressed a variety of 

learner needs and styles in ELA and math. There was no documented evidence of district 

programs to support other tested content areas. The programs showed both vertical and 

horizontal connections throughout the district. Data showed substantial MCAS test gains for 

certain students but not cohorts. 

5.	 Evaluations of academic support programs indicated that overall programs were efficient, 

managed effectively, and resulted in moving students from ‘Warning/Failing’ and ‘Needs 

Improvement' to the 'Proficient' category. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: District administrators met with school principals, assistant principals, grade chairs, 

and department heads to discuss test data. The schools were responsible for using the data. 

During the period under review, the district had no organized, cohesive, district-wide process for 

determining how many students who attended grant-funded programs moved from the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories to the ‘Proficient’ category on the MCAS test. 

During the period under review, the district’s special education students and Asian-American 

students scored lower than similar students statewide. The district did not present or discuss 
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evidence that student academic support programs were effective and consistently improved 

participating students’ test scores. The SIPs and the district’s No Child Left Behind (NCLB) plan 

had program evaluation sections, but the district had no common standard for judging program 

performance during the period under review. The 2004 NCLB plan listed specific program 

performance goals, but no other documents featured similar performance measures. 
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Domain D: Leadership, Governance, and Organization

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
D

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 9 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 7 
0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Standards  Indicators Total 
omain D - Leadership, Governance, & 

Organization 
S11 - Organizational Leadership: Direction, Goal 
Setting, Policies, & Planning 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S12 - Organizational & Human Resource 
Management 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

Standard 11. ORGANIZATIONAL LEADERSHIP: DIRECTION, GOAL SETTING, 

POLICIES AND PLANNING: For the period under examination, the district, each of its 

schools, and programs implemented improvement plans that were based on a comprehensive 

vision or mission, clear priorities for student achievement, and the analysis of recent and long-

range student performance data. The district maintained organized, accessible, thorough, and 

complete documentation on past and current initiatives, practices, policies, procedures, and 

achievements of the district and its students. The implementation of improvement plans was 

consistently assessed and modified based on the ongoing analysis of student achievement data. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• The district did not have a DIP during the period under review. 

• The district’s planning and testing practices were not data driven. 
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Indicators: 

1.	 The district had a clearly understood vision and/or mission, goals, and priorities included in the 

District Improvement Plan (DIP). The plan and the analysis of student achievement data drove 

the development, implementation, and modification of educational programs, services, and 

practices. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district had a mission statement during the period under review. For the 2003-04 

school year, the district renamed its professional development plan the District 

Improvement/Professional Development Plan. The district had no separate DIP, but several 

documents contained components of one. There was no evidence that a DIP and student 

performance drove the development, implementation, and modification of educational programs, 

services, and practices. The superintendent made writing a district strategic plan a priority for 

2004-05. 

2.	 School Committee members were informed and knowledgeable about their responsibilities under 

Education Reform, and relied on student achievement and other data as the foundation of their 

policy making and decision making. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: School committee members said that the superintendent held an orientation for new 

school committee members every year during the period under review. The superintendent used 

Massachusetts Association of School Committees (MASC) materials in the orientation, and new 

school committee members attended MASC workshops as part of their required professional 

development. School committee members said that they knew their duties under educational 

reform law and started to use test data in their decision-making and policy reviews. Meeting 

minutes recorded presentations and discussions of MCAS test results, but did not indicate that 

the committee used data in developing policy or making other decisions. 
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3.	 The district maintained organized, accessible, thorough, and complete documentation on past and 

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

students. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district’s documentation on past initiatives, practices, procedures, and 

achievements was not organized and accessible. During the 2003-04 school year, the school 

committee began updating policies. They expected to be finished soon. The district had 

documentation of current initiatives, programs, and achievements. The documentation included 

school brochures and web pages. The superintendent said that memory and oral history were the 

district’s usual means of recognizing past initiatives and achievements. 

4.	 An approved School Improvement Plan (SIP) for every school, aligned with the district’s plan, 

was in use and based on the analysis of student achievement data. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Since the district did not have a formal DIP, the goals of the professional 

development plan were the basis of the SIPs. Minutes showed that the schools presented their 

SIPs to the school committee for approval each year. The SIP template used during the final year 

under review required the use of student performance data. It was not clear that the schools used 

data to identify the areas that the SIPs would address or to assess progress toward SIP goals 

during the period under review. Principals said that they used data in discussions about goals but 

did not specifically include it in the written SIPs. 

5.	 District administrators, building administrators, and teachers demonstrated that they had the 

skills to use aggregate and individual test analyses to inform and assess the effectiveness of the 

planning process, and to improve instructional programs and services for all student populations. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district offered training to key personnel in using aggregate, subgroup, and 

individual data. However, personnel did not consistently use those skills to inform planning or to 
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improve instructional programs. Site visits confirmed that administrators used some data. 

Interviews indicated that the district did not have a working definition of effectiveness and, 

therefore, could not effectively evaluate its programs and services. Teachers said that they 

needed more training in data analysis and program evaluation but that hiring a data specialist 

made data more accessible. 

6.	 District leaders monitored student achievement data throughout the year, considered the goals 

identified in the DIP, and individual SIPs, and implemented programs, policies, and services that 

were most likely to result in improved student achievement. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: There was some evidence that the district monitored student achievement in the 

recent past. The district had no DIP. The SIPs documented the use of data from writing prompts 

and a district-wide math test during the year to monitor progress. The district’s program 

evaluation was limited to what grants required. When the district hired data specialist in late 

2003, it and each of its schools began using data in their improvement efforts. They started with 

the Reading First grant. Principals said that the district’s use of data improved over the period 

under review. 

7.	 All of the district’s administrators were appropriately certified. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The EQA team reviewed administrators’ personnel files and found that not all were 

properly licensed. Some had waivers; one had a waiver for a principal license while holding the 

position of director. The personnel office updated the licensure status of the administrators each 

year during the period under review. Licensure was on the agendas of the administrator 

meetings, but the results were not evident. 
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8.	 The leadership reported annually to the school committee, staff, and community concerning the 

extent to which the implementation of the DIP and SIPs did/did not result in improved student 

achievement. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Interviewees said that the district reported annually to the school committee on the 

implementation and results of the SIPs. The meeting at which the district presented this 

information was televised for the community’s information. Each year’s SIPs did not address the 

extent to which the schools and the district accomplished the goals of the previous SIPs. The 

district did not have a DIP during the period under review. 

9.	 The superintendent's performance was evaluated annually based on the district’s state assessment 

results and implementation of the DIP. This evaluation served as the basis for setting 

compensation and improving the future job performance of the superintendent. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The superintendent’s contract called for an annual evaluation by the school 

committee. Goals and objectives were the basis of the evaluation, according to the contract, not 

test results or the implementation of a DIP. The superintendent’s personnel records for the period 

under review made one reference to student achievement. School committee members said that 

they evaluated the superintendent annually but with a different process each year. They 

confirmed that the evaluations had no direct connection to student achievement or the non

existent DIP. 
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Standard 12. ORGANIZATIONAL AND HUMAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT: For the 

period under examination, the district had organizational structures, policies, collective 

bargaining agreements, procedures, and practices with clear lines of authority, responsibility, and 

accountability. Teacher retention/turnover rates were within reason. Together, these elements 

promoted efficient and effective district operation and facilitated achievement for all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 During the period under review, not all district staff members were licensed in their 

appropriate disciplines. 

•	 In Leominster, staff turnover was low during the period under review. 

Indicators: 

1.	 The superintendent effectively delegated the educational and operational management of the 

schools to the building principals and program directors. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Central office personnel said that the superintendent delegated responsibilities, 

usually communicating this at weekly meetings or through individual meetings or telephone calls 

as needed. Principals said that the superintendent delegated to them all school personnel 

responsibilities, from screening applications to final hiring, as well as much of the school budget 

development. Maintenance personnel said that the superintendent gave the principals 

responsibility for setting school maintenance priorities. The business manager and the director of 

maintenance prioritized capital improvements and work orders. 

2.	 The district leaders ensured that: 

a.	 all principals were aware of and understood published policies and district improvement 

plans, and 

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

and staff informed and to provide avenues for response. 

Rating: Poor 
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Evidence: The district did not have a DIP during the period under review. Principals said that 

they learned of policies at biweekly administrative meetings. They knew that the school 

committee was reviewing and updating policies, and their policy manuals, as appropriate. The 

school committee meetings featured a public comment period, and the meetings were televised. 

Principals met regularly with staff to discuss school and district issues. 

3.	 The district was organized in a manner that addressed all aspects of administrative actions and 

had lines of responsibility. Job descriptions for all personnel were current, published, and 

available to all faculty and staff. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The organizational chart had clear lines of reporting. All interviewees said that they 

clearly understood the lines of responsibility. The personnel office kept a description of each 

position and updated them when the district open and posted a position. The descriptions were 

current and based on a template. 

4.	 The district had practices for the recruitment and hiring of staff that involved administrative and 

staff participation. The process was perceived as fair and open and focused on identifying and 

acquiring the most qualified individuals for each position. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The personnel office advertised district openings in a variety of newspapers and other 

outlets. The school committee’s policy on recruitment and hiring indicated that teachers and 

administrators participated in hiring. All interviewees considered the process fair, open, and 

focused on hiring the most qualified candidate. New hires confirmed the perception of fairness 

and a focus on high quality. 

5.	 The district employed qualified teachers who were certified in the area(s) of their primary 

assignment or responsibility. 

Rating: Poor 
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Evidence: The personnel office maintained a list of staff and their licensure status. Most, but not 

all, teachers were licensed for their positions, while 18 percent were not licensed in their fields. 

6.	 The district maintained waivers for staff regarding certification and progress toward certification. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Personnel office records showed that the district applied for waivers and tracked 

progress towards licensure. Administrators confirmed that the district closely monitored 

licensure status and sent reminders to teachers as appropriate. 

7.	 The district actively undertook efforts to provide teachers new to the district and to the 

profession with coaches and mentors in their respective roles. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district had a teacher mentoring program during the period under review. 

Mentors and new teachers alike reported that it was “a great success.” One of the curriculum 

coordinators also served as mentor coordinator. The district offered monthly support meetings 

and other professional development opportunities to new teachers in a course called The Craft of 

Teaching, through Fitchburg State College. 

8.	 The district ensured that all personnel records were carefully compiled, maintained, and available 

to all appropriate faculty and staff. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The personnel office maintained records of professional development, CORI checks, 

personal leave, attendance, educational attainment, and salary adjustments for every employee. 

Another office handled some records of administrators’ professional development even though 

information ultimately entered the personnel files. The teachers’ contract clearly stated the 

procedure by which staff could review their files. 
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9.	 District employment policies and practices identified and encouraged skilled, qualified personnel 

to be appointed to and remain in the district’s employ, which resulted in a low rate of teacher and 

administrative turnover among qualified staff. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The number of teachers at the top of the salary schedule indicated a low turnover rate. 

Union representatives and teachers said that teachers liked working in Leominster and felt 

fortunate to be there. High school department chairpersons said that they had responsibility for 

departmental issues and that teachers were involved in decision making. They said that this was 

another reason people stayed in the district. Most administrator turnover during the period under 

review was due to retirement. 
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Domain E: Business and Financial Management

 Standards 

Excellent 

Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total 

Management 
Domain E – Business & Financial 

S13 - Budget Preparation & Development 

Satisfactory 1 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

4 
0 

Poor 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 6 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

S14 - Financial Asset Management 
Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
Satisfactory 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 N/A 3 
Poor 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 N/A 5 
Unsatisfactory 

S15 – Supplemental, Capital, & Facilities 
0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 N/A 1 

Excellent 
Asset Management 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
Satisfactory 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 N/A 5 
Poor 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 N/A 4 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 

Standard 13. BUDGET PREPARATION AND DEVELOPMENT: For the period under 

examination, the district had a budget preparation and development process that ensured 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 met their responsibility to ensure that the school 

budget and appropriations met the educational and achievement needs of all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 For the period FY2001 to FY2003, the district’s inadequate financial system did not enable 

administrators to base budget decisions on student achievement data. 

•	 The district's budget document for FY2001 to FY2003 was incomplete; however, it was still 

a useful decision-making tool in meetings and other communications. 
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•	 Although the district’s funding for education was above the minimum required local 

contribution, it was inadequate for delivering educationally sound programs. 

Indicators: 

1.	 There were clear, documented policies and procedures for the development of the district’s 

budget to ensure input from all staff. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under review, the School Committee Policy Manual (section 3000, 

Fiscal Management and Non-Instructional Operations, subsection 3100, section 3103 Budget 

Preparation Procedures) stated that the budget was prepared in consultation with staff members. 

These inputs were to be combined and analyzed by the business manager who, in turn, presented 

this information to the superintendent. The superintendent evaluated the proposal and scheduled 

consultations as necessary. Section 3104, Budget Hearing and Reviews, set the timeline for the 

public hearing in accordance with M.G.L. Chapter 71, Section 38N. 

The administration sent Excel spreadsheets to the principals and administration so that they 

could detail their budgets for the subsequent fiscal year. The business manager compiled the 

information and had forecast revenues and expenditures, including the indirect costs for 

municipal charges. The district held three public hearings for input on the budget. The school 

committee finalized its budget and presented it to the city council in June. For FY2002 to 

FY2003, the committee level funded its budget. 

2.	 Relevant budget development decisions were premised on a clear, documented systemic analysis 

of student performance data as well as other pertinent information. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the period under review the district allocated its resources on a per pupil basis. In 

the district's FY2005 budget booklet the per pupil allocation for books was $61.50 for PreK-K 

level; Grades 1-8 was $123; the high school was $196.50 and for CTE was $589.50. The district 

had also allocated funds for professional development activities at $9.13 per pupil, and student 
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activities at $7.25 per pupil. According to district administration, these amounts were consistent 

through the years under review. The district's curriculum office had funds available to allocate 

according to student achievement. The district coordinated the reading purchases at the 

elementary school. 

3.	 The district’s budget development process was clear, document and integrated district and school 

improvement plans, long-term goals, and action plans. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the period under review, the SIPs were approved only after the budget was 

developed; therefore the district administrators knew what was funded in the subsequent fiscal 

year. Budget decisions were based on funding availability and not tied to any formalized plan, 

such as a formal DIP.  

4.	 The district allocated its resources based on the ongoing analysis of student assessment data in 

the aggregate and disaggregated by student subgroups to improve achievement for all student 

populations. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: There was no formal review process for the effectiveness and appropriateness of 

supplemental programs and their impact on student achievement for the period under review. 

According to the DOE’s Coordinated Program Review (CPR) and the on-site visits of October 

28 to November 1, 2002, and from December 1, 5, and 6 of that year, the district was cited for 

"no district wide process for special education program evaluation and services." The report cited 

the district's Title I program evaluation as not being consistent for each Title I building. District 

administrators stated in interviews that the data analysis was conducted only in the aggregate. 

NORDEX was used as the district student information management system. Administrators 

noted that NORDEX was primarily a storage system. In July 2003, the district created the 

position of data coach to analyze its data. 
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5.	 The district, as part of its budget process, implemented a review process to determine the cost 

effectiveness of all of its programs, initiatives, and activities. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: During the review period, at the end of the fiscal year, the district spent excess funds 

to coordinate purchases for the subsequent fiscal year without any formal analysis of district 

needs. This inadequate accounting system limited the district's ability to conduct cost-effective 

analyses. The district analyzed its transportation program and made adjustments, and had 

charged user fees for transportation. According to the district administrative council's meeting 

minutes of August 19, 2003, the administration set the fees for approval by the school committee 

at $100.00 per child with a cap of $175.00 per family. The district paid its MTRB assessment 

earlier to save funds in its budget development, and implemented a full-day Kindergarten 

program. It also changed its high school program offerings due to enrollment issues. The budget 

constraints existed throughout the period under review; according to district administrators, there 

was no uniform implementation of efficiency and effectiveness analyses and the budget process. 

6.	 The district’s budget document was clear, complete, current, and understandable and provided 

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

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the FY2001 to FY2003, the budget document was neither complete nor 

intelligible. It included only two years of information including a breakdown of Net School 

Spending and Non-Net School Spending expenses. The FY2004 and FY2005 budget documents 

were more informative. In these booklets, funding sources were presented, and a description of 

those new positions funded with additional dollars was explained. Expenditure detail had been 

provided for FY2001, FY2002, FY2003, and proposed FY2004. The new budget booklets 

presented information on federal, state, and competitive grants. According to interviews with 

City officials, those individuals responsible for making budget decisions found the information 

useful. 
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7.	 The budget and district’s expenditures were adequate to provide for appropriate levels of 

staffing, professional development, materials, supplies, and equipment. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the period under review, the district met the state's foundation requirement for 

FY2001 and FY2002. Based on the district's End of Year Pupil and Financial Report's Schedule 

8, Professional Development Expenditures, the FY2001 requirement was $472,050. Actual 

expenditures were $970,173, exceeding the requirement by $498,123. In FY2002, the 

requirement was $629,600. Actual expenditures were $943,666, exceeding the requirement by 

$314,066. In FY2003, the district did not meet the state foundation requirement for professional 

development. The district’s actual professional development expenditures were $785,375, or 

$11,891 under the state requirement. The professional development requirement was waived in 

FY2004. 

According to the administrative council meeting minutes of October 28, 2003, the district 

administrators listed the resources that were still needed in personnel. The minutes indicated the 

following deficiencies: the Fall Brook School had a special education staffing problem in Grade 

1 and the class sizes at grades 3 and 4 were high; Southeast needed an occupational therapist; 

Northwest's grades 1 and 2 immersion class enrollment had risen to 23; Samoset's Grade 6 

numbers were deemed "problematic"; Leominster High School had a few teachers with a 150

student caseload; and the CTE had space needs. 

Spending on maintenance in the district was not adequate for the period under review. Based on 

a review of the district's End-of-Year Pupil and Financial Report Schedule I Expenditures by 

school committee for the FY2001 to FY2003 (function code 4000, Operations and Maintenance), 

the total expenditures decreased from $3,902,838 in FY2001, and $3,246,408 in FY2002, to 

$3,130,296 in FY2003; a total decrease in spending of 20 percent. But the spending had 

increased from FY2003 to FY2004 from $3,130,296 to $3,980,685. According to the 

administration, the FY2001 to FY2003 budgets were focused on maintaining educational staffing 

and direct educational programs; the maintenance budget had been developed based on the age 

and square footage of the building. 
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Based on a review of the district's End-of-Year Pupil and Financial Report's Schedule 1, 

Expenditures by school committee function code 2000, Instructional Services, expenditures 

increased two percent each year from FY2001 to FY2003. In FY2004 these expenditures 

decreased five percent (from $28,517,611 in FY2003 to $27,173,755 in FY2004.) 

The district's spending (in function code 5000, Fixed Charges) increased 22 percent from 

FY2001 to FY2002 (from $4,605,160 to $5,601,812.); increased 19 percent from FY2002 to 

FY2003 (from $5,601,812 to $6,643,797); and again increased 12 percent from FY2003 to 

FY2004 (from $6,643,797 to $7,436,282. The major component of this increase was the function 

code 5200 account, Health Insurance-Active Employees. In FY2001, total expenditures in this 

account were $2,388,112; then the total increased 28 percent to $3,044,939 in FY2002. From 

FY2002 to FY2003, it again increased nine percent from $3,044,939 to $3,330,015. And from 

FY2003 to 2004 expenditures increased 12 percent to $3,737,006. 

8. The community provided financial resources to ensure an educational program of quality, as 

evidenced by a sufficient district revenue levy. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: According to a review of the data the district provided to the DOE, the City of 

Leominster had exceeded the state's minimum required local contribution for FY2001 through 

FY2004. In FY200, the City exceeded the requirement by $613,127. In 2002, the city exceeded 

the requirement by $665,479. In FY2003, the City exceeded the requirement by $1,006,423. 

Based on the budgeted information presented for FY2004, the City had exceeded the requirement 

by $215,340. 

The district's Medicaid receipts were general fund receipts for the City and in accordance with 

regulations. The school committee could have petitioned the City for access and use of these 

funds if and when needed. For the period under review, the school committee and City had used 

some of these funds for transportation-related expenses and other needs. 
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9. The school committee: 

a.	 reviewed and approved a budget for education in the district according to the process and 

timeline developed with the superintendent, 

b.	 worked to ensure that necessary funds were appropriated for the district, and 

c.	 maintained the balance between needs and resources in the distribution of monies, and 

oversaw the operation of the annual school budget. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Based on a review of the administrative council's meeting minutes of August 7, 2003, 

and again in the January 6, 2004 minutes, the business manager presented a budget timeline to 

the administrators. 

Based on a review of the district's budget booklets for the years under review, the school 

committee had attempted to obtain the necessary funds for the district. However, for FY2002 to 

FY2003 the budget was level funded. For each year under review the school committee's 

recommendation for an annual budget had been reduced. 

School committee policy (3104, Budget Hearings and Reviews) stated that the school committee 

was to adhere to M.G.L. Chapter 71, Section 38N for holding a public hearing on the budget. 

The timeline was presented to the school committee. However, there was no formal vote of 

approval; approval was de facto. The school committee oversaw the operation of the school 

budget through monthly reports, the warrant approval process and the annual budget transfers 

proposed by the administration. 

10. The district and its leadership actively pursued and developed community partnerships to expand 

interest and involvement in the educational system and to support the educational needs of the 

students and the financial needs of the system. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the review period, the district developed a wide range of community partnerships. 

A sample of these partnerships included: the Community Partnership for Children Grant, the 
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DOE Learn and Serve America Grant, Junior Achievement, Intel Corporation, and the United 

Way of North Central Massachusetts. The Center for Technical Education, alone, had several 

business partnerships for its program offerings; for example, Outback Steakhouse, the Four 

Points Hotel, and several health organizations within the community and surrounding area. 

Standard 14. FINANCIAL ASSET MANAGEMENT: For the period under examination, the 

district maintained adequate accounting and financial reporting procedures. This was done to 

inform district-level and school-level decision-makers, to ensure effective and efficient 

managerial control over the use of all funds, and to improve achievement for all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 For FY2001 to FY2003, the district had an inefficient and ineffective reporting and financial 

accounting system by which to track expenditures. Fiscal 2004 was the first year that the 

district used a district-wide financial accounting system. 

•	 For the period FY2001 to FY2003, student achievement data were not systematically 

analyzed in the district's financial decisions. 

•	 For only a portion of the period under review, did the district and the City have a formal 

written agreement regarding the expenditures paid directly by the City on the school's behalf 

until FY2004. 

Indicators: 

1.	 School committee policies and guidelines, and administrative procedures were clear regarding 

the processes and expectations for expenditures, transfers, and investment of funds. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The school committee's policy manual detailed both the requirements for transfers 

and the process for expending district funds. The school committee policy (3103.01, Budget 

Transfer Authority) stated that "no transfers shall be made between salaries and other accounts, 

except by vote of the school committee." Policy 3410, (Purchasing/Procurement) stated that the 
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district "shall comply with the provisions of Massachusetts General Laws, Chapter 30B, Uniform 

Procurement Act." Policy 3410, Section 6, ("Contracts - Purchase Orders") required that 

purchase orders be used "in accordance with the conditions of the budget, and there are sufficient 

funds on the appropriate line item." For FY2001 to FY2003, the district processed purchase 

orders manually. These orders were generated either at the building level or departmental level, 

with signatures by the school administrator or department head. The forms were copied in 

triplicate and subsequently recorded on Microsoft Excel. All the district's purchases were 

reviewed and approved through the City's Purchasing Department. According to district 

administration, transfers were processed once per year for the period under review. 

2.	 The district exercised appropriate controls to ensure accuracy of local, state, and federal financial 

reports. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: During FY2001 to FY2003, the district had no formal district-wide computerized 

financial accounting system. The process for ensuring the accuracy of financial reporting was 

that the City records for warrants were sent to the school's business office for monthly 

reconciliations. Based on a review of management letters as part of the City's audited financial 

statements for FY2001 to FY2003, there were repeated findings relating to inadequate 

reconciliations and the need to improve internal controls. Fiscal year 2003 cited the need to 

improve internal controls over the student activity funds. In FY2002, the city's independent 

auditors, Melanson, Heath, and Co., PC, cited that the City and school department needed to 

improve the internal controls over school department encumbrances. The encumbrance carry

forward balance included approximately $484,000 of prior year encumbrances. In the same fiscal 

year, the City/school/district had also been cited for the need to include all program expenditures 

in a special education grant budget. In the FY2001 management letter, the City/school/district 

was cited for the need to perform reconciliations between school department grants and 

revolving funds and the City's general ledger. This finding was repeated in FY2002 and as a 

prior year finding in FY2000, yet remained unresolved in FY2001. 

104




In the district's review of its End-of Year Pupil and Financial Report (Independent Auditor's 

review of agreed upon procedures), the auditors' findings for FY2001 to FY2003 cited several 

instances of a lack of proper recording documentation; from student transportation records 

(FY2001) to the use of budgeted, and not actual, amounts for municipal expenditures (FY2002) 

to the lack of supporting documentation for the End-of-Year Pupil and Financial Report 

Schedules 4 and 11. The City and its district were cited for lacking a written agreement for the 

indirect costs paid by the City for school-related expenditures. 

3.	 Regular, timely, accurate, and complete financial reports were made to the school committee and 

the public. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The school committee finance subcommittee met prior to every school committee 

meeting. The subcommittee had approved all the warrants prior to their submission to the full 

committee. The warrants were presented once per month for review. Reporting to the public 

occurred through the televising of meetings, and anyone in attendance at the meeting could 

receive copies of the materials presented. In addition to these opportunities the local newspapers 

(Fitchburg Sentinel and Enterprise and the Worcester Telegram & Gazette) assigned reporters to 

cover school issues. 

4.	 Required local, state, and federal financial reports and statements were filed in a timely manner. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Throughout the entire period under review the district had to file an extension in 

submitting its End-of-Year Pupil and Financial Report and the auditor's independent review of 

agreed upon procedures of the report itself. In FY2001, the district was cited in the City's 

management letter for not filing the Class Size Reduction grant's Final Financial Report in a 

timely manner. It was filed 121 days after the deadline. 
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5.	 The district used efficient accounting technology that integrated district-level financial 

information with the financial information of each school and program, and the district used 

forecast mechanisms and control procedures to ensure that spending was within fiscal budget 

limits. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: For the period of FY2001 to FY2003, the district did not have appropriate accounting 

technology for managing its funds. The district had used Microsoft Excel for FY2001 to 

FY2003. For FY2004, the district used MUNIS, and it was connected and accessible throughout 

the district. The district forecast expenses based on the estimates obtained from the principals. 

The district forecast its oil expenses based on the prior year's trends. Special education out-of-

district placements were budgeted using actual figures plus a five percent increase to attempt to 

cover anticipated tuition increases and enrollments. The district used control procedures in the 

form of spending freezes, throughout the year, especially in the spring. 

6.	 District administrators were able to accurately track spending and other financial transactions on 

a regular basis. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: As mentioned, from FY2001 to FY2003 the district used an inefficient financial 

accounting system for tracking its expenses. The district administrators had used Microsoft Excel 

for tracking all expenses. In FY2004, the district installed and began to use MUNIS for its 

financial accounting system. The district administrators had access to the system to track their 

spending and purchase orders. 

7.	 The district reviewed student achievement data and the reviews were reflected in the district’s 

financial decisions. 

Rating: Poor 
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Evidence: The district did not systematically use student achievement data in reaching financial 

decisions. For the period under review, the district did not have an adequate financial accounting 

system to track operations. There were examples of one-time purchases and one-time analyses of 

student data in purchases. In interviews with district administration it was stated that analysis of 

student reading scores resulted in more funds and resources allocated to reading in FY2004. 

Administrators said the analysis usually occurred at the end of the fiscal year, once they had 

determined how much money was available for any purchase to be used to address needs in the 

next school year. 

8.	 The district regularly employed: 

a.	 certified business officials, 

b.	 purchasing agents with MCPPO credentials, 

c.	 independent financial auditors and implemented their recommendations to ensure efficient 

and quality financial systems, and 

d.	 objective and independent treasurers and a separate auditor.* 

 *This portion of indicator 8 is applied to regional academic and vocational-technical districts. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the period under review, the individual in the position of business manager was a 

certified business official; the prior manager had a provisional certification. All purchases were 

processed through the City's Purchasing Department. The current business manager had the 

MCPPO certification. The district was audited as part of the City's audit. These audits were 

conducted by Melanson, Heath, and Company, PC. The City's management letters for FY2001 to 

FY2003 cited the district on several occasions for the need to improve internal controls and 

reporting documentation. Some of these findings were not resolved after the initial finding by the 

auditor. For example, in FY2003, the City was cited for the need to improve the internal controls 

over student activity funds. This was a finding in FY2002. In the same fiscal year management 

letter, the school/City was cited for the need to perform reconciliations between the school and 

City records related to grants and revolving accounts. 
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9.	 The district had a system in place to: 

a.	 ensure that state bidding laws were followed; 

b.	 monitor special revenue funds, revolving accounts, and fee structures related to them to 

ensure that they were managed and used efficiently; and, 

c.	 monitor and track instructional assets, such as texts, materials, supplies, and equipment to 

ensure efficient and maximum utilization. 

d.	 regularly, at least every five years, competitively procure independent financial auditing 

services 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under review, any purchase was processed through the City Purchasing 

Department. The City’s purchasing official had to sign and approve expenditures over $5,000. 

The district monitored its special revenue funds and revolving accounts through the same method 

as it did the local budget. For FY2001 to FY2003, they were managed on Excel. In FY2004 the 

district implemented the MUNIS system and used it for tracking all its financial transactions, 

including the special revenue funds, revolving accounts, and grants. Instructional assets were 

monitored and tracked at the building level by the principal or his designee. Technology 

purchases were monitored using the serial numbers of each piece of equipment. 

Standard 15. SUPPLEMENTAL, CAPITAL, AND FACILITIES ASSET 

MANAGEMENT: For the period under examination, the district maintained adequate 

accounting and financial reporting procedures and used them to acquire and efficiently manage 

supplemental funding and to promote student achievement and accountability to the public. The 

condition, management, and maintenance of facilities encouraged public support for education 

and were conducive to promoting high levels of student achievement. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 The district's management of supplemental sources of funds was ineffective and inefficient 

from FY2001 to FY2004. 
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•	 The district's capital plan/capital projects plan consisted of items that were a result of 

deferred maintenance. 

Indicators: 

1.	 Educational and program facilities were of adequate size, clean, safe, well-lit, maintained, and 

conducive to promoting the learning process. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: According to the district administration's input (on the EQA Facilities Inventory 

form), of the eight facilities within the district, the breakdown in "condition" was as follows: the 

SkyView Middle School, constructed in 2003 was in "excellent" condition; the Samoset Middle 

School, constructed in 1995 was in "good" condition; the Southeast Middle School, constructed 

in 1971 was in "fair" condition; the Northwest Elementary School, constructed in 1956 and 

renovated in 1990 was in "fair" condition; the Johnny Appleseed Elementary School, constructed 

in 1959 and renovated in 1990 was in "good" condition; the Fallbrook Elementary School, 

constructed in 1966 was in "fair" condition; the Priest Street School, constructed in 1894 was in 

"poor" condition; the Bennett School constructed in 1878 was in "poor" condition; and the 

Leominster High School, constructed in 1963 and renovated periodically between 1978 and 1990 

was in "fair" condition. The district had added five portable facilities at Fall Brook, five at 

Southeast, and one each at Bennett and Priest. The five at Fall Brook were used for storage and 

not for student classrooms. 

Based on walkthroughs of the facilities, the EQA team observed that the Southeast school was 

clean and well-maintained. The library/media center was renovated two years ago. Computers 

had been upgraded, as well as the phone system. There were no significant problems with roof 

regarding leakages. The high school was clean and well-maintained. All classrooms were wired 

with voice, video, and data capabilities. There were computers in each classroom in addition to 

two mobile personal computer laboratories. The CTE students renovated the library/media center 

and added science classrooms. The age of the building's boiler system resulted in varying heat 

levels throughout. The Priest Street School was clean. All the sinks and faucets in the building 
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were automatic. The building had a room that was used as the cafeteria, Macintosh laboratory, 

and library. The Bennett school was clean and well-maintained. Each room had a sink and 

computers. First floor bathrooms had been rebuilt. Parts of the hallway were used both for 

instruction and as a library. The Northwest Elementary school was clean and well-maintained. 

According to administration, the interior painting upgrades were a challenge. Some classrooms 

had tile flooring and some had rugs. There were two computer laboratories in the building. Some 

of the exterior windows had been replaced. The Sky View Middle School was in good shape, as 

it was only two years old. There were still some punch-list items that needed to be addressed 

from the original construction. No safety issues were observed. 

2.	 The district had a long-term capital plan that was reviewed regularly and revised as needed with 

input from all appropriate stakeholders. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under review the school committee had developed a long-term capital 

plan with different scenarios based on funding availability. The committee developed capital 

plans "A", "B", "C", and "D." One of these scenarios was chosen each year under review. The 

Leominster City Council and School Committee gave input into the plan. The capital plans 

concentrated on building and renovation issues. 

3.	 The district implemented formal preventive maintenance programs for buildings and equipment. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district's preventive maintenance program for the period under review had been 

addressed through the contractors that the district used for its major equipment. (The custodial 

staff handled minor repairs and maintenance.) The facilities department handled preventive 

maintenance using a work order system throughout the period under review. 

In addition to these plans, the district had a capital project list that concentrated on capital 

improvements to interior facilities and items such as parking and window replacement. This list 

was developed with input from the principals, custodians, and the facilities manager. According 

110




to the administration, several of the projects that were on the list were as a result of deferred 

maintenance. 

Based on a review of the district's End-of-Year Pupil and Financial Report Schedule 1 

Expenditures By School Committee for  FY2001 to FY2003, function code 4000, Operations and 

Maintenance, total expenditures had decreased from $3,902,838 in FY2001 to $3,246,408 in 

FY2002, then to $3,130,296 in FY2003, representing a 20 percent decrease in spending. 

However the spending had increased from FY2003 to FY2004 from $3,130,296 to $3,980,685. 

4.	 The district spent at least 50 percent of its combined foundation maintenance and extraordinary 

maintenance targets each fiscal year during the period under examination. (See 603 CMR 38.14). 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In FY2003, the district was required to spend $1,808,050 on maintenance. The actual 

maintenance expenditures for that fiscal year according to the district's End-of-Year Pupil and 

Financial Report were $2,029,109, exceeding the requirement by $221,059. In FY2002, the 

district was required to spend $1,759,617. According to the district's FY2002 End of Year Pupil 

and Financial Report, the actual maintenance expenditures were $2,138,241, exceeding the 

requirement by $378,624. In FY2001, the district was required to spend $1,683,632. According 

to the district's FY2001 End-of-Year Pupil and Financial Report the district's actual maintenance 

expenditures were $2,795,027; exceeding the requirement by $1,111,395. The district's FY2004 

requirement was $1,823,579. Its FY2004 End-of-Year Pupil and Financial report was submitted 

to the DOE. However, at the time of the EQA review, the figures had yet to be reviewed. 

5.	 The district tracked its capital assets in accordance with GASB No. 34. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district, as a part of the city's implementation of GASB No. 34, began to track its 

assets in FY2003 as required. The dollar threshold set by the city was $20,000. 
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6.	 The district implemented procedures for the appropriate expenditure of monies from all 

supplemental sources of revenue, goods, services, endowments, foundations, and donations. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the period under review, the grants and revolving accounts were managed on 

Excel spreadsheets for FY2001 to FY2003, but in FY2004 the grants and revolving accounts 

were managed using the MUNIS financial accounting system. 

The City's management letters from its independent auditor, Melanson, Heath and Co., PC, for 

FY2001 to FY2003 cited the district for issues related to grants, student activity accounts, and 

revolving account management. For example, in FY2003, its auditors reported that the district 

needed to improve internal controls over student activity funds. This problem had been reported 

originally in FY2002. 

In FY2002, the district was cited to include all program expenditures in the grant budget and to 

improve its internal control over disbursements, for the special education grants. The school 

committee had approved all donations by formal votes at the school committee meetings as 

presented. 

7.	 The district implemented a critical review process to assess the effectiveness and appropriateness 

of supplemental expenditures to ensure that they were used for the purpose intended and to 

improve student achievement. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the period under review, no formal review process existed for the effectiveness 

and appropriateness of supplemental programs and their impact on student achievement. 

According to the DOE’s Coordinated Program Review, and their on-site visits of October 28 to 

November 1, 2002, and from December 1, 5, and 6 of the same year, the district was cited for 

having "no district-wide process for special education program evaluation and services." The 

report cited the district's Title I program evaluation for not being consistent for each Title I 

building. 
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8.	 In addition to entitlements, the district obtained competitive grants to supplement and support its 

efforts to improve academic achievement for all students. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Throughout the period under review, the district received various competitive grants. 

Examples of those grants that the district received in FY2001 were the Community Service 

Learning Grant, the PALMS Phase II, Safe Schools for Gay and Lesbian Students, Virtual High 

School grants, Elementary Schoolwide Literacy grant, and the Adopting New Technology 

Practices grant. In FY2002, a sample of the grants received includes: Emergency Immigrant 

Education Literacy, Community Services Learning, Teacher Career Advancement, Students as 

Technology Leaders, and Parent Child Home Program. In FY2003, the district received a Project 

Success School Year, Educational Technology Grant, an Autism Grant, and a Perkins 

Nontraditional Support Grant. In FY2004, some of the competitive grants include a Smaller 

Learning Communities Grant, a Community Services Learning Grant, and an Autism grant. 

9. The district coordinated the management and use of grants in an efficient manner. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the period under review, the district was cited in the City's management letters for 

lack of timeliness in filing final financial reports for grants. In the FY2002 management letter 

there was a finding that the district had filed its Class Size Reduction Final Financial Report 121 

days late. (In the prior year's management letter timeliness had been cited for another grant.) In 

FY2001 and FY2002, the district was cited for the lack of reconciliation between grant records 

and the City's general ledger. In FY2002 there had been unexpended grant funds, for 

expenditures had been charged to the general fund and not to the grant, and grant funds were not 

drawn down frequently enough to ensure adequate cash flow. 
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Appendix A: Proficiency Index (PI) 

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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Appendix B: Leominster’s Chapter 70 Funding and NSS FY1996-2004 

Foundation Pct Foundation Pct Required Chapter 70 Pct Required Pct Actual Pct Dollars Pct 

Enrollment Chg Budget Chg Local Aid Chg Net School Chg Net School Chg Over/Under Over/ 
FY 

Contribution Spending(NSS) Spending Requirement Under 

FY96 5,510 31,222,488 10,914,192 14,989,936 25,904,128 26,671,504 767,376 3 

FY97 5,579 1.3 34,426,729 10.3 11,167,932 18,125,413 20.9 29,293,345 13.1 29,888,673 12.1 595,328 2 

FY98 5,856 5 36,950,523 7.3 12,032,793 21,078,158 16.3 33,110,951 13 33,664,778 12.6 553,827 1.7 

FY99 5,951 1.6 38,842,039 5.1 12,789,073 24,129,589 14.5 36,918,662 11.5 37,492,421 11.4 573,759 1.6 

FY00 6,231 4.7 40,888,543 5.3 13,591,408 27,852,855 15.4 41,444,263 12.3 41,331,043 10.2 -113,220 -0.3 

FY01 6,294 1 42,717,174 4.5 14,346,441 28,954,305 4 43,300,746 4.5 43,913,873 6.2 613,127 1.4 

FY02 6,296 0 42,960,314 0.6 14,954,845 29,540,832 2 44,495,677 2.8 45,161,156 2.8 665,479 1.5 

FY03 6,283 -0.2 44,742,073 4.1 15,599,399 29,540,832 0 45,140,231 1.4 46,146,654 2.2 1,006,423 2.2 

FY04 6,174 -1.7 45,988,574 2.8 15,980,024 30,008,550 1.6 45,988,574 1.9 47,356,654 2.6 1,368,080 3 

Chapter 70 Aid 
as 

Pct of Actual 
FY Dollars per Foundation Enrollment Percentage of Foundation NSS 

Fnd Ch 70 Actual NSS Ch 70 Required Actual 
Budget Aid NSS NSS 

FY96 5,667 2,720 4,841 48 83 85.4 56.2 

FY97 6,171 3,249 5,357 52.6 85.1 86.8 60.6 

FY98 6,310 3,599 5,749 57 89.6 91.1 62.6 

FY99 6,527 4,055 6,300 62.1 95 96.5 64.4 

FY00 6,562 4,470 6,633 68.1 101.4 101.1 67.4 

FY01 6,787 4,600 6,977 67.8 101.4 102.8 65.9 

FY02 6,823 4,692 7,173 68.8 103.6 105.1 65.4 

FY03 7,121 4,702 7,345 66 100.9 103.1 64 

FY04 7,449 4,860 7,670 65.3 100 103 63.4 


