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Executive Summary 

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

Schools in mid-November of 2004 (Tier II) and mid-February of 2005 (Tier III). During 2001

2004, it was among the ‘Low’ 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: 
•	 Worcester’s Average Proficiency Index (API) was 62.3, which was based on the 2004 

MCAS results. The state average for the API was 77.6 in 2004. This placed Worcester among 
the ‘Low’ performing academic school districts in the Commonwealth. In English Language 
Arts (ELA), the district’s ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) was 70.2, and the state average for 
EPI was 84. In math, the district’s math Proficiency Index (MPI) was 54.5, and the state 
average for MPI was 71.3. 

•	 Approximately one third of all students in Worcester attained proficiency on the 2003 and 
2004 MCAS tests. These proportions were significantly lower than those of students 
statewide on those tests. 

•	 Approximately one third of all students in Worcester attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS 
English Language Arts (ELA) subtests, and less than one-third attained proficiency on the 
math and the science and technology/engineering (STE) subtests. These proportions were 
significantly lower than those on those subtests statewide. The district-wide gaps in ELA, 
math, and STE were significantly wider than those statewide. 

•	 The percentages of students attaining proficiency on the math and the STE subtests were 
significantly lower than that on the ELA subtests in Worcester. The district-wide gaps in both 
math and STE were significantly wider than that in ELA. 

•	 At each and every grade level, the percentages of students attaining proficiency on the 2004 
MCAS grade subtests in Worcester were significantly lower than those statewide on those 
subtests. The gaps at each and every grade level were also significantly wider than those 
statewide. The percentages of students attaining proficiency on the 2004 MCAS grades 4 and 
8 math subtests in Worcester were significantly lower than those on the grades 4 and 7 ELA 
subtests in Worcester. The gaps at each and every grade level in a subject area, however, 
were not significantly different than those district-wide in those subject areas.  

•	 On the MCAS retest administered in the fall of 2004, 88 percent of the Worcester class of 
2005 earned a Competency Determination (CD), as compared to 92 percent of the statewide 
class of 2005. 

•	 On the MCAS retest administered in the fall of 2004, 75 percent of the Worcester class of 
2006 earned a CD, as compared to 87 percent of the statewide class of 2006. 
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Equity of Achievement/Proficiency: 
•	 The proficiency gap in ELA was 72.8 PI points, in Worcester. In math, the proficiency gap 

was 90.6 points. 

•	 For Worcester’s students with disabilities, the gaps in both ELA and math were significantly 
wider than those for all Worcester students in 2004. Significantly less than one-third of 
students with disabilities in Worcester attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests. This 
proportion was significantly lower than those of students with disabilities statewide and of 
regular education students in Worcester. 

•	 For Worcester’s students with Limited English Proficiency (LEP), the gap in ELA was 
significantly wider than that for all Worcester students in 2004. Significantly less than one-
third of LEP students in Worcester attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests. This 
proportion was significantly lower than that of regular education students in Worcester. 

•	 For Worcester’s Hispanic students, the gap in ELA was significantly wider than that for all 
Worcester students in 2004. Significantly less than one-third of Hispanic students in 
Worcester attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests. This proportion was significantly 
lower than those of Hispanic students statewide and of White students in Worcester. 

•	 Significantly less than one-third of African-American students in Worcester attained 
proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests. This proportion was significantly lower than that of 
White students in Worcester. 

•	 The percentage of Asian students in Worcester who attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS 
test was significantly lower than that of Asian students statewide. 

•	 For Worcester’s students eligible for free or for reduced-cost lunch (FRL/Y), the gap in ELA 
was significantly wider than that for all Worcester students in 2004. Significantly less than 
one third of Worcester’s FRL/Y students and students eligible for free lunch (FL) attained 
proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests. These proportions were significantly lower than that of 
students not eligible for free or reduced-cost lunch (FRL/N) in Worcester. 

Improvement: 
•	 On the MCAS tests, the percentage of all Worcester students attaining proficiency was not 

significantly different in 2004 than that in 2001. 

•	 In Worcester between 2001 and 2004, the EPI increased by 3.6 PI points, a gain in closing 
the gap of 10.8 percent. The MPI increased by 1.2 PI points, a gain in closing the gap of 2.6 
percent. 

•	 Between 2001 and 2004, the gap between the EPI and MPI widened by 2.4 points, for an 
18.0 percent loss in closing that gap.

Equity of Improvement: 
•	 The proficiency gap in ELA widened by 0.1 PI points between 2002 and 2004 in Worcester; 

in math, it widened by 7.1 points. 

•	 For LEP students the EPI decreased 1.2 PI points between 2002 and 2004. The MPI 
decreased for students with disabilities by 4.7 PI points, for FRL/Y students by 0.7 points, for 
Hispanic students by 0.2 points, and for White students by 1.1 points.  
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Participation and Access: 
•	 Overall, eligible students participated in the ELA, math, and STE assessments at the required 

levels in Worcester. 

Summary of Preliminary Findings by Domain: 

Assessment and Evaluation: 

•	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on twelve, ‘Poor’ on twelve, and 
‘Unsatisfactory’ on four of the twenty-eight performance indicators in this domain. 

•	 During the period under review, the district and school administrators carefully administered 
the MCAS test. 

•	 During the period under review, the district used a variety of tests to measure student 
performance. Significant planning went into collecting and disseminating the data. However, 
the district’s examination of aggregated and disaggregated data, its curriculum modifications, 
and its remedial programs did not result in improved student scores. 

•	 The district analyzed aggregate and individual MCAS test results and employed specialists to 
lead this effort in each school. 

•	 The district’s attendance rates met the state standard during the period under review. 

•	 During the period under review, the district had an effective, comprehensive program for 
accurately maintaining student attendance data. 

•	 By the time of the on-site visit in November 2004, the district fully implemented the SAGE 
computerized database to maintain data on attendance and test participation. 

•	 The district was directed toward improving student learning, but its internal processes for 
performance evaluation, developing its SIPs, setting compensation, and assigning teachers 
were not uniformly arranged to achieve that goal. 

•	 Although the teachers’ labor contract cited CMR 35.00 in its entirety, the district’s process 
for teacher evaluation was only partly aligned with that regulation and with MGL Chapter 
71, §38. This allowed a self-initiated goal-setting, without evaluation, in the third year, rather 
than requiring a CMR-format evaluation every two years. 

•	 None of the teacher evaluations that the EQA team reviewed used the 78 descriptors of CMR 
35.00. 

•	 The district did not have a policy on performance standards for administrators and teachers, 
as required by MGL Chapter 71, §38 and 603 CMR 35.04. 

•	 Administrators said that all performance evaluations incorporated student assessment 
measures. However, the 287 teacher and 15 administrator evaluations that the EQA team 
reviewed had limited references to and no numerical information about student achievement. 
There was a disconnect between the district’s intended purpose of improving student 
achievement and its processes for monitoring and maintaining accurate information on the 
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effects of the performance of key licensed personnel on the district’s ability to fulfill that 
purpose. 

•	 The document review and administrator interviews revealed little district-wide data-driven 
processes for program evaluation. 

•	 A review of the SIPs of the 47 schools indicated that the individual principals and their 
schools used different methods to evaluate programs. 

•	 The 287 teacher evaluations and 15 principal evaluations that the EQA reviewed did not hold 
personnel accountable for programs connected to student achievement data. 

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

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

•	 Although the district had low scores on the MCAS math test, the district set a six to eight 
year implementation period for its math curriculum, which was only partly aligned with the 
state frameworks. This demonstrated that the district lacked a sense of urgency about 
improving those scores. 

•	 During the period under review, neither the district’s math curriculum nor its science and 
technology/engineering curriculum was completely aligned with the state curriculum 
frameworks. 

•	 Since 38.8 percent of students in the district had a first language that was not English as 
compared to the state average of 13.7 percent, maintaining SEI teacher staffing was 
connected to delivering the district's curriculum to all students, especially those students in 
this category. 

•	 District policy set high standards for teachers and their instruction. However, the randomly 
selected teacher evaluations that the EQA team reviewed did not hold teachers accountable 
for these high standards or for student test performance. 

•	 The district committed significant resources to support teachers. Each school had at least one 
teacher who was responsible for helping teachers analyze and understand test data. This 
teacher coached others in ELA and math and helped the principal drive changes in the 
school. 

•	 The district’s initiatives during the period under review, such as giving staff extra support, 
aligning the district curriculum with the state frameworks, offering professional 
development, and exceeding instructional time requirements, yielded limited improvement in 
student achievement. For example, the district’s aggregate performance on the MCAS ELA 
and math subtests did not improve significantly. 

•	 Not all of the district’s students graduated in their senior year, and not all students in the 
Class of 2004 met or exceeded the state’s Competency Determination (CD). 
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•	 The district’s rates of exclusion, in-school and out-of-school suspensions, and dropouts for 
all subgroups were higher than the statewide rates. The district’s subgroup retention rates, 
except for those of its African-American and Native American students, were higher than the 
statewide rates for the 2002-2003 school year. 

•	 The district did not have formal procedures for measuring the effects of policy changes on 
instruction for at-risk students. 

•	 Participation in higher-level, advanced, and AP courses and programs was not equitable. 

•	 The extensive offerings of the district’s Professional Development Program supported staff 
with training in new initiatives. 

•	 The district and area colleges and businesses collaborated to provide teachers and 
administrators with free or low-cost professional development. 

•	 The district’s Professional Development Program was developed mainly through surveys of 
staff, principals, and administrators, and through data analysis data that led the district to 
adopt the Everyday Mathematics program. 

•	 The development of the district’s Professional Development Program did not include 
analysis of data for all administrators, teachers, other professional staff, paraprofessionals, 
and professional support teams. 

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

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

•	 Despite the changes in the district’s early intervention reading programs, the district’s 
students scored well below the state average on the Grade 3 MCAS reading test. 

•	 During the period under review, Worcester Public Schools offered its students a variety of 
academic support programs. 

•	 All of the district’s formal academic support programs were supported by grants, including 
MCAS test grants. 

•	 District personnel formally analyzed the grant-funded academic support programs but did not 
analyze their effectiveness. 

•	 The content and scope of the district’s academic support programs during the period under 
review improved district MCAS test scores but improvement was marginal. 

•	 During the period under review, the MCAS test scores of most of Worcester’s subgroups 
were below the statewide rates for those subgroups, and they showed little or no progress. 

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

‘Unsatisfactory’ on one of the eighteen performance indicators in this domain. 
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•	 In 2004, the Worcester Public Schools system was identified on the state’s ‘In Need of 
Improvement’ list for math, as mandated by the United States Department of Education. 
Furthermore, 22 of Worcester’s 47 schools were also on that list. 

•	 The 2003-2004 School Improvement Plans (SIPs) used a similar format, making them easy to 
compare, and used disaggregated student data to develop goals and benchmarks. 

•	 The 2004-2005 SIPs used disaggregated student data to develop measurable student 
achievement goals for the year. 

•	 The district maintained careful documentation in all files, but it was particularly vigilant 
when it came to documenting reductions in staff and redistribution of responsibilities. 

•	 Despite the district’s efforts to recruit and retain highly qualified staff, at the time of the EQA 
visit, approximately 88 percent of the district’s teachers were certified to teach in 
Massachusetts. Additionally, slightly over 10 percent of courses are taught by teachers not 
meeting the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) definition of ‘highly qualified.’ 

Business and Finance: 
•	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on two, ‘Satisfactory’ on twenty-two, 

and ‘Poor’ on four of the twenty-eight performance indicators in this domain. 

•	 Between FY2001 and FY2004, the Worcester Public Schools received $592.6 million in state 
Chapter 70 aid. 

•	 Between 2001 and 2004, the district’s budgets were thorough in reporting funding sources 
and uses, as well as the accomplishments of each program. 

•	 The district used student achievement data primarily to allocate grant monies. The district 
budgeted local funds on a district-wide per-pupil basis. 

•	 The rising costs of health insurance resulted in less funds available to address students’ 
needs. 

•	 The district did not meet the Department of Education (DOE) foundation requirement for 
professional development expenditures in FY2003. 

•	 The business office’s financial accounting systems and operations provided accurate 
information and allowed timely reporting. 

•	 The City’s independent audit management letters for the period under review had no district-
related findings. 

•	 During the period under review, the district used student achievement data to allocate grant 
monies. It allocated local budget funds on a district-wide per-pupil basis. 

•	 The district focused its financial resources on maintaining class sizes within foundation 
recommendations and in accordance with the teachers’ labor contract. 
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•	 From 2001 to 2003, the district had a long-term capital plan that addressed only the Forest 
Grove School, the vocational-technical high school, and North High School. 

•	 The district had annual rehabilitation plans during the period under review. In 2004, the 
district wrote a six-year building rehabilitation plan. 

Summary of Tier III Process and Preliminary Findings: 

Assessment and Evaluation: 

•	 According to interviewees, there was lack of consistent practice to use the results of 
assessments in order to measure the effectiveness of achieving district objectives for student 
learning. 

•	 Principals, teachers, program directors, and department heads were not using student 
assessment data to determine the overall effectiveness of programmatic and personnel 
resources, equipment, materials, and supplies. 

Curriculum and Instruction: 
•	 Administrators and teachers indicated that the curriculum used for math was not current or 

aligned with the state curriculum frameworks. 

•	 It was difficult to determine at the high school and middle school if the lessons were at 
appropriate grade levels, while overall alignment with the state curriculum frameworks was 
varied. 

Academic Support Services: 
•	 When the EQA’s examiners witnessed sound, effective teaching where entire roomfuls of 

students were engaged in a purposeful way, the teaching was masterful; however, examples 
of this were rare. 

•	 In the majority of classrooms that the EQA examiners visited, high expectations for student 
learning were not readily apparent. 

Leadership, Governance, and Organization: 
•	 The EQA examiners found that over many days of interviews at Tier II and Tier III onsite 

reviews, very few district employees acknowledged the degree of responsibility that they 
might bear for low student achievement. 

•	 The EQA examiners observed that oversight of teachers was lacking, particularly at the high 
school. 

Business and Finance: 
•	 The district was particularly successful at forming community and business partnerships, and 

sought and received competitive grants. 

•	 In Worcester, not all schools offered the same programs to mitigate the effects of intra-
district mobility, which constituted approximately 50 percent of the district’s transience rate. 
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Part I: Overview of the EQA Review Process and the District 

On November 8 through 12 2004 (Tier II) and February 15 through 18, 2005 (Tier III), the EQA 

conducted an independent Tier II and Tier III examination of the Worcester 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 three 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 representatives from 

the school committee, the district leadership team, school administrators, and additional 

documents submitted while in the district. The report does not consider documents, revised data, 

or comments that may have surfaced after the on-site visit. 

Tier III Process 
In accordance with Department of Education amendments to 603 CMR 2.00, “Regulations on 

Under-Performing Schools and School Districts,” the Office of Educational Quality and 

Accountability (EQA) conducts an in-depth review, combining the Tier II and Tier III standards, 

“for any district whose level of student performance and improvement is below the threshold 

established by the Board of Education in consultation with the Education Management Audit 

Council (EMAC).” The Board determined that: “EQA shall consolidate the Tier II and Tier III 

review processes for districts performing in the lowest 15th percentile as identified by a 

combination of factors including MCAS performance and improvement in the aggregate and for 

student subgroups, attendance, Competency Determination attainment, and dropout rates.” The 

Tier III process is one that is school- and classroom- based and is derived from on-site 

observations. The Tiers I and II quantitative and quantitative data are employed to inform the 

Tier III process; however, the Tier III process also stands by itself. The Comparable Value 

Added (CVA) analysis provided by the EQA also serves to guide the Tier III process. The goal 

of the Tier III process is to determine, by random observations, the extent to which the district’s 

plans and programs are having an effect on reaching the classroom level and the needs of the 

students. This is accomplished by examining the district from the school and classroom levels.  
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Worcester is a city located in central Worcester County in central Massachusetts. In Worcester, 

education, healthcare, and social services are the largest sources of employment, followed by 

manufacturing. According to the 2000 U.S. Census, the city has a population of 172,648 people 

and a median family income of $42,988, while the median family income in Massachusetts is 

$61,664. The City is governed by a City Manager/Mayor/City Council form of government. 

There is a seven-person school committee in Worcester. Worcester has 47 schools serving grades 

PreK-12. The most recent Massachusetts Department of Education (DOE) figures indicate that 

there were 25,055 students enrolled in all on October 1, 2004. The demographic/subgroup 

composition in Worcester is: 46.5 percent White; 31.8 Hispanic; 12.6 percent African-American; 

8.4 Asian-American; Limited English Proficiency (LEP), 13.9 percent; Low-Income, 61.1 

percent; and Special Education (SPED), 18.7 percent. 

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

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

Worcester increased 100.0 percent (from $77,263,594 to $154,518,307). Worcester’s Required 

Local Contribution increased 29.2 percent (from $50,893,364 to $65,762,985).  Since FY1996, 

Worcester received a total of $1,104,355,617 in Chapter 70 Aid and was required to raise locally 

$543,399,694. From FY2001 to FY2004, Chapter 70 Aid was $592,693,294, and the Required 

Local Contribution was $258,077,171. For the period between FY1996 and FY2004, 

Worcester’s foundation enrollment increased 20.2 percent, and its student headcount increased 

6.9 percent. Between FY2001 and FY2004, its foundation enrollment increased 2.4 percent, and 

its student headcount decreased 2.3 percent. 

This report finds Worcester to be a ‘Low’ performing school district, marked by student 

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

Worcester has demonstrated noted improvement on its ‘Low’ MCAS test scores. In Worcester, 

29.4 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 

Worcester 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 Worcester; 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): 
•	 Approximately one third of all students in Worcester attained proficiency on the 2003 and 

2004 MCAS tests. These proportions were significantly lower than those of students 
statewide on those tests. 

•	 Approximately one third of all students in Worcester attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS 
English Language Arts (ELA) subtests, and less than one-third attained proficiency on the 
math and the science and technology/engineering (STE) subtests. These proportions were 
significantly lower than those on those subtests statewide. The district-wide gaps in ELA, 
math, and STE were significantly wider than those statewide. 

•	 The percentages of students attaining proficiency on the math and the STE subtests were 
significantly lower than that on the ELA subtests in Worcester. The district-wide gaps in both 
math and STE were significantly wider than that in ELA. 

•	 At each and every grade level, the percentages of students attaining proficiency on the 2004 
MCAS grade subtests in Worcester were significantly lower than those statewide on those 
subtests. The gaps at each and every grade level were also significantly wider than those 
statewide. The percentages of students attaining proficiency on the 2004 MCAS grades 4 and 
8 math subtests in Worcester were significantly lower than those on the grades 4 and 7 ELA 
subtests in Worcester. The gaps at each and every grade level in a subject area, however, 
were not significantly different than those district-wide in those subject areas.  
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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 l evel 
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B. 

MCAS 2004 Data 
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Analysis of Figures/Tables 1/A-B: 
•	 On the 2003 MCAS tests, 32.2 percent of Worcester students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories. This percentage was 18.4 percentage points lower than that of 
students in the state on those tests. 

•	 On the 2004 MCAS test, 29.4 percent of Worcester students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 
‘Proficient’ categories. This percentage was 23.2 percentage points lower than that of 
students statewide on those tests. 

Figure/Table 2: 

Performance by Subject 

MCAS 2004 Data 
Percent of reportable students at ea ch proficiency l evel 
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Advanced 12.8 4.8 18.2 7.0 12.4 4.9 
Proficient 49.8 32.4 27.1 16.7 31.5 16.4 

Needs Improv. 29.4 43.3 34.6 36.7 34.7 36.4 
Warning/Failing 8.0 19.6 20.1 39.5 21.4 42.4 

Analysis of Figure/Table 2: 
•	 On the 2004 MCAS ELA subtests, 37.2 percent of Worcester students scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories. This percentage was 25.4 percentage points lower 
than that of students in the state on those subtests. 

•	 On the MCAS math subtests in 2004, 23.7 percent of Worcester students scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories. This percentage was 21.6 percentage points lower 
than that of students in the state on those subtests and 13.5 percentage points lower than that 
of Worcester students on the ELA subtests. 

•	 On the MCAS STE subtests, 21.3 percent of Worcester students scored in the ‘Advanced’ 
and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2004. This percentage was 22.6 percentage points lower than 
that of students in the state on those subtests and was 15.9 percentage points lower than that 
of Worcester 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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B. 

MCAS 2004 Data - Grade 04 
Percent of reporta ble students at each proficiency l evel 
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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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E. 


MCAS 2004 Data - Grade 07/08 
Percent of reporta ble students at each proficiency l evel 

English and M ath 
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MCAS 2004 Data - Grade 10 
Percent of reporta ble students at each proficiency l evel 

B
el

ow
 S

ta
nd

ar
d 

A
bo

ve
 S

ta
nd

ar
d 

B
el

ow
 S

ta
nd

ar
d 

A
bo

ve
 S

ta
nd

ar
d 

English and M ath 

100 

50 

0 

50 

100 
Stat e ELA Worcest er ELA St at e MT H Worcester MT H 

Advanced 19.1 7.7 29.6 12.1 
Proficient 43.9 31.3 28.1 20.0 

Needs Improv. 27.6 39.7 28.7 35.7 
Warning/Failing 9.4 21.2 13.6 32.3 

20 



Analysis of Figures/Tables 3/A-F: 
•	 On the MCAS Grade 3 Reading subtest, 39.9 percent of Worcester students scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2004. This percentage was 23.9 percentage points 
lower than that of students statewide on that subtest. 

•	 On the MCAS Grade 4 ELA subtest, 33.4 percent of Worcester students scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2004. This percentage was 22.6 percentage points 
lower than that of students statewide on that subtest. 

•	 On the MCAS Grade 4 math subtest, 21.4 percent of Worcester students scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2004. This percentage was 21.3 percentage points 
lower than that of students statewide on that subtest and 12.0 percentage points lower than 
that of students in Worcester on the grade 4 ELA subtest. 

•	 On the MCAS grades 5 and 8 STE subtests, 12.6 percent of Worcester students scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2004. This percentage was 20.9 percentage points 
lower than that of students statewide on that subtest.  

•	 On the MCAS Grade 6 math subtest, 29.1 percent of Worcester students scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2004. This percentage was 13.9 percentage points 
lower than that of students statewide on that subtest. 

•	 On the MCAS Grade 7 ELA subtest, 39.3 percent of Worcester students scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2004. This percentage was 29.2 percentage points 
lower than that of students statewide on that subtest. 

•	 On the MCAS Grade 8 math subtest, 14.2 percent of the Worcester students scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2004. This percentage was 24.9 percentage points 
lower than that of students statewide on that subtest and 25.1 percentage points lower than 
that of Worcester students on the Grade 7 ELA subtest. 

•	 On the MCAS Grade 10 ELA subtest, 39.0 percent of Worcester students scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, in 2004. This percentage was 24 percentage points 
lower than that of students statewide on that subtest. 

•	 On the MCAS Grade 10 math subtest, 32.1 percent of the Worcester students scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, in 2004. This percentage was 25.6 percentage points 
lower than that of students statewide on that subtest. 
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Figures 4A-B/Table 4: 

Proficiency Index (MCAS 2004) by Grade: 
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All Grades 84.0 70.2 71.3 54.5 70.6 52.9 
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Analysis of Figures/Tables 4: 
•	 In all grades, Worcester’s district-wide gap in ELA was 29.8 Proficiency Index (PI) points; 

statewide, the gap in ELA was 16.0 PI points. In math in all grades, the district-wide gap was 
45.5 PI points; the statewide the gap in math was 28.7 PI points. In STE in all grades, the 
district-wide gap was 47.1 PI points; statewide, the gap in STE was 29.4 PI points. 

•	 In Grade 3 ELA, Worcester’s gap was 25.8 PI points; statewide, the gap in Grade 3 ELA was 
14.5 PI points. In Grade 4 ELA, Worcester’s gap was 31.7 PI points; statewide the gap in 
Grade 4 ELA was 18.9 PI points. In Grade 7 ELA, Worcester’s gap was 30.5 PI points; 
statewide the gap in Grade 7 ELA was 13.6 PI points. In Grade 10 ELA, Worcester’s gap 
was 31.3 PI points; statewide, the gap in Grade 10 ELA was 17.2 PI points. 

•	 In Grade 4 math, Worcester’s gap was 41.8 PI points; statewide, the gap in Grade 4 math was 
26.0 PI points. In Grade 6 math, Worcester’s gap was 42.8 PI points; statewide the gap in 
Grade 6 math was 31.6 PI points. In Grade 8 math, Worcester’s gap was 56.6 PI points; 
statewide the gap in Grade 8 math was 34.8 PI points. In Grade 10 math, Worcester’s gap 
was 39.2 PI points; statewide the gap in Grade 6 math was 21.4 PI points. 

•	 In Grade 5 STE, Worcester’s gap was 36.8 PI points; statewide the gap in Grade 5 STE was 
21.3 PI points. In Grade 8 STE, Worcester’s gap was 57.5 PI points; statewide the gap in 
Grade 5 STE was 37.2 points. 
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Figures/Tables 5/A-D:  

Proficiency Index (MCAS 2004) by School 
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B. 

ELA vs Math PI (Elementary G-M) 
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Analysis of Figures/Tables 5/A-D: 

•	 Worcester’s district-wide gap in ELA was 29.8 PI points. The following schools had wider 
gaps: at Chandler Community School, the gap was 48.8 points, at Chandler Magnet School 
41.9 points, at Goddard School of Science 40.8 points, at Union Hill School 46.3 points, at 
Harlow Street 44.0 PI points. The following schools had narrower gaps: at Clark Street the 
gap was 18.7 points, at Flagg Street 16.1 points, at Lake View 19.7 points, at May Street 18.7 
points, at Nelson Place 16.9 points, at New Ludlow 18.5 points, at Rice Square 19.4 points, 
at Tatnuck 15.0 points, at Thorndyke Road 16.0 points, at Wawecus Road 15.9 points, at Arts 
Magnet 16.9 points, and at University Park Campus 11.5 PI points.   

•	 In math, Worcester’s district-wide general gap was 45.5 PI points. The following schools had 
wider gaps: at Chandler Community the gap was 66.1 points and at Union Hill it was 67.5 PI 
points. The following schools had narrower gaps: at Flagg Street the gap was 27.8 points, at 
Wawecus Road 28.1 points, at Arts Magnet 26.5 points, and at University Park Campus 14.3 
PI points. 

•	 Worcester’s district-wide gap between ELA and math was 15.7 PI points. The following 
schools had narrower gaps:  at Belmont it was 9.9 points, at McGrath 4.5 points, at Goddard 
Science 10.2 points, at Heard Street 6.1 points, at Lake View 8.7 points, at Mill Swan 5.8 
points, at Norrback Avenue 7.8 points, at Quinsigamond 9.7 points, at Vernon Hill 4.0 
points, at West Tatnuck 8.1 points, at Arts Magnet 9.6 points, at Burncoat Senior 7.4 points, 
at Doherty Memorial High 5.8 points, at North High 9.5 points, at University Park Campus 
2.8 points, and at Vocational High 6.2 points. The following schools had wider gaps: at 
Burncoat Street it was 24.5 PI points, at Tatnuck 21.8 points, at Union Hill 21.2 points, at 
Burncoat Middle 25.9 points, at Forest Grove Middle 22.4 points, at Sullivan Middle 30.5 
points, at East Middle 25.8 points, and at Accelerated Learning 21.2 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): 

•	 The proficiency gap in ELA was 72.8 PI points, in Worcester. In math, the proficiency gap 
was 90.6 points. 

•	 For Worcester’s students with disabilities, the gaps in both ELA and math were significantly 
wider than those for all Worcester students in 2004. Significantly less than one-third of 
students with disabilities in Worcester attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests. This 
proportion was significantly lower than those of students with disabilities statewide and of 
regular education students in Worcester. 

•	 For Worcester’s students with Limited English Proficiency (LEP), the gap in ELA was 
significantly wider than that for all Worcester students in 2004. Significantly less than one-
third of LEP students in Worcester attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests. This 
proportion was significantly lower than that of regular education students in Worcester. 

•	 For Worcester’s Hispanic students, the gap in ELA was significantly wider than that for all 
Worcester students in 2004. Significantly less than one-third of Hispanic students in 
Worcester attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests. This proportion was significantly 
lower than those of Hispanic students statewide and of White students in Worcester. 

•	 Significantly less than one-third of African-American students in Worcester attained 
proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests. This proportion was significantly lower than that of 
White students in Worcester. 

•	 The percentage of Asian students in Worcester who attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS 
test was significantly lower than that of Asian students statewide. 

•	 For Worcester’s students eligible for free or for reduced-cost lunch (FRL/Y), the gap in ELA 
was significantly wider than that for all Worcester students in 2004. Significantly less than 
one-third of Worcester’s FRL/Y students and students eligible for free lunch (FL) attained 
proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests. These proportions were significantly lower than that of 
students not eligible for free or reduced-cost lunch (FRL/N) in Worcester. 

29




Figure/Table 6: 


Proficiency Index (MCAS 2004) Free/Reduced Lunch Status, Student Status, and Race
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Analysis of Figure/Table 6: 

•	 In Worcester, the gap in 2004 ELA was 29.8 PI points for all students; for students with 
disabilities this gap was 47.9 points, for LEP students 45.0 points, for Hispanic students 41.l 
points, and for FRL/Y students 36.5 points. The gap in math was 45.5 points for all students; 
for students with disabilities this gap was 64.7 points in Worcester in 2004. 

•	 The span between the highest and lowest ELA performance ratings for a subgroup was 29.2 
points in Worcester in 2004. In math, this subgroup span was 31.2 points. The average of the 
differences between the 2004 ELA performance rating of the highest-scoring subgroup and 
those of the other subgroups (excluding the lowest-scoring subgroup) was 13.8 points in 
Worcester. In math, this average subgroup gap was 13.9 points. 

•	 The proficiency gap in ELA was 72.8 PI points in Worcester. In math, the proficiency gap 
was 90.6 points. 

Figures/Table 7/A-D: 

Student Population by Reportable Subgroups 

A. 
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Students by Status 
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C. 


Students by Free Lunch 

FRL (N) 
38% 

FRL (Y) 
62% 

D. 

Student Population Free vs. Reduced 
Reduced 

8% 

Ineligible 
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Analysis of Figures 7/A-D: 

•	 In Worcester in 2004, the approximately two-thirds of all students were in regular education, 
half were White and approximately two-thirds FRL/Y of all students. 
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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 
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Warning/Failing 8.8 21.3 37.6 57.5 43.8 49.1 

Analysis of Figure/Table 8: 

•	 On the 2004 MCAS test, 8.7 percent of the students with disabilities in Worcester scored in 
the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories. This percentage was 12.4 percentage points 
lower than that of students with disabilities statewide and was 28.7 percentage points lower 
than that of Worcester regular education students. 

•	 On the 2004 MCAS test, 13.2 percent of the LEP students in Worcester scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories. This percentage was 24.2 percentage points lower 
than that of Worcester regular education students. 
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Figure /Table 9: 

Student Subgroup MCAS Test Performance, by Race, 2004 

MCAS 2004 Data 
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Advanced 
23.8 16.6 19.9 13.3 40.8 30.3 35.2 29.5 

Needs Imp. 

4.0 2.8 3.5 1.1 18.5 9.4 26.9 10.3 
Proficient 

41.3 42.1 40.0 39.0 30.5 38.7 27.1 41.4 
Warn/Fail 30.9 38.4 36.5 46.6 10.2 21.5 10.8 18.9 

Analysis of Figure/Table 9: 
•	 On the 2004 MCAS test, 19.4 percent of the African-American students in Worcester scored 

in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories. This percentage was 20.3 percentage points 
lower than that of White students in Worcester. 

•	 On the 2004 MCAS test, 14.4 percent of the Hispanic students in Worcester scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories. This percentage was 9.0 percentage points lower 
than that of Hispanic students statewide and 25.3 percentage points lower than that of White 
students in Worcester. 

•	 On the 2004 MCAS test, 39.8 percent of the Asian students in Worcester scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories. This percentage was 22.3 percentage points lower 
than that of Asian students statewide. 
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•	 Figure /Table 10: 

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

MCAS 2004 Data 
Percent of students by FreeLunch status at each proficiency level 
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Advanced 4.4 2.8 20.4 11.3 
Proficient 23.9 17.4 41.7 32.7 

Needs Improv. 41.6 40.3 28.9 38.0 
Warning/Failing 30.1 39.5 9.0 17.9 

Analysis of Figure/Table 10: 
•	 On the 2004 MCAS test, 20.2 percent of the FRL/Y students in Worcester scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories. This percentage was 23.8 percentage points lower 
than that of FRL/N students in Worcester. 
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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: 
•	 On the 2004 MCAS test, 18.7 percent of the FL students in Worcester scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories. This percentage was 25.3 percentage points lower 
than that of FRL/N students in Worcester. 
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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 MCAS tests, the percentage of all Worcester students attaining proficiency was not 
significantly different in 2004 than that in 2001. 

•	 In Worcester between 2001 and 2004, the EPI increased by 3.6 PI points, a gain in closing 
the gap of 10.8 percent. The MPI increased by 1.2 PI points, a gain in closing the gap of 2.6 
percent. 

•	 Between 2001 and 2004, the gap between the EPI and MPI widened by 2.4 points, for an 
18.0 percent loss in closing that gap.

Figure/Table 12: 

Student MCAS Test Performance, 2001-2004 

MCAS 2001 - 2004 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level 
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2001 2002 2003 2004 

Advanced 4.4 5.6 6.3 6.1 
Proficient 23.2 25.2 25.6 23.3 

Needs Improv. 38.9 38.5 39.0 39.4 
Warning/Failing 33.5 30.7 28.0 31.1 

Analysis of Figure/Table 12: 
•	 The percentage of Worcester students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories 

on the MCAS test was 1.8 percentage points higher in 2004 than in 2001. 

•	 The percentage of Worcester students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category on the 
MCAS tests was 2.4 percentage points lower in 2004 than in 2001. 
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Figure/Table 13: 

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 3.6% 5.0% 5.1% 4.8% 5.1% 6.0% 7.2% 7.1% 
Proficient 31.7% 34.7% 35.3% 32.4% 15.4% 18.6% 19.0% 16.7% 

Needs Improvement 40.3% 40.6% 42.6% 43.3% 37.7% 37.0% 37.2% 36.7% 
Warning/Failing 24.4% 19.8% 17.0% 19.6% 41.8% 38.4% 36.6% 39.6% 

Analysis of Figure/Table 13: 
•	 In Worcester between 2001 and 2004, the EPI increased by 3.6 PI points. The MPI increased 

by 1.2 PI points between 2001 and 2004 in Worcester. 

•	 The gap between the ELA and math performance ratings widened by 2.4 points. 
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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 widened by 0.1 PI points between 2002 and 2004 in Worcester; 

in math, it widened by 7.1 points. 

•	 For LEP students the EPI decreased 1.2 PI points between 2002 and 2004. The MPI 
decreased for students with disabilities by 4.7 PI points, for FRL/Y students by 0.7 points, for 
Hispanic students by 0.2 points, and for White students by 1.1 points.   

Figures 14/A-D/Table 14: 

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 	 Worcester 
ELA Math ELA Math 

ALL ‘02 81.4 66.5 ALL ‘02 69.4 54.9 
 ‘03 82.8 69.1  ‘03 72.8 57.0 
 ‘04 84.0 71.3  ‘04 70.2 54.5 

Regular ‘02 85.8 71.4 Regular ‘02 74.4 58.8 
 ‘03 87.9 74.7  ‘03 77.9 61.6 
 ‘04 89.4 77.3  ‘04 77.9 61.6 

Disability ‘02 57.4 41.0 Disability ‘02 47.4 40.0 
 ‘03 64.7 47.2  ‘03 60.6 44.8 
 ‘04 65.2 48.0  ‘04 52.1 35.3 

LEP ‘02 49.9 37.9 LEP ‘02 56.2 40.8 
 ‘03 48.1 39.6  ‘03 43.6 36.2 
 ‘04 57.2 48.4  ‘04 55.0 42.8 

FRL/N ‘02 85.8 72.0 FRL/N ‘02 75.3 59.7 
 ‘03 88.4 75.9  ‘03 81.8 65.5 
 ‘04 89.3 78.0  ‘04 81.3 66.5 

FRL/Y ‘02 65.3 46.7 FRL/Y ‘02 62.0 47.4 
 ‘03 68.4 51.0  ‘03 65.9 50.2 
 ‘04 70.8 53.9  ‘04 63.5 46.7 

African- 
American ‘02 64.2 43.7 

African-
American ‘02 62.5 45.8 

 ‘03 68.9 48.8  ‘03 69.4 47.1 
 ‘04 71.5 52.3  ‘04 65.2 46.3 

Asian-
American ‘02 81.9 73.8 

Asian-
American ‘02 72.8 64.8 

 ‘03 82.1 76.7  ‘03 76.8 68.4 
 ‘04 84.2 80.1  ‘04 74.1 66.2 

Hispanic ‘02 60.1 41.2 Hispanic ‘02 56.8 41.7 
 ‘03 63.1 46.1  ‘03 61.7 46.1 
 ‘04 65.9 49.3  ‘04 58.9 41.5 

White ‘02 86.1 72.4 White ‘02 77.6 64.1 
 ‘03 87.4 74.4  ‘03 79.3 63.7 
 ‘04 88.1 76.2  ‘04 78.1 63.0 

Analysis of Figures 14/A-D/Table 14: 
•	 In Worcester, the gap in ELA for all students closed by 0.8 PI points between 2002 and 2004. 

In math, the gap widened by 0.4 PI points.  

•	 For LEP students the EPI decreased 1.2 PI points from 2002 to 2004. The MPI decreased for 
students with disabilities by 4.7 PI points, for FRL/Y students by 0.7 points, for Hispanic 
students by 0.2 points, and for White students by 1.1 points.   

•	 The subgroup span in ELA closed by 1.0 PI points and in math widened by 6.4 points 
between 2002 and 2004 in Worcester. The average gap in ELA widened by 1.9 PI points in 
ELA and by 0.3 points in math in Worcester between 2002 and 2004. 

•	 The proficiency gap in ELA widened by 0.1 PI points between 2002 and 2004 in Worcester; 
in math, it widened by 7.1 points. 
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5.	 Participation and Access: Are all eligible students attending and participating in all 

required programs and assessments? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
•	 Overall, eligible students participated in the ELA, math, and STE assessments at the required 

levels in Worcester. 

Table 15: 


Student MCAS Test Participation by Subject Area


 ELA Math STE 
T 95.4% 95.7% 97.1% 

NTM 0.2% 0.1% 0.0% 
NTO 3.8% 3.3% 2.4% 
NTA 0.5% 0.8% 0.3% 
ALT 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Analysis of Table 15: 
•	 In Worcester, the 95.4 percent student participation rate on the 2004 MCAS ELA subtest was 

0.4 percentage points higher than the state’s 95 percent requirement. 

•	 In Worcester, the 95.7 percent student participation rate on the 2004 MCAS math subtest was 
0.7 percentage points higher than the state’s 95 percent requirement. 

•	 In Worcester, the 97.1 percent student participation rate on the 2004 MCAS in STE subtest 
was 2.1 percentage points higher than the state’s 95 percent requirement. 
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Appendix A: N- values 

1. N-Values by Subgroup/Level 

ELA Math STE 

WORCESTER ALL LEVELS 6,962 7,121 3,828 
Worcester Advanced 245 502 186 

 Proficient 2,393 1,191 626 
 Needs Improv. 3,104 2,612 1,393 
 Warning/Failing 1,220 2,816 1,623 

Regular Advanced 234 478 170 
 Proficient 2,073 1,040 548 
 Needs Improv. 2,058 2,036 1,071 
 Warning/Failing 434 1,472 918 

Disability Advanced 7 8 13 
 Proficient 186 91 47 
 Needs Improv. 682 354 204 
 Warning/Failing 524 970 483 

LEP Advanced 4 16 3 
 Proficient 134 60 31 
 Needs Improv. 364 222 118 
 Warning/Failing 262 374 222 

Free Lunch/Y Advanced 59 148 44 
 Proficient 1,116 499 233 
 Needs Improv. 2,134 1,496 821 
 Warning/Failing 1,009 2,133 1,256 

Free Lunch/N Advanced 186 354 142 
 Proficient 1,271 688 392 
 Needs Improv. 959 1,106 568 
 Warning/Failing 207 669 353 
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2. N-Values by Race/Level 

ELA Math STE 

WORCESTER ALL LEVELS 6,962 7,121 3,828 
Worcester Advanced 245 502 186 

 Proficient 2,393 1,191 626 
 Needs Improv. 3,104 2,612 1,393 
 Warning/Failing 1,220 2,816 1,623 

African- 
American Advanced 12 30 9 

 Proficient 231 94 38 
 Needs Improv. 454 317 166 
 Warning/Failing 175 439 245 

Asian-
American Advanced 24 76 12 

 Proficient 228 129 74 
 Needs Improv. 263 222 119 
 Warning/Failing 70 129 100 

Hispanic Advanced 12 30 11 
 Proficient 445 182 72 
 Needs Improv. 1,061 713 377 
 Warning/Failing 616 1,232 696 

Native-American Advanced 1 4 1 
 Proficient 20 8 2 
 Needs Improv. 20 19 10 
 Warning/Failing 9 22 8 

White Advanced 196 362 153 
 Proficient 1,467 778 440 
 Needs Improv. 1,303 1,339 719 
 Warning/Failing 350 988 571 

3. N-values by year:

 ELA Math STE 
Grade 03 1,818 0 0 
Grade 04 1,806 1,811 0 
Grade 05 0 0 1,921 
Grade 06 0 1,888 0 
Grade 07 1,803 0 0 
Grade 08 0 1,904 1,907 
Grade 10 1,535 1,518 0 

All Grades 6,962 7,121 3,828 
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4. N-values for NTA, NTM, and NTO by Student Status:

 ELA Math STE 
T. Disability 1,402 1,423 747 
T. Regular 4,787 5,028 2,707 

T.LEP 765 672 374 
NTM. Disability 6 3 0 
NTM. Regular 9 4 0 

NTM.LEP 1 0 0 
NTO. Disability 116 98 32 
NTO. Regular 56 25 0 

NTO.LEP 107 124 64 
NTA. Disability 7 14 2 
NTA. Regular 25 36 9 

NTA.LEP 2 7 2 
T = Tested 

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 
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Part III: Tier II Domain Findings and Summary 

Domain A: Assessment and Evaluation

 Standards  
Domain A - Assessment & Evaluation 
S1 - Student 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 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 

Excellent 
S2 – Participation 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A 7 
Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 

Excellent 
S3 - Evaluation Processes: Personnel 

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

S4 - Evaluation Processes: Programs, Services, & 
0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 3 

Excellent 
Resource Acquisition 

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

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. 
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Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 During the period under review, the district and school administrators carefully administered 
the MCAS test. 

•	 During the period under review, the district used a variety of tests to measure student 
performance. Significant planning went into collecting and disseminating the data. However, 
the district’s examination of aggregated and disaggregated data, its curriculum modifications, 
and its remedial programs did not result in improved student scores. 

•	 The district analyzed aggregate and individual MCAS test results and employed specialists to 
lead this effort in each school. 

•	 The district’s examination of aggregated and disaggregated data, its curriculum 
modifications, and its remedial programs did not result in improved student scores. 

Indicators: 

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

evaluation of student assessment results. 

Rating:  Satisfactory 

Evidence: The standardized test interpretation policy in the policy handbooks for the period 

under review stated that Worcester Public Schools would “use the results of all standardized 

tests, including but not limited to the SAT, in accordance with procedures for proper statistical 

analysis and the test developer’s directions for validity in interpreting test score results.” The 

document review and administrator interviews indicated that the district’s MCAS test policies 

and practices resulted in regular evaluation of the MCAS test results. During the period under 

review, the district did not have consistent, district-wide assessment policies and practices that 

resulted in the formal, regular evaluation of other student test results. However, between 2002 

and 2004, the district added two district-wide reading tests at the elementary level: the 

Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) and the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy 

Skills (DIBELS). By the 2003-2004 school year, all students in grades K-3 took the DRA. All 

district Kindergarten students took the DIBELS, as well as students in grades 1-3 in the Reading 

First schools. The five schools following the Success For All (SFA) model used the SFA 4Sights 

test to evaluate students’ progress every eight weeks. The district discontinued the Stanford 

Achievement Test 9 (SAT 9) in 2002, according to the superintendent, when the district 

determined it was not to a good indicator of performance on the MCAS test. The district replaced 

it with the “Progress Through Standards” test, which it later discontinued due to cost. 
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Interviewees indicated that the district had a formal “balanced literacy” program before and 

during the period under review. Although the whole district shared the guided reading, flexible 

grouping, leveled books, and writers’ workshop components of this program, the district had five 

different reading programs. Teachers reported that the balanced literacy model varied from 

school to school. The district did not evaluate the programs to determine which was most 

effective at improving student achievement. Data showed that the number of students taking 

Advanced Placement (AP) courses increased from 417 in 2002 to 718 in 2004, with no decline in 

scores. 

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: The district used aggregated and disaggregated MCAS test scores to assess the 

progress of all student populations. Between 2002 and 2004, the district added two district-wide 

reading tests at the elementary level: the DRA and the DIBELS. 

An administrator indicated that the district’s review of the MCAS test scores began at the central 

testing and evaluation office, which the district established in the late 1990s. The office created 

reports on individual students, item analysis, and subgroups, as well as student profiles. Near the 

end of the period under review, the district incorporated these student profiles with other student 

information in the SAGE database. 

District officials said that by the 2001-2002 school year, the district trained more than 100 

teachers to use the DRA to measure students’ progress in reading. The University of 

Massachusetts was involved in collecting and evaluating DRA scores. The first year, teachers 

administered the test in the fall and spring to students in grades K-3 in the schools involved with 

the Elementary Literacy grant. In the 2003-2004 school year, the district expanded 

administration of the DRA to all district students in grades K-3. No Child Left Behind  (NCLB) 

Implementation Teachers (NCLBITs) collected scores and forwarded them to the Title I office, 
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which added the scores to the student profiles in the SAGE database. The district used DRA data 

in curriculum, instruction, and planning. The district’s Reading First schools began using the 

DIBELS in grades K-3 in the 2003-2004 school year. The four Reading First schools also 

administered the GRADE+ reading test in the fall and spring of 2003-2004. The information 

from these three tests allowed schools to assess individual and group progress. The five SFA 

schools used 4Sight to assess student progress every eight weeks. Performance did not improve 

for all subgroups. 

Principals and other administrators indicated that the district began storing student profiles in the 

SAGE database late in the period under review. The district was adding fields to the database, as 

well as a “snapshot” option that would allow for an electronic transfer of profiles. At the time of 

the review, however, the district recorded all reading test data on paper. There was no evidence 

that the district used a district-wide test to evaluate the effects of its balanced literacy program on 

aggregate and disaggregated student performance. Administrators and teachers indicated that the 

Worcester Benchmarks were a guide of what to address, achieve, and assess at each grade level. 

However, there was no district-wide tool for evaluating the benchmarks’ effects on student 

performance. 

The 2002 Coordinated Program Report (CPR) said that the district’s Title I program actively 

analyzed the results of the MCAS test and local tests to identify each student’s needs and issues 

so as to give each student the most appropriate instruction, materials, and programs. The 

NCLBITs, the Math Intervention Teacher (MIT), and the English Language Arts (ELA) 

Intervention Teacher (ELAIT) used data to support curriculum modification, instructional 

methods, and improved student performance. During the period under review, the district’s 

aggregate MCAS test scores and the scores of its subgroups were below the state averages; its 

aggregate ELA scores were flat, and its aggregate math scores declined slightly. 
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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 

Evidence: The document review and administrator interviews indicated that district and school 

administrators carefully and accurately implemented the “Principles of Test Administration” and 

provided complete and accurate information on student status and participation. District 

oversight uncovered one instance of non-compliance with the principles during the 2002-2003 

year. The district followed the protocol for reporting, investigation, and issued consequences. 

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: Between 2002 and 2004, the district added two district-wide reading tests at the 

elementary level: the DRA and the DIBELS. Interviewees said that the district used the data to 

determine instructional supports. However, there was no evidence of protocols for using the 

results of these or other tests to measure achievement of district objectives for student learning. 

The district discontinued the Stanford Achievement Test 9 (SAT 9) in 2002, according to the 

superintendent, when the district determined it was not a good indicator of performance on the 

MCAS test. The district then piloted the Progress Through Standards test, which it later 

discontinued due to cost. 

Beginning in the 2001-2002 school year, the schools participating in the Early Literacy grant 

began to use the DRA. Teachers administered it in the fall and spring to students in grades K-3. 
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An administrator said that the University of Massachusetts was involved in collecting and 

evaluating DRA scores. The district’s Reading First schools began using the DIBELS in the 

2003-2004 school year. The district administered these tests district-wide for two school years 

during the period under review, yet the number of students achieving proficiency on the MCAS 

reading and ELA subtests in grades 3 and 4 did not increase. Teachers and administrators said 

that the district expected teachers’ plan books to contain framework standards and Worcester 

benchmarks for each lesson. Principals, assistant principals, or department heads reviewed the 

plan books. There was no evidence that this practice was consistent. 

During the period under review, quadrant managers met with principals and the MCAS test or 

NCLB staff to perform item analyses of ELA and math by subgroup. By the end of the period 

under review, the SAGE database allowed them to see services that students already received 

and to change or add additional services. Administrators indicated that the assessment 

implementation team in each school was trained to use TestWiz to provide analysis for teachers. 

Interviewees said that the move to small learning communities (SLCs) began with North High 

School and a Carnegie Small Learning Communities grant. During the period under review, the 

number of units grew from three SLCs in one school to 17 among three schools. A fourth high 

school was part of the High Schools That Work (HSTW) program. An administrator said that 

under an initiative at the three Carnegie SLC high schools, staff developed in-house pre- and 

post-tests for ELA and moved to a Critical Friends protocol during the later part of the period 

under review. This protocol looked at student work as a process for evaluating student progress, 

and interviewees said that this affected curriculum modification and instructional methods. 

During the period under review, the district’s aggregate MCAS test scores and the scores of its 

subgroups were below the state averages, its aggregate ELA scores were flat, and its aggregate 

math scores declined slightly. 

Interviewees indicated that classroom results were collected and analyzed at the school level. 

The Everyday Mathematics (EDM) program reached full implementation in grades PreK-6 

during the 2003-2004 school year. Data from EDM tests were collected at the school level. 

Interviewees said that principals, intervention specialists, and teachers discussed strands, 
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curriculum issues, and professional development to improve student achievement. Interviewees 

said that if data analysis indicated a need to change, the school amended its School Improvement 

Plan (SIP) during the year. The EQA team looked at the SIPs of all of the 47 schools for the 

2003-2004 and 2004-2005 school years and did not find any that were amended. 

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: The document review and interviews showed that the district documented its formal 

annual review of student assessment data. There was little evidence that this led the district to 

reallocate staff and resources to improve achievement for all student populations. 

Administrators indicated that the district budgeted to each school the same per-pupil amount. 

Grant funds, on the other hand, provided for specific services, programs, or opportunities at 

specific schools or levels, or to address specific issues. For example, interviewees said that five 

schools implemented the SFA program to address intra-district mobility. 

The document review and administrator and teacher interviews indicated that the district had a 

bidding process for open positions. This required an interview with the receiving principal, who 

set performance expectations. There was little documented evidence that data analysis affected 

the district’s staff reallocation decisions. When one high school eliminated its home economics 

and business programs, it reallocated staff to support academic improvement and achievement 

throughout the school. 

Interviewees indicated that the district gave each principal the same per-pupil amount in 

planning their budgets. In FY2004, the district applied for and received $45,000,000 in grants to 

give its schools additional support. A grant administrator said that data analysis guided the 

district’s grant applications and allocation of those funds to support the specific needs of schools 

with at-risk populations. The Title I schools based staff and resource allocation on test data. The 
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five SFA schools were grant funded during the period under review, and the grant application 

was a result of an analysis of intra-district mobility. The district originally targeted the six 

schools that experienced the greatest mobility rates, but one of those schools closed. A later 

review of the program showed that students improved somewhat within the SFA schools but 

were still scoring below those in the district’s non-SFA schools. 

During the period under review, the district ended an after-school program at the middle schools, 

although it was apparently successful in raising the MCAS test scores of some subgroups, when 

the Department of Education (DOE) withdrew its funding. 

During the period under review, an examination of math test scores and the use of Performance 

Improvement Mapping (PIM) led the district to adopt a new math program. The district chose 

four programs to pilot before finally selecting the EDM program for grades K-6. The district 

adopted EDM for grades K-3 in 2002-2003 and extended it to grades 4-6 in 2003-2004. 

Interviewees said, and the district’s Math Action Plan Summary indicated, that the district did 

not implement the EDM testing system until 2004-2005. 

An administrator indicated that the district reviewed AP course data and found a need to focus on 

ensuring the rigor of the courses and the preparation of staff to teach them. As a result, the 

district moved teachers into or out of the program and required all AP teachers to complete the 

College Board AP training. 

Principals decided how to use the MIT and ELAIT in their schools. Interviewees said that the use 

of these specialists was not based on district-wide data. Some schools used them as classroom 

support, while others offered a pull-out program. Both types of specialists used MCAS test data, 

especially item analysis, to determine the strengths and weaknesses of the curriculum and the 

students. 

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

regular intervals. 

Rating:  Satisfactory 
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Evidence: Administrators and specialists indicated that the district regularly gave appropriate 

staff the results of its analyses of data from the MCAS and other tests. The NCLB specialists 

provided professional development, with monthly data review during staff meetings. At the high 

schools, MCAS test specialists attended department meetings and provided data analysis. 

Teachers actively disaggregated data to use in professional learning communities looking at 

student work and to develop action plans for student improvement. 

As soon as the district received the MCAS test scores, it used TestWiz to analyze them in the 

aggregate and by subgroup. The district was able to give principals, specialists, and teachers 

disaggregated data as they requested it. Interviewees said that TestWiz could also produce 

reports on the GRADE+ reading test that the Reading First schools used in the 2003-2004 school 

year. The district also kept student profiles in a SAGE database, to which the district added data 

from these and other tests during the period under review. However, data from 4Sight, the Early 

Screening Inventory, and the DRA were still held in paper files during the period under review. 

Administrators indicated that the superintendent convened a monthly cabinet meeting of 

quadrant managers, department heads, the special needs director, and the English Language 

Learner (ELL) director. Specialists presented baseline data that the quadrant managers took to 

the principals’ meetings. The principals took the data to monthly staff and school council 

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:  The Worcester Benchmarks, the District Improvement Plan (DIP), the SIPs, the Math 

Action Plan, and documentation of grant-funded initiatives listed links between classroom 

assessment standards, practices, and expectations for students. During the period under review, 
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the district’s aggregate MCAS test scores and the scores of its subgroups were below the state 

averages, its aggregate ELA scores were flat, and its aggregate math scores declined slightly. 

Principals said that it was their responsibility to monitor the link between instruction and testing 

in their schools. The principals said that they did not analyze test cohort data over time. They 

monitored instruction and testing for alignment with the state curriculum frameworks, the 

Worcester Benchmarks, the DIP goals, and the SIP goals. During the 2003-2004 school year, 

Worcester Public Schools piloted an elementary report card that linked local and state 

benchmarks to performance outcomes. The district’s secondary report cards did not display such 

links. 

Teachers and administrators said that the district expected teachers’ plan books to contain 

framework standards and Worcester benchmarks for each lesson. However, there was no 

evidence of a consistent process for lesson plan review or of a required format for lesson plans. 

There was no evidence that the district or its schools analyzed the results of classroom tests. 

The district adopted the DRA and the DIBELS during the period under review. The district 

implemented a new math program in grades PreK-6: EDM, which had assessment components. 

The district’s math action plan indicated that the district did not use the EDM tests in the upper 

elementary grades during the period under review. Since the program was only fully 

implemented in grades K-6 during the 2003-2004 school year, there was no EDM trend data 

available during the period under review. 

Analysis of data trends, especially for subgroups, led to the district-wide adoption of the Soar to 

Success ELA program for at-risk students in grades 3-6. Administrators said that data analysis 

indicated that students who were enrolled in Worcester Public Schools for a longer period of 

time did better on the MCAS test. The ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) for students with more than 

two years in the district was 70.9, compared with 64.1 for students with one year in the district 

and 47 for students new to the district. The Grade 10 math Proficiency Index (MPI) for students 

with at least two years in the district was 62.4, compared with 53.6 for students with one year in 
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the district and 43.5 for students new to the district. Nevertheless, all of these figures were below 

the state average scores. 

Between 2002 and 2004, Worcester’s aggregate EPI and MPI improved by less than the 

statewide rates: Worcester’s EPI increased by 0.8 points, compared with an increase of 2.6 points 

statewide, and its MPI decreased by 0.4 points, compared to a statewide increase of 4.8 points. 

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’s attendance rates met the state standard during the period under review. 

•	 During the period under review, the district had an effective, comprehensive program for 
accurately maintaining student attendance data. 

•	 By the time of the on-site visit in November 2004, the district fully implemented the SAGE 
computerized database to maintain data on attendance and test participation. 

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: During the period under review, the district had policies and procedures, listed in its 

policy handbook, that required students to participate in all mandatory tests. The district 

expected all parents and guardians to acknowledge receipt of the handbook by returning a signed 

form. Administrators and teachers said that principals were responsible for overseeing the 

administration of mandatory tests and for ensuring the participation of all students in their 

schools. Special education team facilitators and special education teachers documented any 

modifications or alternative assessments (ALTs) needed for students with disabilities. During the 

period under review, most subgroups met or exceeded the 95 percent participation standard; 
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however, the Limited English Proficient (LEP) subgroup’s participation rate ranged from 61 

percent to 90 percent. 

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: Interviewees and the district Policy Handbook indicated that parents and students 

were informed that students were required to take standardized tests. The handbook listed the 

tests to be administered each year. The handbook also indicated that students would participate 

in other tests. Teachers said that test data was analyzed and correlated with benchmarks to 

ascertain what content to review. 

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

MCAS assessment. 

Rating: Satisfactory  

Evidence: Administrators said that the district no longer gave MCAS test waivers to LEP 

students. Before 2003, the district allowed a waiver if the LEP student had spent less than three 

years in the district. The district technology administrator and other district interviewees said that 

the district’s SAGE database tracked students’ MCAS testing status. Interviewees said that 

student folders at the schools included SAGE reports. 

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: The DOE data indicated that the district’s attendance rates during the period under 

review met or exceeded the 93 percent target. Administrative interviewees said that each school 

entered its own attendance data into the central SAGE database. They also said that the 

principals received and reviewed monthly student attendance updates. The district Policy 

Handbook’s attendance standards for grades K-6 were linked to the developmental factors that 
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influence educational growth and responsibility. The handbook also gave parents the procedure 

for reporting absences and the consequences of excessive absences. The handbook indicated the 

school’s options for improving attendance, including parent conferences, referral to the school 

nurse, referral to the Child Study Team (CST), a mandated behavior modification plan, and 

detention. The handbook documented procedures for class attendance, tardiness, and appeals in 

grades 7 and 8. It linked high school attendance with the Academic Credit Policy and outlined 

the appeals procedure for lost credit. 

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

with chronic absenteeism. 

Rating: Satisfactory  

Evidence: Administrators said that the district had intervention methods to address chronic 

absenteeism among students. Principals received monthly attendance records and collaborated 

with the school adjustment counselors, who were also the attendance officers, to impose 

consequences for absenteeism. The procedures for imposing consequences included formulating 

a student behavior plan to improve attendance, filing a Child In Need of Services (CHINS) 

report, involving the juvenile court, and using parent liaisons to work with the family (at the 

middle school level). Interviewees said that the district hired two additional data specialists for 

the 2004-2005 school year. They helped principals disaggregate attendance data to better focus 

on any negative trends. In 2004, subgroup attendance rates ranged from 92.4 percent for 

Hispanic students and students with disabilities to 95.3 for Asian-American students. Overall, 

attendance declined between 2003 and 2004. 

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: Satisfactory  

Evidence: The technology manager and district administrators said that the SAGE database held 

attendance, suspension, and dropout data. Principals received monthly updates. Before 2004, 
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principals and managers did not have easy access to data. That year the district upgraded the 

database to allow snapshots of individual students, including their in- and out-of-school 

suspensions, dropouts, and other cumulative information. When such reports alerted the district 

to negative trends among certain subgroups, the guidance counselors and adjustment counselors 

arranged student support meetings to review possible interventions. The district’s policy 

handbook clearly stated the importance of regular attendance and its direct relationship to student 

achievement. Interviewees said that the district provided counseling and hired a trained therapist 

for additional intervention. 

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: Administrators said that the district used a pull-out program before the 2002-2003 

school year. In 2004, the district screened and assessed LEP students and assigned them Lau 

codes. Under a federal consent decree, the district provided a Transitional Bilingual Program for 

Hispanic students. The LEP students enrolled at the parent information center, where parents 

received information on program availability. Interviewees indicated that the district provided 

Structured English Immersion (SEI) programs and that the NCLBITs and Title I teachers 

provided additional support for students in these programs. 

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 was directed toward improving student learning, but its internal processes for 
performance evaluation, developing its SIPs, setting compensation, and assigning teachers 
were not uniformly arranged to achieve that goal. 
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•	 Although the teachers’ labor contract cited CMR 35.00 in its entirety, the district’s process 
for teacher evaluation was only partly aligned with that regulation and with MGL Chapter 
71, §38. This allowed a self-initiated goal-setting, without evaluation, in the third year, rather 
than requiring a CMR-format evaluation every two years. 

•	 None of the teacher evaluations that the EQA team reviewed used the 78 descriptors of CMR 
35.00. 

•	 The district did not have a policy on performance standards for administrators and teachers, 
as required by MGL Chapter 71, §38 and 603 CMR 35.04. 

•	 Administrators said that all performance evaluations incorporated student assessment 
measures. However, the 287 teacher and 15 administrator evaluations that the EQA team 
reviewed had limited references to and no numerical information about student achievement. 
There was a disconnect between the district’s intended purpose of improving student 
achievement and its processes for monitoring and maintaining accurate information on the 
effects of the performance of key licensed personnel on the district’s ability to fulfill that 
purpose. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: There was no adopted school committee policy covering performance standards for 

any category of professional license holder, as required by 603 CMR 35.04. In 1996, the school 

committee adopted CMR 35.00 regulations as a guide for the district’s teacher and administrator 

evaluations, and the teachers’ labor contract adopted the same language soon thereafter. 

However, in practice, the administrator and teacher evaluation forms lacked the descriptors, and 

the “third year” option put the district out of compliance with CMR 35.00’s requirement that 

teachers be evaluated every two years. 

The EQA team reviewed 287 teacher evaluations, or 17.7 percent of the total, and 15 percent of 

the principal evaluations. None of the evaluations reviewed included quantitative data; all 

material was narrative or bulleted. All of the evaluations reviewed rated the subjects’ 

performance as ‘satisfactory;’ some gave commendations. There was no rubric for determining 

‘unsatisfactory’ performance. 
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Administrators indicated that they met with quadrant managers in the fall to look at the MCAS 

test scores and other data and that this data was woven into their evaluations. However, none of 

the administrator evaluations reviewed showed evidence of this. Interviewees said that student 

achievement goals were woven into the SIP, which was a companion document to the 

administrator evaluations. Administrators said that they included elements of the SIP in their 

teacher evaluations and that they evaluated teachers in part on their contribution to improve 

student achievement. The teacher evaluations that the EQA team reviewed did not mention 

quantitative data. Interviewees said that after evaluation, the district placed principals on one-, 

two- or three-year contracts, depending on their progress in improving student achievement. A 

district document indicated the distribution of merit pay to administrators, but this process was 

eliminated several years ago as budgets decreased. 

Administrator evaluations contained a boilerplate document called “Evaluative Criteria for 

Administrators.” The first three elements of this document referred to the analysis of MCAS test 

scores and other important topics to be included in the year-long evaluation. However, the 

reviewed evaluations included only “statements of success” with no supporting quantitative data, 

although the evaluations indicated that this and other support could be found in the files. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s administrator evaluation forms did not use the 108 administrative 

descriptors, but they were otherwise aligned with the requirements of MGL Chapter 71, §38 and 

603 CMR 35.00 since 2002. However, the evaluations for the 2001-2002 school year used a 

Commendation/Recommendation system that did not comply with the regulations. Therefore, 

although the district adopted CMR 35.00 into its policies in 1996, it did not fully implement the 

regulations until 2002. 
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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: Poor 

Evidence: The district used conferences and SIPs to drive performance to promote improved 

student achievement, but documentation suggested a disconnect between the data reviewed and 

the intent. None of the reviewed files featured quantitative data on baselines or outcomes. Some 

administrator evaluation plans included detailed action plans that outlined specific tasks related 

to annual goals, along with supporting information in matrix form. Others lacked supporting data 

to sustain professional expectations. 

4. 	Administrators in the district were held accountable for student assessment results in their yearly 

evaluations. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Although administrators talked about the flow of expectations for improved student 

achievement that went from the quadrant manager, to the principal, to the SIP, and to teachers, 

written performance evaluations did not reflect this flow. Evaluations did not contain baseline or 

outcome data. All of the teacher and administrator evaluations that the EQA team reviewed 

reflected satisfactory performance; no professional-status teacher was recommended for support. 

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: The district's teacher evaluation process had two components, formative and 

summative. The summative process was used to begin the cycle of performance assessment for 

teachers with professional status. CMR 35.00 required a two-year cycle of performance 
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assessment for teachers with professional status, and required that the “Principles of Effective 

Teaching” be incorporated into that two-year performance assessment. The Worcester Public 

Schools varied that requirement by creating a third- year option for teachers which was a goal-

setting process, independent of CMR-required form and format. It was called the “Self-Initiated” 

or “Peer-Review" process. This optional third-year process was chosen by a majority of 

Worcester teachers who were in the professional-status category, thereby putting the entire 

evaluation system out of compliance with CMR 35.00. Files reviewed by the EQA examiners 

demonstrated that many teachers, by selecting the third-year, self-initiated/peer review process, 

span three years or more before completing a ‘summative’ evaluation year. This was out of 

compliance with CMR 35.00. Some files also showed that, for the period under review, some 

teachers received two successive third-year options, thereby extending the period when their 

performance was further outside of the alternating year "summative" requirement. 

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

and used to promote individual professional growth and overall effectiveness. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Some of the summative evaluations had minimal feedback, while others were very 

detailed and informative. Few contained records of observations or links to past or future 

performance. Most stand-alone documents contained congratulatory language about the past 

year’s performance. Some contained recommendations for course work and professional 

development. Most feedback was descriptive and was not linked to future performance. The 

evaluations reviewed did not feature quantitative data. All 287 files judged performance 

satisfactory and recommended continued employment. 
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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: Some of the 287 teacher evaluations that the EQA team reviewed contained general 

feedback, but none featured a link to student achievement data. Administrators indicated that 

such data were not among the criteria for teacher transfers. 

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

consequences for compensation, advancement, or employment. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: Administrators described an internal process for identifying weak teaching and talked 

about how the district supported improved teaching. However, none of the 287 randomly 

selected teacher evaluations that the EQA team reviewed fell into the ‘weak teaching’ category. 

The district provided written evidence that it had dismissed six professional-status teachers in 

2003-2004 under MGL Chapter 71, §38, “for reasons of student achievement.” These six were 

0.01 percent of the district’s teachers during the period under review and 0.33 percent of the 

professional-status teachers in the district during the 2003-2004 school year. Administrators 

indicated that less than five teachers in any given year qualified for support for weak teaching. 

They also said that it took an entire two-year evaluation cycle to remove a professional-status 

teacher from employment, and that the contract and other criteria for teacher compensation did 

not consider test scores. 

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. 
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Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 The document review and administrator interviews revealed few district-wide data-driven 
processes for program evaluation. 

•	 A review of the SIPs of the 47 schools indicated that the individual principals and their 
schools used different methods to evaluate programs. 

•	 The 287 teacher evaluations and 15 principal evaluations that the EQA reviewed did not hold 
personnel accountable for programs connected to student achievement data. 

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: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district did not have a systemic process for 

evaluating programs, services, or resource acquisitions. The district had a data-driven process for 

evaluating programs only when it was mandatory, as when a funding agency required it or the 

district contracted with an outside organization to look at a specific question. In general, 

administrators were not aware of a regular and systemic process that was connected to student 

data for evaluating internal programs. If such a system were systemic, school administrators 

would have been able to give the EQA team some examples. In fact, they acknowledged that the 

district did not have a data-driven process for evaluating programs, services, and resource 

acquisition. The district adopted PIMS during the 2002-2003 school year, after which it revised 

the process with guidance from DOE School Support Staff. Interviewees said that they called the 

result “PIMS-like.” Before PIMS, the district collected student and staff data, but considered it 

administrative and did not use it 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 
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Evidence: Policy documents and staff interviews did not provide evidence of a formal plan for 

program evaluation or schedules for evaluating grade-level curricula. Administrators said that the 

district adopted PIMS during the 2002-2003 school year, after training the principals. The district 

dropped some components in 2003-2004, after which it revised the process with guidance from 

DOE School Support Staff. Interviewees said that they called the result “PIMS-like.” Before 

PIMS, the district collected student and staff data, but considered it administrative and did not 

use it to evaluate programs. The district adopted a number of new programs through grants and 

other aligned decisions, but administrators said that the district dropped only one program, 

Reading Recovery, because of its expense. The district replaced it with a less expensive program. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: The document review and interviews gave no evidence that the district had a formal, 

coherent schedule for evaluating the effectiveness of instructional, supplemental, and support 

programs and services. The district evaluated mandated and grant programs as required. The 

district reorganized Title I in 2003-2004 as a result of such evaluation, which included data 

analysis. Administrators, site councils, and curriculum staff were required to consider student 

data as a foundational tool to analyze school and student needs. These efforts resulted in a 

number of new programs, such as AVID, the Grade 9 Academic Literacy Program, EDM, and 

the Connected Math Program (CMP). The decisions to adopt these programs did not arise from a 

systematic, centrally planned program evaluation. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: During the period under review, data analysis led the district to adopt a district-wide 

math program, EDM, in grades 1-6. This project was completed in the 2003-2004 school year. 
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There was no evidence that the district similarly used data to decide on resource acquisitions for 

its ELA programs or its upper-level math programs. Budgets originated at the central office and 

were based on traditional distribution formulas that did not include achievement data, but the 

district could allocate grant funds for particular programs aimed at improving student 

achievement. The document review and staff interviews did not indicate that the district used 

data to measure the effectiveness of acquired resources, capital improvements, projects, 

equipment, materials, and supplies. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: The document review and administrator interviews indicated that the district did not 

have a district-wide process for evaluating acquired resources, capital improvements, projects, 

equipment, materials, and supplies. The district relied heavily on field staff, including principals 

and teachers, to use a variety of means, including TestWiz, to assess the effects of various 

programs. These measures were fragmented. The district did not have program evaluation staff, 

and it did not have a coherent and predictable district-wide evaluation schedule. Its MCAS test 

scores for the period under review indicated a lack of sustained or continued improvements in 

the quality of teaching and learning. The district cited funding cuts as the reason it had no 

program evaluation staff that could tell it, based on student data, whether a program was working 

well or not. 

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: During the period under review, the ineffectiveness of its math programs led the 

district to adopt a new one, EDM. The district dropped one program, Reading Recovery, because 
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of expense and replaced it with a less expensive program. The district reorganized the Title I 

program after mandatory evaluation that was partly driven by student achievement data. 

Tier III Findings 

Domain A: Assessment and Evaluation 

The Worcester Benchmarks, which were locally established, were a guide to what teachers need 

to address and assess. In addition, the Benchmarks provide teachers with guidance as to 

expectations for students at each grade level. The EQA team established at Tier II (November 

2004) that the teachers in the past used the SAT 9, later replaced by the Progress Through 

Standards assessment, and the DRA to assess students’ performance district-wide. According to 

interviewees at the Tier II level, this data was used to provide instructional support for students. 

However, according to interviewees, there was lack of consistent practice to use the results of 

these or other assessments in order to measure the effectiveness of achieving district objectives 

for student learning. 

Teachers also used the locally developed benchmarks to assess student progress. Despite the 

expectation from district administrators that was voiced during the Tier II on-site review, 

principals and teachers indicated that there was a lack of consistent practice of teachers 

referencing the alignment of benchmarks or state standards in their lesson plans, or of principals 

consistently collecting plan books to review them for alignment with the state curriculum 

frameworks. The Worcester Benchmarks, district and school-level improvement plans, the Math 

Action Plan, and initiatives funded through grant monies were among the documents that 

referenced grade-level assessment, practices, and expectations for student learning with the state 

curriculum frameworks. Attainment levels of the district’s benchmarks were not referenced on 

the district’s report card until a ‘standards-based’ version was developed in 2004, which was the 

end of the period under review. 

Principals collected assessment data at the school level, and discussed learning strands, 

curriculum issues, and professional development with intervention specialists and teachers. 

Principals and teachers indicated to the EQA examiners that if performance data indicated the 

need for a change, the school improvement plan for the following year would reflect that change. 
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In the majority of classrooms visited, and in speaking with teachers and administrators, there was 

little evidence that looking at ongoing assessment data at each school site informed school-based 

instructional practice in between annual analyses, which would have been used to make 

adjustments in the schools’ SIPs. 

The teaching observed in classroom visits was predominantly unimodal in that the teachers used 

the same instruction for most types of learners. Most teachers stressed the oral/aural modality 

during the directions and discussion, and so by relying almost exclusively on this one modality, 

teachers did not address alternative learning styles. In observations with respect to instruction, 

the EQA looked for strategies like presentation of information in writing, if it was being 

presented verbally, the posting of goals, objectives, agenda items, or “things to be accomplished 

in the lesson” spoken and presented in writing, use of tools by teacher and students other than a 

chalk-board to capture a student’s attention, linkages to the state frameworks, an activity or 

activities built into each lesson, opportunities for students to discuss solutions to inquiries made 

by the teacher, and opportunities for students to engage in and work together to solve problems. 

Essentially, all schools received the same per pupil expenditure amount from the LEA (Local 

Educational Authority) in their budgets for resources, regardless of the level of student 

performance on the MCAS test in their buildings.  Principals relied on additional grant monies to 

supplement, or in some cases, provide for specific services or programs. Visits to schools 

indicated that the distribution of resources was uneven. Additionally, in the case of the Union, 

Canterbury, and Chandler Magnet School, the facilities also reflected the poverty of the 

neighborhoods. The Worcester Arts Magnet, the Quinsigamond, and the Forest Lake schools 

reflected a middle-class educational experience in a school community that might be described 

as disadvantaged. It was evident from conversations with principals and teachers, and by school 

visits, and classroom observations that there was little parity with regard to building 

enhancement, technology, materials, and general resource distribution. The No Child Left Behind 

Instructional Teachers (NCLBITs) were assigned the responsibility of reviewing and preparing a 

data analysis at each site. The NCLBITs were also responsible for providing on-going training to 

teachers in understanding what the data were telling them about their students. Some, but not all 

schools, demonstrated some improvement, and both district and school-level interviewees 
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credited the NCLBITs. However principals also told the EQA interviewers that the qualifications 

and background knowledge of NCLBITs also contributed to uneven results from school to 

school. 

A review of the district’s contract with its teachers, and interviews with teachers indicated that 

there was a contractual process that required teachers to 'bid' for open positions within the 

district. Some principals in focus groups explained that this process did not hinder them from 

hiring the best applicants from within the district, as principals could interview potential 

candidates and set expectations for performance. However, this process was restrictive and may 

have not always result in the principals’ ability to hire the most qualified person(s) for the job. 

Due to this process, administrators explained in Tier II interviews, the person hired as the 

NICLBIT was more effective in some schools than others. 

The evaluation instrument used by principals to evaluate teachers lacked a component to 

evaluate a teacher’s performance on a scale. Other than in narrative form, there was no way for 

principals to note various levels of performance, and none of the randomly selected teacher 

evaluations contained a narrative that qualified a teacher’s level of performance. When asked 

about the reasons for the selected evaluations indicating nothing less than satisfactory 

instructional delivery, many principals indicated that the system focused on screening out 

teachers who were not performing satisfactorily before they gained professional status. This was 

certainly a preemptive measure to “screen out” teachers whose performance was not likely to 

improve student achievement. A review of evaluations of professional status teachers 

demonstrated satisfactory instructional performance for the majority of teachers. Yet, WPS was a 

district where a majority of the students (70.6 percent) have yet to reach ‘Proficiency’ in ELA 

and math.  Based on these facts, the EQA examiners concluded that administrators and teachers 

in the WPS had not yet acknowledged a fair share of accountability for student achievement 

results. 

State education reform mandated the evaluation of the performance of teachers with professional 

status every two years based on the ‘Principles of Effective Teaching.’ The Worcester Public 

Schools had varied that requirement by adding an optional third, goal-setting year for teachers 
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with professional status. Because the majority of the district’s teachers have professional status 

and elect this option, the majority of the district’s professional status teachers’ performances 

were not formally evaluated every two years. Despite the district’s intent to allow a third year for 

reflection on professional growth, trend data in the aggregate does not indicate that the 

evaluation system had promoted teachers’ overall effectiveness in the classroom. Evaluations 

reviewed did not indicate comments that were informative or instructive, and there was little, if 

any, information that could have been used to promote individual professional growth. Almost 

without exception, the reviewed evaluations contained nothing that would indicate to teachers a 

need for improvement in instructional practice.  

Despite the lack of language in the teachers’ labor union contract to prohibit it, based on Tier II 

interviews with union representatives, principals did not hold teachers accountable for student 

assessment results in any formal, written way. In the entire sample examined, no professional 

status teachers were recommended for "support." Furthermore, principals accepting transfers 

from building to building did not consider student assessment data from internal candidates’ 

classrooms. 

In addition, the district’s local culture was one of excuse making. With the exception of several 

district leaders, none of whom were considered upper echelon, leaders attributed the lack of 

student achievement to “high poverty,” “large numbers of minorities,” “an urban setting,” “high 

mobility,” and “budget cuts.” The superintendent and much of the leadership team stated in a 

number of interviews that the state “accountability system,” referring to the MCAS assessment 

system, “isn’t fair” and has “little reliability.” Many principals in focus groups reiterated this and 

indicated that, “It wouldn’t be fair to hold teachers accountable for student performance,” when 

they may not have taught the student all year or the student hadn’t been in the school system in 

previous years. With the notable exception of one of the superintendent’s evaluations, few 

evaluations written by administrators addressed the lack of improvement for minorities and 

impoverished students, and therefore it was unlikely that any written evaluation held employees 

accountable for student performance in a way that was quantifiable and connected to the state 

assessment.  
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Materials funded primarily through grant monies were considered and purchased depending, in 

part, on student assessment needs and on current educational research’s suggestion of success for 

particular populations. While several principals contended that they used student assessment data 

to “informally” evaluate the effectiveness of programs, there was no consistent use of building-

based student achievement data to evaluate programs, services, or resource acquisition. 

Administrators at Tier II and teachers in focus groups acknowledged that the district had not 

adopted or implemented a student achievement data-driven system for program evaluation 

during the period under review. Additionally, there was no formal practice in place to ensure that 

materials and supplies were aligned with the state curriculum frameworks or the locally 

developed benchmarks. 

While it was determined at Tier II that the district used student assessment data to select a 

district-wide math program for grades 1-6, the district’s budget process did not consider student 

needs determined by a review of assessment data at particular buildings. Resources, capital 

improvements, projects, equipment, materials, and supplies tended to be connected with 

particular grants and not consistently purchased or used because of a need identified through the 

evaluation of student assessment data. Interviews with administrators at Tier II and teachers in 

focus groups indicated that the district used grant funds to supplement needed programs and 

materials. However, principals, teachers, program directors, and department heads were not 

using student assessment data to determine the overall effectiveness of programmatic and 

personnel resources, equipment, materials, and supplies. Furthermore, since principals do not 

evaluate the majority of professional-status teachers every two years, and evaluations are not 

connected to student assessment data, the evaluation process for professional staff was not likely 

to yield data that could inform principals’ decision-making process or enable principals to 

determine which purchases resulted in improving the quality of student learning. 
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Domain B: Curriculum and Instruction

 Standards  Indicators  1 2 3 4a 4b 5 6 7 8 9 Total 

Excellent 

Domain B - Curriculum & Instruction 
S5 – Curriculum 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
Satisfactory 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 1 
Poor 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 N/A 6 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 N/A 2 

Excellent 
S6 - Instruction: Expectations & Policies 

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

S7 - Opportunity & Access To Quality 
Education Programs 

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

Satisfactory 
Excellent 

0 
0 

1 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

N/A 
N/A 

0
0

 1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

N/A 
N/A 

4 
0 

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

Excellent 
S8 - Professional Development & Training 

0 0 0 0 N/A 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
Satisfactory 1 0 1 1 N/A 1 1 1 N/A N/A 6 
Poor 0 1 0 0 N/A 0 0 0 N/A N/A 1 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 0 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): 

•	 Although the district had low scores on the MCAS math test, the district set a six to eight 
year implementation period for its math curriculum, which was only partly aligned with the 
state frameworks. This demonstrated that the district lacked a sense of urgency about 
improving those scores. 

•	 During the period under review, neither the district’s math curriculum nor its science and 
technology/engineering curriculum was completely aligned with the state curriculum 
frameworks. 

•	 Since 38.8 percent of students in the district had a first language that was not English as 
compared to the state average of 13.7 percent, maintaining SEI teacher staffing was 
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connected to delivering the district's curriculum to all students, especially those students in 
this category. 

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 school committee approved the district’s PreK-12 ELA curriculum guide, which 

was aligned with the state frameworks, on December 19, 2002. It consisted of grade-level 

benchmarks that described skills and learning outcomes in four strands: language, reading and 

literature, composition, and media. However, interviewees said that the benchmarks were not 

aligned with the district’s testing program. It said that the district would use a balanced literacy 

approach in grades PreK-6 and described the components of such an approach. The guide 

described a learner-centered classroom. It recommended reading for each grade and prohibited 

teachers from assigning selections from a lower grade’s list, in order to avoid duplication. The 

guide suggested types of tests, gave a developmental reading checklist, listed rubrics for reading 

and writing, and set writing portfolio requirements for each grade. The elementary schools used 

the curriculum guide along with a number of reading programs, such as SFA, Harcourt Brace, 

and Houghton Mifflin’s A Nation of Readers. The principals chose and adopted these programs 

with the approval of the quadrant managers and the central office. 

The district’s math curriculum dated from 1999 and was not aligned with the state frameworks. 

The district set new grade-level benchmarks in math during the period under review, but it did 

not create a district-wide testing program linking them to the MCAS test. During the period 

under review, the district piloted a number of math programs in the lower grades, including 

Mimosa, Investigations, and EDM. Interviewees said that they used the new district benchmarks 

along with the 2003-2004 Math Action Plan, which was a bridge document to a revised 

curriculum. The plan addressed the implementation of the programs that the district bought, 

including the necessary professional development. It described the district’s incremental 

adoption of EDM across grade levels. According to the plan, the district began using EDM in 

grades K-3 in the fall of 2002. The plan also stated that the district would expand EDM to the 

intermediate grades and implement the CMP in the middle school grades during the 2003-2004 
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school year. The new district benchmarks were closely aligned with EDM and CMP, which were 

closely aligned with the National Council of Teachers of Mathematics (NCTM) standards. 

However, interviewees said that the district needed to supplement these programs in order to 

align them with the state frameworks. 

According to the math action plan, schools would first use EDM developed pre-tests, mid-year 

tests, and post-tests as a baseline to assess performance in 2004-2005. This was the first year that 

all schools would use EDM through Grade 6. Changes to the math curriculum in the upper 

grades were projected for the future. 

The district wrote its science, technology, and engineering (STE) curriculum before 1999, so it 

was not aligned with the state frameworks. District interviewees said that the district was starting 

to align its STE curriculum with the frameworks. 

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: Worcester considered its principals the curriculum leaders at their schools. School 

interviewees said that they could pilot and implement ELA with the approval of central 

administrators. Although there were district-wide math programs, principals could pilot materials 

and recommend them to the central administrators. They could also write school-specific grants 

and buy supplemental or alternative teaching materials, such as EDM game kits and the 

Fundamental phonics program, with money from Title I and other grants. Each school also had 

specific personnel, such as the NCLBITs, the ELAITs, the MITs, and literacy coaches, who 

provided modeling, coaching, and professional development to support the curriculum. 
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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: Interviewees and district documentation indicated that all district elementary schools 

administered the SAT 9 through the fall of 2002. The superintendent said that the district 

discontinued it because it was not a good predictor of MCAS test performance. 

Interviewees indicated that, during the entire period under review, they routinely looked at 

MCAS test results. They said that this was done primarily at one of the 90-minute after-school 

staff meetings each month. At the elementary and middle schools, the teachers’ contract provides 

teacher preparation time during the school day; this different than common planning time. 

Therefore, if common planning during the school day is school-specific, not district-wide. 

Interviewees said that schools might relieve teachers from an assigned duty in order to provide 

time for grade-specific or common planning. Interviewees said that principals and grant-funded 

curriculum-support teachers were trained to use TestWiz to look for trends, weaknesses, and 

strengths in MCAS test results. They led the rest of the faculty in looking at the results at after-

school meetings. 

The schools administered a variety of other tests. For example, the five SFA schools used the 

Gates-McGinitie until the fall of 2003. Later in the period under review, the district received 

ELA grants like Reading First and Bay State Reading and adopted school-specific ELA reading 

programs like Read180 and Houghton Mifflin’s The Nation's Choice, which led it to administer 

program-specific tests, such as the DRA, SFA 4Sights, GRADE+, the Waterford Early 

Intervention, Soar to Success, the Read180 Scholastic Reading Inventory,  the Marie Clay 

Observation Survey (MCOS), and the Early Screening Inventory (ESI), at various elementary 

schools. For most of the period under review, district committees focused on revising and 

realigning the ELA curriculum and writing benchmarks in ELA and math. Schools administered 

the EDM tests in grades K-3. The district was just beginning to implement EDM pre- and post-

testing in grades K-6, as well as the CMP in grades 7-8 (to be completed at the end of 2005, 

according to the math action plan). It was clear that the district collected test results at the 

elementary level, it was not clear how all teachers used them to improve student achievement. 
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Interviewees said that these results were in school-based student files and not the SAGE 

database. Interviewees said that the district’s secondary school ELA program was mostly 

literature-based and not designed to teach reading. Therefore, alternative assessments in 

secondary ELA were not systematic but rather school-specific and often connected to a specific 

program. When the district discontinued the SAT 9 in the fall of 2002, the MCAS test became its 

primary test at the secondary level. 

4a. (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: Poor 

Evidence: Only by the end of the period under review did the district demonstrate that it used 

the disaggregated MCAS test data to create specific goals for subgroups. The 2003-2004 SIPs 

featured specific subgroup goals. Interviewees said that the 2003-2004 goals were markedly 

different from those of previous years. Only academic performance in ELA and math was 

addressed by 2004, with no goals for STE performance. The percentages of Worcester students 

who attained proficiency on the grades 8 and 10 MCAS tests in 2003 were much lower than the 

percentages of students statewide who attained proficiency on those tests. According to the 2004 

Cycle III combined data for 2003 and 2004, Worcester students in the aggregate did not make 

adequate yearly progress (AYP) in math. An administrator said that less than 20 percent of Grade 

8 students were currently taking algebra I. Another administrator said that analysis of 

longitudinal data revealed that all students who took algebra I in Grade 8 scored attained 

proficiency on the MCAS test by Grade 10. The district’s 2003-2004 policy handbook set three 

years of high school math as a graduation requirement, but multiple secondary school 

administrators said that only two math courses were required, and that those two courses could 

be Integrated Math rather than algebra I or geometry. 
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4b. (In vocational districts and academic districts with Chapter 74 programs) The results of student 

assessment data (i.e., longitudinal, demographic, disaggregated, diagnostic, and/or surveys) and 

post-graduate placement data indicated that the district implemented an established process to 

ensure sequencing and alignment of learning goals, skills and expectations from one grade to the 

next in grades 9-12, and integration of academic skills, particularly in ELA, mathematics and 

science and technology (and other tested core academic areas as added) into each occupational 

area. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: According to the 2004 AYP data from Worcester Vocational High School, students in 

the aggregate and all subgroups except for special education students made AYP in math. 

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: There was no evidence that the ELA curriculum was horizontally articulated to ensure 

that teachers of the same grade addressed the same subject matter and followed the same 

timeline to close gaps. The ELA curriculum guide recommended many instructional methods 

and tests. Although interviewees said that they all used balanced literacy while using different 

reading programs, the practices they described were not consistent, except among the SFA 

schools. Some elementary school teachers used leveled books for individual and flexible group 

instruction, while others used class sets at specific grade levels with reading groups. Although 

most schools, with the exception of the smallest ones, had similar support personnel, they used a 

variety of programs and resources. Teachers in the smaller schools said that their schools did not 

have teachers specifically trained in SEI, leaving the classroom teacher to accommodate the 

needs of ELLs in the regular classroom. 

Although the district developed ELA benchmarks at each grade level, interviews gave little 

evidence that the benchmarks were linked to a comprehensive testing program or that they 

served to vertically align the curriculum with the variety of elementary level reading programs. 
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Interviewees said that, with the exception of SFA, the district and its schools did not evaluate the 

reading programs during the period under review. 

Some high schools developed an Academic Literacy course for students who did not perform 

well. Most high schools had literacy coaches to help teachers develop methods essential for 

ELLs and important for all students. An AVID grant helped some high schools emotionally and 

academically support moderately achieving students take AP courses. Interviewees said that 

some high schools offered students in grades 9 and 10 students double courses in ELA and math. 

Schools made these decisions based on student needs. 

During the 2002-2003 school year, the district implemented EDM district-wide in grades PreK-3. 

The district extended EDM to grades 4-6 in 2003-2004. There was no evidence that the district 

math curriculum was aligned with the state frameworks beyond Grade 6. Although the district 

had math benchmarks beyond Grade 6 during the period under review, administrators and 

teachers said that the benchmarks by themselves were not a math curriculum. 

6. 	 Modifications to the curriculum resulted in improved, equitable achievement for all student 

populations. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The district had nine city-wide curriculum liaisons for ELA, math, science, world 

languages, history/social studies, visual arts, performing arts, and technology and media. They 

reported to the manager for curriculum and staff development. Despite this, the district did not 

have adequate practices for supporting the curriculum and its overall effectiveness in all tested 

subject areas at all levels. In both ELA and math only the Asian-American and White subgroups 

made AYP in 2004. According to 2004 AYP data, the trend for attendance was on the decline for 

all subgroups across the district. According to 2003 MCAS data, 70 percent of Grade 5 students 

were not proficient in STE; neither were 85 percent. Grade 8 students. Grade STE scores 

declined between 2000 and 2003. Despite these MCAS test results, the EQA team observed, 

during high school walkthroughs, students talking to one another in large areas in what appeared 

to be study halls. When the team asked a quadrant manager about the preservation of study halls, 

the manager reported that students were regularly scheduled for one but usually not more than 
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two study halls per day, and that the reason that study halls remained in the high school schedule 

were varied, having to do with schedules, union contracts, finances, and staffing, rather than 

meeting improving student achievement. However, another quadrant manager said that these 

were not study halls, but study skills classes that were connected to the district curriculum. 

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: During the period under review, the district lost more than two hundred classroom 

teaching positions to budget cuts. Interviewees said that this increased class size mainly at the 

middle and high schools. During the time of the on-site visit, the district was calling teachers 

back. Interviewees said that some high schools lost specific programs like industrial arts, home 

economics, and business. The superintendent also cited the loss, in 2002-2003, of specially 

trained SEI teachers, who were the last hired and the first to be laid off, in compliance with the 

teachers’ labor contract. The district hired back 13 SEI teachers in 2003-2004, but they 

represented only one percent of teachers, despite the fact that 35.8 percent of Worcester’s 

students were First Language Not English (FNLE) students. 

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: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: Interviewees indicated that the five high schools set up seventeen small learning 

academies with the help of a Carnegie grant during the period under review. Despite the changes 

at the elementary and secondary levels the district did not establish adequate practices for 

supporting the curriculum and its overall effectiveness in all tested subject areas at all levels. 

According to the 2004 MCAS test data, 22 of 47 schools in Worcester were on the federal list of 

schools that did not make AYP in 2004: 

1. The Accelerated Learning Laboratory was identified for restructuring in ELA and also 

identified for improvement in math. 

2. The Burncoat Middle School was identified for improvement in subgroups only in ELA and 

also identified for corrective action in math. 
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3. Burncoat Senior High was identified for improvement in ELA and math for subgroups only. 

4. The Burncoat Street School was identified for improvement in math in the aggregate. 

5. Thee Canterbury School was identified for improvement in ELA. 

6. Chandler Elementary was identified for improvement in ELA and math. 

7. Chandler Magnet was identified for improvement in ELA and also identified for improvement 

in math for subgroups only. 

8. City View was identified for improvement in math. 

9. Forest Grove was also identified for corrective action in math. 

10. Francis J. McGrath Elementary was identified for improvement in ELA. 

11. Harlow Street Elementary was identified for improvement in ELA. 

12. Jacob Hiatt Magnet was identified for improvement in ELA for subgroups only. 

13. Lincoln Street was identified for improvement in ELA. 

14. May Street Elementary was identified for improvement in ELA. 

15. Norback Elementary was identified for improvement in ELA for subgroups only. 

16. Quinsigamond Elementary was identified for improvement in ELA for subgroups only. 

17. Roosevelt Elementary was identified for improvement in ELA for subgroups only and in 

identified for improvement in math. 

18. South High School was identified for improvement in ELA in subgroups only and identified 

in math for subgroups only. 

19. Sullivan Middle was identified for improvement in ELA for subgroups only and identified 

for corrective action in math. 

20. Vernon Hill Elementary was identified for improvement in ELA for subgroups only. It was 

also identified in math for improvement. 

21. Worcester East Middle was identified for improvement in ELA and Identified for corrective 

action in math. 

22. Worcester Vocational High School was identified for improvement in math in subgroups 

only. 
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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): 

•	 District policy set high standards for teachers and their instruction. However, the randomly 
selected teacher evaluations that the EQA team reviewed did not hold teachers accountable 
for these high standards or for student test performance. 

•	 The district committed significant resources to support teachers. Each school had at least one 
teacher who was responsible for helping teachers analyze and understand test data. This 
teacher coached others in ELA and math and helped the principal drive changes in the 
school. 

•	 The district’s initiatives during the period under review, such as giving staff extra support, 
aligning the district curriculum with the state frameworks, offering professional 
development, and exceeding instructional time requirements, yielded limited improvement in 
student achievement. For example, the district’s aggregate performance on the MCAS ELA 
and math subtests did not improve significantly. 

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 2003-2004 policy manual had no specific policies on instruction or 

expectations for teachers. The preamble of the teachers’ contract briefly stated that teachers were 

responsible for providing an “education of the highest possible quality.” The district had a 

mentoring program for all new teachers during the period under review. The district expected the 

mentors to reinforce the district’s high expectations. Few of the 287 randomly selected teacher 

evaluations that the EQA team reviewed rated the subject’s performance less than satisfactory. 

Since the school committee adopted principles of effective teaching without any performance 

indicators, one needed to read an evaluation’s entire narrative to determine the teacher’s level of 

professionalism. The evaluations indicated almost all professional-status teachers met or 

exceeded district expectations. 
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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: The district’s MCAS test scores in both ELA and math did not improve significantly 

between 2002 and 2004. Certain schools did improve and make AYP, but 22 of the district’s 47 

schools were on the federal list for not making AYP for at least two consecutive years. 

District administrators said that the district expected teachers to use test data in designing and 

delivering instruction. However, neither the teachers’ contract nor the district’s 2003-2004 policy 

manual mentioned using test data in this way. Furthermore, none of the teacher or principal 

evaluations that the EQA team reviewed mentioned MCAS test scores. 

The district administered EDM tests in grades K-3 but relied on MCAS math subtest scores in 

grades 7-12. Grades K-8 used a variety of ELA programs and their accompanying tests. Each 

school had support staff known as NCLBITs who led school discussions about tests. They also 

conducted ongoing training to ensure that staff understood the test data and changed their 

instruction accordingly. They analyzed school data for trends, strengths, and weaknesses. There 

was no evidence that the use of NCLBITs led to improved performance. 

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 instructional schedules for each school showed that instructional time for each 

subject met or exceeded the state requirements of 900 hours of instruction per year for 

elementary schools and 990 hours per year for secondary schools. For example, the Accelerated 

Learning Laboratory High School gave students 350 minutes of instruction each day, which was 

equivalent to 1073 hours per year, based on the district’s 184-day school year, and Chandler 

Elementary Community School gave students 300 minutes of instruction each day, or 920 hours 
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per year. It was district policy to meet or exceed state requirements. Interviewees listed 

initiatives to help the schools exceed the standards: uninterrupted literacy and numeracy blocks, 

flexible block scheduling, sustained silent reading programs, MCAS Friday, and a requirement 

that all after-school programs include at least one hour of academics. 

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

that resulted in improved student achievement. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Some district schools improved during the period under review. Thirteen of the 

district’s 47 made AYP in both ELA and math in 2004. However, another 13 did not make AYP 

in either subject that year. DOE data showed eight schools in which ELA scores declined and 14 

that showed no change. According to the same data, three schools had declining math scores, and 

another 13 had no change in their math scores. 

The district’s organizational chart showed a district-wide manager of NCLB curriculum and 

professional development. Each school also had NCLBITs to provide leadership in instruction. 

Along with the principal, they helped drive change in their schools. The district expected the 

NCLBITs to conduct professional development, coach staff, and model best practices. The Title I 

grant funded most of these positions, and other supplemental funds paid for them at the three 

non-Title I elementary schools. Carnegie grants paid for literacy coaches at the upper levels. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: The district’s MCAS test scores in both ELA and math did not improve significantly 

between 2002 and 2004. Subgroup scores followed a similar trend, though special education 

students improved noticeably more in ELA than did regular education students. Certain schools 

did improve and make AYP, but 22 of the district’s 47 schools were on the federal list for not 

making AYP for at least two consecutive years. 
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Interviewees said that, during the period under review, the district and its schools conducted a 

great number of analyses MCAS test results. The analyses revealed that the district had weakness 

in ELA, and to a greater extent in math. Administrators and principals said that the district 

responded by increasing the time allocated for those subjects, as well as lengthening overall 

instructional schedules. Where EDM was implemented in grades K-6, time for math increased 

from 60 minutes to 90 minutes daily. The recommended time for ELA instruction at the 

elementary level was at least 90 minutes per day. The district did not lengthen periods at the 

middle and high schools, but the high schools offered double ELA and math for students who did 

not passed the Grade 10 MCAS test. Some middle schools provided remediation for students 

who did not pass the MCAS test. This was mostly available after school, not during the school 

day as at the high schools. 

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: During the period under review, the district tracked teacher attendance in a central 

database. Both district administrators and principals said repeatedly that teacher attendance was 

not a problem. District indicated that teachers were absent nine days per year on average, 

excluding long-term absences. This did not exceed the 15 days that the teachers’ contract 

allowed for sick leave. District administrators said that attendance information was easily 

available and that principals received monthly reports. Many schools had designated substitutes 

to provide as much consistency as possible. Principals said that some schools split classes up due 

to the lack of substitute teachers, diminishing students’ instructional and therefore learning 

experience for the day. Administrators said that the district did not analyze the effects of teacher 

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

staff attendance and chronic staff absenteeism. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with district personnel revealed that the district had a computerized system 

in place for tracking staff attendance. Administrators explained that they received reports on a 

regular basis at meetings and used these to track overall levels of teacher absenteeism. In 2003, 

the district updated this system. The new software had additional features that analyzed the 

teacher attendance data and looked for patterns. An example was cited by one district 

administrator that the system was able to automatically determine whether a teacher had 

consistently been taking sick days before or after a weekend, or always taking the same day of 

the week off. If a teacher was thought to be abusing the system and using sick days 

inappropriately, the district had a system in place to address this issue. The process began with a 

conversation with a principal, and escalated to a teacher being put on a special watch status 

where any further absence was highly scrutinized and a note from a physician was required. 

Abuse of the system could ultimately lead to the termination of an employee. This process was 

clearly explained in the teachers' contract and readily available to all staff. However, during the 

period under review the system had not had to terminate any teachers for offenses of this nature. 

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

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: DOE data showed that the district had 3.5 students per computer in 2002-2003. This 

was better than the state average of 4.3 students per computer. District administrators said, and 

site visits confirmed, that all of the district’s classrooms were connected to the Internet. 

Configurations varied from single stations in a classroom, to modules of 4-5 computers in a 

block, to entire computer laboratories with projectors and subject-specific software. 

Administrators, principals, and teachers confirmed that this technology supported instruction in a 

variety of ways. They cited the Study Island, Plato, NovaNet, CCC, Lexia, Read 180, and Larson 

programs. The district had documentation for the program, but the documentation was not 

available district-wide, and it listed some of the titles “nearly obsolete and unworkable.” To meet 

students’ instructional needs, the district bought additional software with grant money. 
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9. 	 Student achievement data indicated that the district provided effective instruction, programs, and 

services to all English language learners. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: DOE data showed LEP students were 13.5 percent of the district’s student population 

in 2003-2004. The 2003 Mid-Cycle AYP Report showed while the district’s LEP students did 

not meet their performance targets in ELA and math, they did meet their improvement targets in 

both subjects. Worcester’s LEP students had an EPI of 56.2 in 2002, 43.6 in 2003, and 55.0 in 

2004; their MPI was 40.8 in 2002, 36.2 in 2003, and 42.8 in 2004. 

Principals and central office administrators said that the district had a two-tiered ELL instruction 

program. The district offered transitional bilingual education (TBE) for Hispanic students who 

needed it; the district had a consent decree that overrode the law requiring districts to discontinue 

such programs. The program started with instruction in Spanish, followed by English for 

Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL) instruction, and concluded with integration and 

monitoring. The district used a Structured English Immersion (SEI) model for students who were 

recent immigrants but not eligible for the TBE program. SEI mixed content knowledge and ELA 

objectives in every lesson. 

During the period under review, ESOL students could not attend Worcester Vocational School. 

Administrators said that ESOL services were not available there, due to alleged safety concerns. 

School administrators said that students needed a high level of English proficiency to work 

safely in the school’s occupational courses. Some of the comprehensive high schools offered 

occupational programming, but the selections were limited and less substantial than those at the 

vocational-technical school. 

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. 
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Preliminary Finding(s): 

•	 Not all of the district’s students graduated in their senior year, and not all students in the 
Class of 2004 met or exceeded the state’s Competency Determination (CD). 

•	 The district’s rates of exclusion, in-school and out-of-school suspensions, and dropouts for 
all subgroups were higher than the statewide rates. The district’s subgroup retention rates, 
except for those of its African-American and Native American students, were higher than the 
statewide rates for the 2002-2003 school year. 

•	 The district did not have formal procedures for measuring the effects of policy changes on 
instruction for at-risk students. 

•	 Participation in higher-level, advanced, and AP courses and programs was not equitable. 

Indicators: 

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

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

state’s Competency Determination. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: During the period under review, not all district students earned a Competency 

Determination (CD) in time to graduate in their senior year. The DOE reported that 95.5 percent 

of the Class of 2003 earned CD, compared to the statewide rate of 95 percent. The DOE also 

reported that 93 percent of the Class of 2004 earned CD, compared to the statewide rate of 96 

percent. District documentation showed that 90.9 percent of seniors graduated in 2000, 94.2 

percent in 2001, 96.3 percent in 2002, and 91.4 percent in 2003. The retention rate was 9 percent 

in 2000 and 8.6 percent in 2003. Of the Class of 2003, 1170 graduated with CD and 53 received 

certificates; of the Class of 2004, 1181 graduated with CD and 46 received certificates. 

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 students entering the district after the start of school (inter 

district), tracked dropouts and maintained these data over time (3 years). 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district had documented policies, practices, and 

procedures to support students in transition and track dropouts. Administrators articulated the 
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district’s enrollment, placement, transfer, and transition policies and practices from early 

childhood through high school. The district had an early childhood facilitator who was a member 

of the Community Partnership Council. The district’s early childhood services included a Head 

Start Program for children ages two to four and half-day Pre-K programs for children four years 

old by December 31. The district’s parent information center offered printed information about 

the early childhood programs in English, Spanish, and Vietnamese. Administrators said that the 

district screen children entering Kindergarten each September. The district-wide Special 

Education Task Force proposed two changes to Kindergarten screening for 2004-2005: the 

district-wide adoption of the Early Childhood Screening Inventory that had been piloted in the 

Pre-K and finishing Kindergarten screening in the first two weeks of September. According to 

administrators, these changes would promote consistency and identify at-risk children as soon as 

possible. 

During the period under review, parents of students in grades Pre-K through 6 registered their 

children at the Parent Information Center. District policy also required parents of elementary 

school students who were new or returning or were changing schools to report to the Parent 

Information Center for registration. There the district tested children’s English language skills. 

Students entering grades 7-12 registered at their quadrant’s secondary school. Their schools 

tested them to determine if they needed ELL services. The district offered students aged 16 to 18 

who were new to the country and received a Lau code of A or B the New Citizens Center 

Program at the South High Community School. The Student and Parent Handbook and the 

January 2004 Parent’s Guide to the Worcester Public School District listed the district’s 

voluntary student assignment policy and voluntary controlled transfer policy, both of which the 

district last revised in February 2000. Elementary school students could attend the six citywide 

magnet schools depending on space availability and the magnet schools’ compliance with the 

Worcester Public Schools’ Integration Plan. The district assigned secondary students to their 

local high schools. The district had an application and selection process for admission to the 

vocational high school. Administrators said that ELLs were generally ineligible to attend the 

vocational high school, due to the language barrier. 
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Administrators said that secondary school staff planned a variety of special events and programs 

to ease students’ transition to middle or high school. The activities included visits to the new 

schools, meetings with secondary school officials at the sending schools, and shadowing students 

at the high schools. The district also held meetings for the parents of these students. The 2003

2004 Special Education Task Force set a priority of improving the transition to Grade 9. During 

the period under review, the district used state and federal grant funds to offer summer programs 

at the receiving schools to ease the transition of at-risk students. 

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: The document review and administrator interviews that the monitored subgroup rates 

of discipline referrals, retentions, suspensions, exclusions, and dropouts by district and school 

during the period under review. DOE data showed that the district’s aggregate retention, in- and 

out-of-school suspension, exclusion, and dropout rates were higher than those statewide. The 

district’s retention rate for the 2002-2003 school year was 4 percent, compared to 2.6 percent 

statewide. The district’s in-school suspension rate was 8.7 percent, compared to the statewide 

rate of 4.6 percent; its out-of-school suspension rate was 10 percent, compared to the 6.7 percent 

statewide rate. Worcester’s exclusion rate that year was 4 percent, compared to 2 percent 

statewide, and its dropout rate was 5.1 percent, compared to the statewide rate of 3.3 percent. 

Administrators said that the superintendent scheduled monthly cabinet meetings to review and 

analyze the latest baseline data on referrals, retentions, suspensions, exclusions, and dropouts in 

the SAGE database. District staff, principals at all levels, the director of special education, and 

the director of bilingual education attended these meetings. Administrators said that this data 

analysis often led the group to form subcommittees to further disaggregate and analyze the data. 

The district’s aggregate dropout rate fell between 2001 and 2003: from 6.4 percent in 2001, to 

5.6 percent in 2002, to 5.1 percent in 2003. However, the 2003 rate remained higher than the 
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statewide rate of 3.3 percent. One of the district’s 2003-2004 School Improvement Goals was a 

dropout rate below 6 percent. 

The district’s aggregate retention rate was 3.6 percent in 2001, 4.1 percent in 2002, and 4 percent 

in 2003. In 2003, 4.6 percent of male students were retained, compared to 3.4 percent of female 

students. The district’s retention rates for Asian-American students (2.9 percent), Hispanic 

students (5.5 percent), and White students (3.4 percent) were higher than the statewide rates for 

those subgroups. The district’s 3.7 percent retention rate for African-American students and its 

2.5 percent rate for Native American students were lower than the statewide rates for those 

subgroups. Administrators said that their review of retention data and the way retention decisions 

were made prompted a change in retention policy that they believed made it “more stable.” 

The district’s out-of-school suspension rate increased from 8.1 percent in 2001 to 10 percent in 

2003, while its in-school suspension rate decreased from 9 percent to 8.7 percent. Administrators 

said that budget constraints caused some secondary school administrators to decide to end in-

school suspensions and cut the position of in-school suspension teacher, and that this likely 

contributed to the increase in out-of-school suspensions. Administrators also said that district 

data indicated that there were fewer in- and out-of-school suspensions during the 2003-2004 

school year. DOE data was not available for that year. 

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, administrator interviews, and teacher focus groups indicated 

that the district continuously used aggregated and disaggregated student data on participation and 

achievement to adjust instruction and policies for at-risk populations. As required by law, the 

district submitted end-of-year grant evaluations. The district did not otherwise formally evaluate 

the effectiveness its programs and instructional adjustments in improving the academic 

performance of at-risk students. Despite changes to programs, instruction, and policies, the 
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district’s MCAS test scores were generally flat and remained below the state average during the 

period under review. 

Administrators listed a number of district responses to data analysis during the period under 

review. Five district elementary schools continued their participation in the SFA reading 

program. The district piloted EDM in 2001 and implemented it in grades K-2 in 2002-2003 and 

grades 3-6 in 2003-2004. The district also secured a number of grants and other funding to 

support new reading, ELA, and math initiatives. In 2002, Worcester received a multi-year 

Reading First grant for four elementary schools. The four schools piloted a Houghton Mifflin 

core reading program, The Nation’s Choice, during the 2002-2003 school year. In the spring of 

2004, the district implemented the program in all elementary schools except for the SFA schools. 

The district stated that the SFA schools would implement the program after 2004. In 2001, three 

of the district’s four middle schools joined Turning Points, a whole-school reform program. The 

other middle school worked with NESSN. In 2002, the comprehensive high schools joined the 

Carnegie Schools for a New Society Initiative. Administrator interviews and program 

documentation indicated that the Carnegie/Worcester Educational Partnership (WEP) focused on 

five areas: curriculum, teaching and assessment, professional culture and learning, small learning 

communities, youth development, and community development. The DIP and the SIPs referred 

to these new programs and initiatives and included professional development for them. 

The district also restructured its bilingual/ESOL program in response to new state regulations for 

ELLs. Beginning in 2003, the district provided 10 hours of the Project Teaching English 

Language Learners (TELL) to regular education teachers. Administrators said that all staff would 

be trained by June 2005. 

During the period under review, the district made Individual Student Success Plans (ISSPs) for 

students who scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category on the MCAS test. Administrators said 

that at-risk students and students with ISSPs received additional support. In Title I elementary 

schools, students continued to receive additional support from Title I teachers. To further meet 

the needs of struggling regular education students, the district bought two remedial reading 

programs, Early Success for grades 1-2 and Soar to Success for grades 3-6. During the period 
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under review, reading programs for special education students included Wilson Reading, Project 

Read, and Lexia. Two elementary schools used the Fundation phonics program for all students. 

The district also hired MCAS test tutors and MCAS Specialists to work with students at all 

levels. To improve scores on the MCAS ELA subtests at the secondary level, the district created 

the position of literacy coach and funded one at each secondary school. Administrators also 

mentioned before-school, after-school, and summer MCAS test and academic support programs. 

Administrators said that before cuts in the district budget and entitlement grants in 2002, all of 

the elementary schools had extended-day programs. After 2002, the district used grant funds to 

continue after-school programs at some schools. These programs were shorter than the previous 

programs. 

5. 	Enrollment data indicated equitable participation in higher level, advanced, and AP-type courses 

in all assessed grade levels and programs. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: During the period under review, Worcester’s DIPs and SIPs focused on improving 

student performance and ensuring that all students met high standards. Nevertheless, enrollment 

data for the period under review showed that district policies and practices resulted in inequitable 

participation in higher level, advanced, and AP courses at the secondary schools. The elementary 

schools used flexible grouping, and teachers used various formal and informal tests to measure 

student performance and regroup students. The middle schools assigned students to clusters and 

grouped them within their clusters. A quadrant manager said that, although Grade 8 students 

were grouped by ability in math, only 150 of 850 in the two quadrants for which he was 

responsible completed algebra I by the end of Grade 8. The district’s policy manual set a 

graduation requirement of three years of high school math. However, district administrators, 

quadrant managers, and high school principals said that the requirement was two years and that 

students could graduate without completing algebra I or geometry. The district’s policy of not 

admitting ESOL students who needed services from ESL teachers to the vocational-technical 

high school due to the language barrier resulted in inequitable participation. 

Administrators said that middle school administrators, teachers, and guidance counselors met 

regularly with students and parents, beginning in the Grade 7, to discuss the high school 
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academic programs and AP offerings and the importance of getting good grades and pursuing 

education after high school. Administrators said that in 2003 the district started two initiatives to 

challenge more students to enroll in higher level and advanced courses: vertical teaming at the 

middle and high schools, a model promoted by the College Board to increase enrollment in AP 

courses, and the AVID program. Administrators said that more than 600 students participated in 

AVID during the 2003-2004 school year. 

The AP policy in the 2003-2004 Worcester policy handbook stated that juniors and seniors who 

were interested in AP courses should give their guidance counselors a completed Advanced 

Placement Request Form. Admission criteria included the student’s past performance, courses 

taken, and the recommendation of the department head and teachers. A student was could take 

two AP courses per academic year, and students paid for their own AP exams. The guidance 

department offered scholarships, and any student who passed an AP course but chose not to take 

the exam received credit for an honors course. 

Two of the goals in the district’s 2003-2004 NCLB Strategic Improvement Plan were to increase 

the number of students enrolled in AP courses and to achieve a rate of 55 percent scoring three or 

higher on the AP exams. In 2004, the rate was 46 percent. District documentation showed that 

the district offered 15 AP courses in 2001 and 17 in 2004. However, a high school principal 

pointed out that each high school offered different AP courses, and that while some schools 

offered many, at least one only offered one AP course in English. The number of students 

enrolled in AP courses increased between 2001 and 2004, as did the number of AP exams 

administered. All racial subgroups increased their AP enrollment during the period under review. 

In 2001, 14 African-American students took AP courses in 2001 and 42 did in 2004, though this 

number was down from 62 in 2003. In 2001, 60 Asian-American students took AP courses; 123 

did in 2004. In 2001, 26 Hispanic students took AP courses; 74 did in 2004. In 2001, 316 White 

students took AP courses; 486 did in 2004. Scores on the AP exams did not improve noticeably 

during the period under review. 
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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 out 

recovery. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district had documented policies and practices for responding to student 

behavior, and it addressed student needs equitably. Administrators discussed the purpose and 

goals of the 2003-2004 Special Education Task Force and the district’s progress toward 

following its recommendations. Administrators said that the district formed the Task Force to 

examine the Student Support Team model, the student discipline and referral process, and the 

accommodations that teachers made to ensure students’ success in the regular education 

classroom. Administrators also said that the district “revamped” the office referral form and 

introduced the Positive Behavior Intervention and Support (PBIS) program in the middle and 

high schools. During the period under review, the district provided a number of on-going 

counseling services and programs to support students and address their needs. At every school, 

guidance and adjustment counselors helped students in crisis or experiencing difficulties. 

Administrators said that the district also had a number of specialized programs for students 

whose behavior or learning needs required a different placement or setting for short or long 

periods of time. 

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 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district had school committee policies and 

programs that addressed the needs of transient and mobile students. The student and parent 

handbook listed the district’s Policy for the Education of Homeless Children. Administrators said 

that the district had a Foster Care Liaison and a McKinney-Vento Homeless liaison who worked 

closely with the transportation department. 
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District documentation, administrator interviews, and teacher focus groups cited mobility, both 

intra- and inter-district, as a major problem. Staff found that high mobility in some schools made 

it difficult for teachers to improve students’ MCAS test scores. A November 2004 district report 

indicated that the district’s student mobility rate for the 2002-2003 school year was 40 percent, 

up from 35.9 percent in 2001-2002. The report also indicated that, in general, schools with lower 

mobility rates had higher MCAS test scores. Administrators and teachers said that the district’s 

high mobility rate and its effects on student behavior and performance were determining factors 

in the district’s decisions to adopt district-wide math and ELA programs and the PBIS program, 

refine the Student Support Team process, and revise the retention policy and the office referral 

form. Administrators said that these promoted consistency. 

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: The document review and administrator interviews indicated that the district had 

specific policies and practices for assigning faculty to students and courses that maximized their 

talents and skills and promoted high levels of student achievement. Administrators said that 

assignments generally followed the criteria in the teachers’ contract: longevity, area of 

competence, and past performance. Central administrators and principals said that the principals 

assigned teachers in their schools. Administrators said that the used the past performance 

criterion during the period under review and cited two instances of reassignment for poor 

performance. One of the reassignments involved an AP teacher. 

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 extensive offerings of the district’s Professional Development Program supported staff 
with training in new initiatives. 
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•	 The district and area colleges and businesses collaborated to provide teachers and 
administrators with free or low-cost professional development. 

•	 The district’s Professional Development Program was developed mainly through surveys of 
staff, principals, and administrators, and through data analysis data that led the district to 
adopt the Everyday Mathematics program. 

•	 The development of the district’s Professional Development Program did not include 
analysis of data for all administrators, teachers, other professional staff, paraprofessionals, 
and professional support teams. 

Indicators: 

1. 	The district had an annually approved professional development plan for all administrative and 

instructional staff employed by the district. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district’s annually approved professional 

development plan covered all administrative and instructional staff and provided a wide range of 

activities: mandatory and voluntary, district-wide and school-based, and during the school year 

and during the summer. The teachers’ contract limited the number of mandatory activities, so 

that most were voluntary. Offerings included study groups, workshops, college courses, on-line 

courses, partnerships with businesses and institutes of higher education, and summer institutes. 

Grants funded additional opportunities to train staff using a “train the trainer” model. The 

NCLBITs received 80 hours of training in EDM, then trained other teachers in the program. An 

administrator said that the district began training administrative staff in data analysis at the end 

of the 2001-2002 school year. During the 2002-2003 school year, the district began using PIM at 

two schools determined to be in need of improvement. The district then modified PIM and 

trained the NCLBITs, principals, and the MCAS test Specialists to use it in developing the SIPs. 

This brought causal analysis into the development of school goals. In 2004, the district designed 

a new course for supervision and evaluation to address the high rate of principal turnover. The 

focus of this new course, developed by Rebus and Associates, was “Supervision and Evaluation 

of the Mediocre Teacher.” Beginning with a change in SIP format in 2002-2003, the SIPs listed 

school-specific professional development activities. The SIPs also listed the activities’ funding 

sources when they were known at the time the SIP was written. Paraprofessionals could become 

highly qualified through Paraprofessional Pathways, available through Fitchburg State College 

or Becker College, or through ParaPro, an on-line program by French River. 
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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 exceeded the state requirement for 2001-2002. For 2002-2003, the


district spent $527,953 less than the state required. Each professional development


activity required evaluation by the participants. Interviewees said that professional 


development feedback and evaluation forms asked what participants learned and how 


they would use it. However, the district did not formally use test data to evaluate the


activities’ effectiveness in improving student performance. Anecdotal evidence indicated 


that training in EDM and three years of SLC at three high schools was beginning to have 


an effect on student motivation and learning by the end of the period under review. The 


district evaluated professional development for grant-funded programs during period 


under review. 


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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviewees said that the district’s professional development programs for the period 

under review were informed by teachers’ and paraprofessionals’ Individual Professional 

Development Plans, NCLB expectations, staff and principal surveys, the DIP, the SIPs, 

participant evaluations of past activities, MCAS test scores, HOUSSE plans, the 2002-2003 

Consolidated Grant, IDEA, and meetings between the quadrant managers and the principals. 

There was no evidence that the analysis of test data informed the professional development 

plans. The district offered many professional development activities, including training to use 

EDM. Administrators said that the district trained staff to use the DRA as schools adopted it but 

that over time the district saw a need to recalibrate staff to provide consistency in results. This 

was planned for the 2004-2005 school year. Administrators said that teacher evaluations 

contained professional development recommendations as needed; few of the evaluations that the 
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EQA team reviewed had such recommendations. During the period under review, curriculum 

alignment was reflected in the professional development offerings. Committees wrote the ELA 

Curriculum Guide in 2001-2002 and the Math Action Plan in 2003-2004. Interviewees said that 

the district sought grants to address specific needs and trends that data analysis revealed. The 

district received about $45,000,000 from 75-80 grants for the 2003-2004 school year. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s professional development programs during the period under 


review included training in teaching the curriculum frameworks, in participatory


decision-making, in community and parental involvement, and in other skills required for 


the effective implementation of education reform. The district provided training in data 


analysis, including TestWiz training and a summer institute on data. The district piloted 


PIM in a few schools in 2001-2002, then required a modified version of PIM in all 


schools in 2003-2004. Staff trained in data analysis worked with each principal and 


school team to develop a SIP that was aligned with the DIP. New teacher orientation


included training in the state curriculum frameworks and the Worcester benchmarks. 


District documentation showed that the number of participants at professional 


development activities ranged one to 200, but was usually between 15 and 35. A large 


percentage of the offerings addressed program implementation, partnerships, and 


education reform issues. An administrator described several actions designed to increase 


community and parental involvement. Some schools used grant money to fund family 


liaisons, some of whom were bilingual, who trained to work with families to provide 


support at home. However, hours were limited at many schools. Only community schools


were open at night. An administrator noted issues with language and access. During the 


March 12, 2004, in-service day, some high school teachers worked on increasing parental 


involvement. The Parent Guide to Worcester Public Schools was multilingual. 
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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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district trained the principals, the NCLBITs, the 

MITs, and the ELAITs in data analysis, including subgroup analysis and the modified PIM. 

Administrators said that data analysis informed the SIPs. The MCAS test specialists, the MITs, 

the ELAITs, the NCLBITs, and the literacy coaches used subgroup and item analysis to address 

student achievement, plan curriculum support and instructional methods, and plan and deliver 

school-based professional development. Two hundred staff attended training in differentiated 

instruction to address diverse learning styles. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, administrators and teachers could enroll in courses 

that related to their professional assignments. Administrative staff and professional-status 

teachers were required to attend two 90-minute after-school meetings each month. One was 

devoted to school business and the other to curriculum and professional development. In 

addition, teachers attend eight hours of professional development outside of school hours each 

year. The district arranged for extensive professional development, both voluntary and 

mandatory, in EDM for elementary school teachers. Several collaborations offered professional 

development in math. In summer 2004, 41 teachers and two principals attended institutes 

supported by EMC and Intel, including the EMC Math Institute, the Lenses on Learning Content 

Institute, and Developing Mathematical Ideas. Teachers had many options for fulfilling their 

Individual Professional Development Plans for their content requirements and for becoming 

highly qualified by NCLB standards. District documentation showed that professional 

development offerings were well attended. 
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7. 	 Teachers were involved in the development, implementation, and assessment of the district’s 

professional development program. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Administrators said that, during the period under review, teachers were involved in 

developing, implementing, and evaluating the district’s professional development program. They 

made individual suggestions and took surveys, and the principals took the schools’ needs to 

IDEA, which took them to the professional development office. Teachers completed a 

computerized evaluation sheet at the end of each activity, workshop, or course. The form was 

both qualitative and quantitative. It addressed the value of the offering’s content, how the teacher 

would use the new skills or knowledge, and what other offerings the teacher would like to see. 

The evaluation was not linked to implementation, to monitoring new skills and knowledge, or to 

the offering’s effectiveness in improving student performance. All professional development 

offerings needed the approval of the professional development office. Some offerings were in

house, while consultants and partner businesses, colleges, and institutions conducted others. 

Tier III Findings 

Domain B: Curriculum and Instruction 

In December 2002, the district provided schools with a current ELA curriculum that was 

academically sound and aligned to the state curriculum frameworks. Principals ensured that 

teachers were familiar with the curriculum and understood how to use it to prepare classroom 

instruction. Administrators and teachers indicated that the curriculum used for math was not 

current or aligned with the state curriculum frameworks. During the period under review, 

teachers began piloting several math programs, among them Mimosa, Investigations, and 

Everyday Math. 

Administrators and teachers opined that the purchased programs and the locally developed 

benchmarks for math were aligned with the national standards for math, but acknowledged that 

principals still needed to purchase supplemental materials in order to ensure that instruction and 

the materials used were aligned with the state curriculum frameworks, as well.  
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For the most part, the only representation teachers had in curriculum revisions was through 

membership on the district curriculum committee. District-wide assessment results from DRA 

and the MCAS test were maintained, but the scores from standardized tests were not accessible 

through SAGE, though they were available on either TestWiz or lists maintained at each school 

site. Administrators and teachers conveyed the hope that as the capacity of SAGE grew and 

teachers became more familiar with its potential use, they would eventually have the opportunity 

to access and use more and more student assessment data. Budget constraints also limited teacher 

input to curriculum revisions. Teachers were provided a stipend to do work beyond the regular 

workday, but the district’s budget cuts had reduced available funding for stipends. The EQA 

examiners reviewed individual school MCAS test scores and found that some schools not only 

made AYP, but also had made individual improvements. In 2004, the Worcester Public Schools 

system was identified on the state’s ‘In Need of Improvement’ list for math, as mandated by the 

United States Department of Education. Furthermore, 22 of 47 of Worcester’s schools were also 

on that same list. 

All four of the middle schools in the district had been identified by the Massachusetts DOE as 

schools that had not had enough improvement in student achievement in four years and must 

take, “corrective action, including overhauling curriculum and staff.” One school was identified 

as not making sufficient improvement in student achievement for five years and faced 

restructuring. The remaining 17 schools were identified for failure to make progress with one 

particular group of students or falling short of expectations, primarily in ELA. 

The EQA examiners visited classrooms for approximately 15-20 minutes per classroom in 

selected schools, at all grade levels. All examiners who visited classrooms had a prior 

background in classroom observation and served in a leadership capacity at the school or district 

level. Examiners looked for evidence of classroom management, instructional practice, 

expectations, and climate to the extent that these could be observed in a limited time period. 

There were differences among what examiners saw in elementary, middle, and high school 

classes. Examples of effective classroom management were observed in 8 out of 10 classes at the 

elementary level, 7 out of 10 classes at the middle level, and 4 out of 10 at the high school level. 

The climate that examiners considered conducive to learning was most evident at the elementary 
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level, with almost 7 out of 10 instances, but less so at the middle and high school levels, with 5 

out of 10 classes and 4 out of 10 classes, respectively. Examiners noted that the use of 

instructional practice or delivery that would be likely to meet diverse learning needs was evident 

in over half of the classrooms visited at the elementary level, less than half at the middle level, 

and slightly under one third at the high school level. Examiners, who collectively had 

backgrounds across all levels and content areas, considered teachers’ expectations for students to 

be low regardless of the grade levels observed. High expectations for student learning were noted 

in slightly over one third of elementary school classrooms, less than one third in middle school 

classrooms, and in fewer than 2 out of every 10 classrooms at the high school level.   

Classrooms where ELA and math were being taught were targeted for observations at the 

elementary, middle and high school levels. An effort was made to schedule observations at all 

levels such as in regular education classes, honors classes, special education classes, and where 

ELL learners were student participants.  At the high school level, observations were made in 9 

ELA classes and 14 math classes for a total of 23 classrooms. At the middle school, 9 ELA 

classes and 17 math classes were observed for a total of 26 classrooms. At the elementary school, 

45 ELA classes, 27 math classes and 4 classes where other than those two subjects were being 

specifically addressed, for a total of 76 classrooms. A total of 125 classrooms were observed 

across the school district. 

The following chart depicts the breakdown of all classroom observations made in the Worcester 

Public Schools. The same observation sheets were used by the EQA examiners for all classroom 

observations in all school other districts. The presence or absence of twenty attributes from the 

research base on skillful teaching were grouped into the domains of classroom management, 

instructional practice, performance expectations and classroom climate. The presence or absence 

of the attributes was compiled and converted into percents. The schools in which the EQA made 

observations were chosen by selecting an equal number of high and low-performing schools 

according to their CVA (Comparable Value-Added analysis) data. Additionally, the same 

number of elementary, middle, grades K-8, and high schools were chosen from each quadrant in 

Worcester. All of the selections were equitable within each quadrant and were based on the CVA 
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data results, which were given to the superintendent, prior to or during the EQA review. The 

results are as follows: 

WPS Classroom Observation Scoring Summary 
Worcester Number Classroom Instructional Expectations Climate 

Classrooms Observed Management Practice Ranked 
Scores 

Elementary 76 81% 54% 35% 68% Management 67% 
Middle 26 77% 45% 29% 47% Climate 51% 
High 23 43% 32% 18% 38% Practice 44% 

Total 125 67% 44% 27% 51% Expectations 27% 

Elementary	 Actual 123 454 105 156 Ranked 
Score Scores 
Max 152 836 304 228 Management 81% 
Potential 

 % Score 81% 54% 35% 68% Climate 68% 
Practice 54% 
Expectations 35% 

Middle 	 Actual 40 129 30 37 Ranked 
School	 Score Scores 

Max 52 286 104 78 Management 77% 
Potential 

 % Score 77% 45% 29% 47% Climate 47% 
Practice 45% 
Expectations 29% 

High School	 Actual 20 82 17 26 Ranked 
Score Scores 
Max 46 253 92 69 Management 43% 
Potential 

 % Score 43% 32% 18% 38% Climate 38% 
Practice 32% 
Expectations 18% 

In general, the EQA team found an overall decline in the instructional indicators from 

elementary to middle school to high school.  While most lessons seemed to align with the state 

curriculum frameworks, it was difficult at the high school and middle school to determine if 

these lessons were at appropriate grade levels. Overall, paraprofessionals were not actively 

involved in classroom activities. The students were well behaved and the vast majority of classes 

were orderly. However, at the high school level, students were observed to be sleeping with 

heads down on their desks without being disturbed.  The hallways remained free of refuse and 
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not a single observer heard students using inappropriate language during filing time at the 

secondary levels. In addition to rating classes on domains of classroom management, 

instructional practice, expectations, and climate, the data from the observations was then 

complied and showed a number of areas of strengths and weaknesses as indicated on the above 

chart. 

In addition to the charted data, EQA team members discussed notes they had taken while making 

observations and came to consensus, in corporate meetings, on the following classroom 

observations that were more alike than different from school to school. 

•	 The time allotted to task seemed mostly appropriate at the elementary level.  At the high 

school and middle school level much potential time on task was wasted (e.g., taking roll and 

checking homework for eight minutes while students sit without work during this time). 

•	 Homework and assigned seatwork was quite moderate for the amount of time allotted for 

these tasks. 

•	 To gain students’ attention, teachers were observed making proximity moves (circulating 

briskly around the class and standing near students to insure appropriate behavior). 

•	 Teaching tended to be predominantly unimodal.   

•	 The oral/verbal modality was stressed during directions and class discussions.  This type of 

presentation was dominant and could be seen in the example: following a lesson on an 

African-American inventor, the teacher asked the class to think of ways they would improve 

a subway or train. The teacher called on students who responded one by one, versus 

engaging multiple learning modalities (small group and whole group discussion, writing, 

visual learning, and some movement).   

•	 Rarely were examples of higher order questioning demonstrated where students were asked 

to justify their answers, articulate their responses and in some cases provide textual evidence.   

•	 At the high school level, the majority of questions in ELA focused on who, what, where, and 

when. If how or why questions were asked and answered with a shrug or “I don’t know,” 

few teachers continued to probe the reluctant participants. 

In general, examiners commented that classrooms were often poorly provisioned, but orderly. 

Students in and out of classrooms were generally respectful of adults and one another. Examiners 
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noted that it was the exception rather than the rule to see teachers encouraging students to 

refocus or reframe answers; and, examiners saw almost no examples of open-ended questioning 

and noticed few attempts at the high school level to rouse inattentive students. All examiners 

witnessed examples of student behavior that was off task and unchallenged by teachers, and all 

examiners witnessed many missed opportunities to encourage critical thinking. The majority of 

classrooms were teacher centered. Displays of student work were rare, and the omission was 

explained by “fire code restrictions.” In the limited work that was displayed, it was rare to find 

original student work, as much of the work was “skill and drill” worksheets. Examiners 

characterized the majority of classrooms that they visited as teacher-centered, where teachers did 

most of the talking and students were expected to passively sit and listen. While there were 

several examples of teachers who were particularly skillful at engaging all students with various 

techniques and strategies, in most classrooms observed, teachers did not make use of small group 

instruction, peer coaching, and varied instructional strategies, which engaged students in their 

own learning. 

Examiners noted a minimum of four computers in almost every classroom that they visited. 

Computers, for the most part, were on, but it was rare to see students using them. Teachers may 

have been reluctant to use computers during the observation time, as several noted that students 

“usually would be using them, but [teachers] weren’t sure if it was appropriate” with observers in 

the room. Examiners observed more use of computers in the high schools, where examiners 

observed several ELA classes using the computer laboratory to construct essays and paragraphs 

and conduct research. It cannot be said with any degree of certainty that educational technology 

was an “integral” part of the instructional program in each classroom, because for the most part 

examiners did not witness students using them. However, at all levels of classes observed, there 

were numerous examples of teachers and/or students using technology in a lesson, and there was 

previous research that had been computer-generated in many of the classrooms. Although 

students using computers for enrichment or remediation during class time was not in evidence, 

that may have been due to the reluctance on the part of teachers to have students appear “off 

task.” 

107




The district’s population of ELLs was approximately 13 percent and performed less well on the 

MCAS test than do the state’s population of ELLs. The 2003 Mid-Cycle AYP Report, the most 

recent data at the time of the on-site visit, cited that in the aggregate, schools were not providing 

ELLs with the skills necessary to meet performance targets in ELA or math, but ELL students 

did meet improvement targets for both ELA and math. The EQA examiners all concurred that the 

schools were providing support for instruction, programs, and services to ELLs. However, the 

effectiveness of that support was in question. Several interviewees, who were apprehensive about 

“going on the record” for fear of repercussions, were concerned that ELL students got “short 

changed” by the system and expressed this to members of the EQA team The most egregious 

example referenced was that for the period under review, many ELL students, with significant 

delays in English, were not able to attend the Worcester Vocational School. According to 

administrators, it was due to safety concerns connected with students’ lack of English 

proficiency. However, not all interviewees agreed that this was a valid concern and most 

certainly, such provisions were being made for ELL students in other vocational schools across 

the state. 

Examiners visiting Worcester schools noticed that many did not demonstrate teaching 

multiculturalism. In most cases where classroom sets of novels were observed, there was a 

noticeable lack of minority representation among the authors, although at Tier II it was 

determined that some schools used novels by diverse authors in support programs to encourage 

minority students to enjoy reading. In general, examiners noted few examples where the 

curriculum being taught was infused with any references to multiculturalism. Furthermore, 

several interviewees expressed concern that regardless of the needs of ELL students, Sheltered 

English Immersion (SEI) teachers are among the last to be hired. When the budget cuts resulted 

in lay-off notices, the SEI teachers were among the first to be given notice. Training for regular 

education and special educations teachers in sheltered immersion strategies were just beginning 

at the end of the period under review, 2003-2004. 

Much of the professional development provided to teachers was at the school level where 86 

percent of the annual school improvement plans identified school-level professional development 

and a school-level budget to support it. A district administrator provided small group 
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professional development to principals that focused on what was needed at their individual 

schools. Principals indicated that this worked well, because they could spend considerable time 

reviewing individual school data and take that information back to teachers in their schools. 

Principals also said that for schools using the “Success for All” (SFA) model, the SFA 

consultants visited monthly. School leaders and teachers credited participation in the DOE’s 

Performance Improvement Mapping (PIM) process. Two schools were using the pure model 

promoted by the DOE, and all other schools were using a local version of PIM, which they 

referred to repeatedly as a “PIM-like process.” According to principals, the pure DOE model 

differed in that it is more labor and time intensive, while the local version focused on identifying 

the Root Cause Analysis (RCA). Both models, according to principals, had helped to raise 

school-level awareness of the potential of data to inform decision-making. However, there had 

not been sufficient time to determine whether the local version would be as effective as the pure 

DOE model. The Chandler Magnet School, once identified as a school in need of improvement, 

had improved enough to no longer be classified as such, largely due, according to the principal, 

to the rigor and structure of the model in use. Many principals saw their biggest challenge in 

improving student achievement as mobility, much of it intra-district, which the district was 

attempting to mitigate by establishing a common curriculum.  Principals, however had the 

latitude to select the programs implemented in their schools, and there were numerous programs 

offered throughout the district. There was, however, little coordinated evaluation to determine 

the effect of these programs on student academic performance. Various programs implemented 

throughout the district exacerbated the effects of intra-district mobility.   
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Domain C: Academic Support Services

  1 2 3 4 5 6 
D

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

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

 Standards   Indicators Total 
omain C - Academic Support Services 

S9 - Student Academic Support: Programs 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S10 - Student Academic Support: Program 
Management & Evaluation 

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

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): 

•	 Despite the changes in the district’s early intervention reading programs, the district’s 
students scored well below the state average on the Grade 3 MCAS reading test. 

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: During the period under review, the district used disaggregated data on student 

assessments to identify students who were not ‘Proficient’ and provided them with additional 

programs and support. In interviews and teacher focus groups, administrators and teachers stated 

that they received training in how to analyze student performance data and identify areas ‘In 

Need of Improvement.’ Administrators noted that NCLBIT and MCAS test specialists directly 

received TestWiz training and that one of their job responsibilities was to share TestWiz 

documents and other pertinent data on student performance with classroom teachers. In 

interviews, administrators stated that the district submitted its District-wide Student Success Plan 
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for approval to the DOE in January 2001 and in the summer of 2001 it began to implement the 

Individual Student Success Plan (ISSPs). According to the documents reviewed and statements 

from administrators during interviews, the Student Success Plan provider(s) monitored MCAS 

test tutors and teachers, classroom teachers, and each school's Student Support Team. 

During the school day, support services for students at the elementary level included Title I staff, 

NCLBIT teachers, MCAS test specialists, MCAS test tutors, and literacy tutors. At the secondary 

level, school-day support services included MCAS test specialists, literacy coaches, and the 

MCAS test remediation courses (grades 11-12). In interviews, administrators stated that the 

MCAS test support in grades 7-10 was provided within the regular education classroom. 

Students received MCAS test remediation and support in their regular English and math classes, 

but no additional/supplemental MCAS test courses were offered to the students in grades 7-10 

during the period under review. At the high school level, Academic Support Services grant funds 

were used to hire MCAS test tutors to work with grades 11 and 12 students in a scheduled 

MCAS test class. These classes were in addition to the students’ regular English and math 

courses. According to the administrators, the MCAS test tutors worked with students either one-

to-one or in small groups. In interviews, administrators also referenced computer assisted the 

MCAS test software programs for students, such as Read 180, NovaNet, Plato, Lexia, and Study 

Island. 

In addition to the school day program offerings, the district offered before- and after-school 

MCAS test tutoring, as well as three-week summer programs for at-risk elementary and middle 

school students. At the elementary level, teachers used MCAS test-like materials, such as 

"Soaring Scores" from Steck-Vaughn and "After-School Success" from Great Source. At the 

middle school level, the after-school and summer programs focused on ELA and math and 

teachers used materials from Great Source. At the high school level, after-school MCAS test 

remediation programs were offered twice a week, and they had a career focus. The teachers from 

Jobs for Bay State Grads developed career passports and work-based learning plans for the 

students enrolled in the after-school program. Another MCAS test remediation program offered 

by the district during the 2003-2004 school year was "Night Life," a program offered in 

conjunction with Worcester's Adult Basic Education Evening High School program. "Night Life" 

111




serviced students who had dropped out of high school and students with employment conflicts. 

These students received three hours of tutoring, once a week, in ELA or math. During the period 

under review, the district offered specialized summer programs for special education students 

and ELLs, including Summer Program for ELLs (SPELL). The Latino Education Institute (LEI) 

also offered after-school tutoring services to Hispanic students. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews with administrators indicated that the District Curriculum Accommodation 

Plan (DCAP) was adopted in 2001. Teacher focus groups indicated that they participated in the 

writing of the DCAP and input was also solicited from principals. Interviews with administrators 

indicated that the DCAP was embedded in the District Improvement Plan. Review of the DCAP 

document indicated that the district had goals to improve student achievement by aligning 

curriculum and effective teaching practices. Additional DCAP goals stated that the district had a 

continuum of preventive strategies and services to support students in the regular classroom. 

3. 	 Components of the DCAP included the following: 

direct and systematic instruction in reading; 

a. provision of services to address the needs of students whose behavior may have interfered with 

learning; 

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

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

accommodate the needs of students. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: With regard to systematic reading instruction, administrators indicated in interviews 

that many schools and most elementary teachers used the balanced literacy approach for reading 

112




instruction. Reading instruction included phonics, phonemic awareness, vocabulary, fluency, and 

text comprehension. Reading programs, however, varied in the elementary schools due to grant 

and special program requirements. During the period under review, there were six different 

reading programs spread across the elementary schools in addition to early intervention programs 

and specialized programs for at-risk, ELL, and special education students. For example, five 

SFA schools followed the SFA model and the four Reading First schools followed the format 

required by the Reading First grant. During the 2003-2004 school year, the Reading First schools 

piloted Houghton Mifflin's The Nation's Choice literacy program, one of the research-based 

programs approved by the federal government. In the spring of 2004, with the exception of the 

five SFA schools, the district decided to purchase the Houghton Mifflin program for the 

remaining elementary schools for the 2004-2005 school year. The specialized reading programs 

for struggling readers were Early Success for students in grades 1-2; Soar to Success for students 

in grades 3-6; Project Read/Lexia, Read 180, Wilson Reading, and Fundations, a reading 

intervention program based on the Wilson program for regular education and special education 

students in grades K-2. In interviews, administrators stated that two schools in the district used 

Fundations as the primary reading program for all students. 

Interviews with administrators indicated that the district provided services to students with 

behavioral issues. Some of these services included formal counseling, behavior management 

plans, psychological testing, emergency counseling and placement in a collaborative setting, day 

school, or residential program. 

The EQA examiners reviewed the document, “Teacher/Administrator Induction Mentoring 

Program,” that was initiated in 1998. Through this program, teachers received 10 hours of 

training that included becoming familiar with their school and district. It placed an emphasis on 

good teaching practices. The district had 250 trained mentor teachers and 20 teachers who were 

mentor trainers. District interviewees emphasized the value of this program, because it provided 

a systematic structure of support for beginning teachers and other incoming teachers. However, 

teachers in focus groups noted that funding for the mentoring program was reduced in 2003. 

Since these cutbacks, mentors were often assigned more than one teacher to mentor at the same 

time. 
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The DIPs and the SIPs identified increased family involvement as one of the goals. In interviews, 

administrators listed a number of parent organizations that supported the schools such as: the 

Citywide Parent Planning Advisory Council, the Special Education Parent Advisory Council, the 

Title I Parent Advisory Council, the ELLs Advisory Council, Family and Schools Together 

(FAST), the Worcester Communities of Care, and the Worcester Community Partnership. During 

the period under review, there were 19 parent liaisons in 17 schools. These liaisons staffed the 

parent rooms that served as drop-in centers for the parents in the schools. The salaries for these 

parent liaisons were supported by Title I and SFA funds. In interviews, administrators noted that 

there were nine schools in the district that had Community School Programs and that the parent 

centers in those schools had regular after-school and evening hours for parents. The parent 

liaisons in the other schools scheduled occasional evening programs but, in general, their hours 

of operation were the same as those of the school. In addition to the parent liaisons, the district 

supported the homeless liaison position and a foster child liaison. In the fall of 2003, a number of 

organizations came together to collaborate on a booklet, "A Parent's Guide to the Worcester 

Public School District." The first draft was distributed in January 2004, and the final document 

was distributed to parents in September 2004. This booklet provided a wealth of information on 

the schools and included a section, "Involvement in Your School: How to Become Active!" 

District and school interviewees indicated that each teacher had an Individual Professional 

Development Plan (IPDP) that was approved by his/her principal. The DCAP documented 

strategies that were targeted in professional development activities to assist regular classroom 

teachers in analyzing and accommodating the diverse learning needs of students. Specifically, 

teachers received training in differentiated instructional strategies for all students. Training in 

data analysis was provided to NCLBIT teachers or other instructional support teachers, who then 

provided training to teachers in their respective buildings. 
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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 EQA examiners reviewed the Student Support Team documentation, and 

interviewed district and school staff. The interviewees were of the opinion that the district used 

this document as a problem-solving platform to review student needs. For the period under 

review, teacher focus groups reported that data analysis had evolved in a positive way. They 

indicated that data analysis was now consistently used to identify students who were not 

achieving the benchmark standards and/or meeting grade level expectations. Identified students 

were referred to the Student Support Team and this team determined what type of services would 

be appropriate to meet the needs of these students. The team developed Individual Student 

Success Plans (ISSPs) for students scoring level one on the ELA and/or math MCAS test. Some 

of these services included a 504 plan, Title I support, MCAS test tutoring, NCLBIT specialists, 

literacy coaches, and after-school and summer programs. In interviews, administrators noted that 

in 2002, most of the elementary extended-day programs were eliminated due to budget cuts. 

According to the administrators, the remedial services provided to students as part of the 

extended day programs resulted in improvements in student performance. They thought that the 

loss of these programs impacted negatively on the students. Also, during the period under 

review, administrators at the high school level opted to provide additional MCAS remedial test 

courses only in grades 11 and 12. In comparison, grades 9-10 students received additional 

support within their regular courses. Administrators noted that literacy coaches, MITs and 

ELAITs were added to support and assist teachers at the elementary level. Even though the 

MCAS test scores in ELA and math were flat for all groups, and below the state averages for the 

period under review, cutbacks were made in after-school and summer programs, and there were 

no remedial courses offered to students in grades 9-10 during the school day. When the DOE 

reduced grant funding for MCAS test support services, the district assumed the cost for six 

MCAS test specialists and 12 MCAS test tutors for high schools. Despite this, however, the 
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services provided to those students did not meet the state's MCAS test standards were 

insufficient. 

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: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: During the entire period under review, the Grade 3 reading results for the Worcester 

Public Schools were below the state average. In 2001, 43 percent of the students were proficient 

in reading; in 2002, 50 percent; in 2003, 48 percent; and in 2004, 39 percent. The state 

proficiency rate for both 2003 and 2004 was 63 percent. While the district made some gains in 

2002 and 2003, there was a significant drop in the reading scores in 2004. From 2001 to 2004, 

the district provided an array of early intervention programs in literacy for at-risk and struggling 

readers. According to documents and administrators, these programs included SFA, Early 

Success, Soar to Success, Wilson Reading/Fundations, Project Read, and the Waterford Early 

Literacy Program. The district also purchased the On Our Way to English program for ELL 

students in the Sheltered Immersion Program. The On Our Way to English program 

corresponded well to the district's balanced literacy approach and included leveled books. In 

interviews, administrators stated that the district provided extensive literacy training and 10 

hours of training in Sheltered English Immersion to all teachers. Although the district offered a 

number of early intervention programs for students in grades K-3, it added additional reading, 

literacy and/or special education teachers to service these children, provided extensive literacy 

training to elementary teachers, and identified literacy instruction as one of its top priorities. 

These programs and initiatives did not result in improved student performance. Therefore, during 

the period under review, the district's early intervention programs in reading did not yield the 

desired results and did not ensure that all students were reading at the proficient level by the end 

of Grade 3. 
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6. 	 The district's MCAS success plan was approved by the Department of Education, and contained 

the elements articulated in MGL Chapter 69, §11 (in applicable districts only). 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district's MCAS Success Plan was approved by the DOE in 2001, and it 

contained the elements articulated in MGL Chapter 69, Section 11. 

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): 

•	 During the period under review, Worcester Public Schools offered its students a variety of 
academic support programs. 

•	 All of the district’s formal academic support programs were supported by grants, including 
MCAS test grants. 

•	 District personnel formally analyzed the grant-funded academic support programs but did not 
analyze their effectiveness. 

•	 The content and scope of the district’s academic support programs during the period under 
review improved district MCAS test scores but improvement was marginal. 

•	 During the period under review, the MCAS test scores of most of Worcester’s subgroups 
were below the statewide rates for those subgroups, and they showed little or no progress. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The document review process revealed that many academic support programs and 

services offered during the period of the review, supported by grant funds. As part of the grant 

process, the programs underwent a formal evaluation, which included a comprehensive analysis 

of the student assessment data. Multiple interviewees indicated that this analysis of student 
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assessment data included an item analysis piece, as well as subgroup analyses. According to 

interviewees, these analyses resulted in modifications made to some of the programs to better 

address the needs of the district's students. According to teacher focus groups, teachers at the 

individual schools received training in data analysis through both district-wide professional 

development programs and through individualized training with the school-based MCAS test and 

NCLB specialists. During the interview process they also indicated to the EQA that in FY2004, 

during the last year of the period under review, cutbacks in grant funding negatively impacted 

these academic support programs. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Several of the academic support programs were funded through the MCAS grants. 

These programs included those offered during school hours, after school hours, on Saturdays and 

extensive summer programs. The Century 21 Community Learning Centers were a major part of 

these academic support programs. Included in these programs was the Latino Education Institute, 

which was an offering run in a partnership with educators from both Worcester State College and 

Holy Cross College. Eleven schools (seven elementary and four middle schools) took part in this 

city-wide effort to assist low-performing Hispanic students. 

There were three different programs offered to grades 11 and 12 students, who had failed to pass 

either or both sections of the MCAS test. All three programs, offered at different times during the 

day/evening, provided remediation services for members of the classes of 2003, 2004, and 2005. 

For the last four years, the Worcester Public Schools' in-house television station produced 

Homework Hotline, a live show intended to help students prepare for lessons identified as high-

need areas, as well as programming specifically designed to address MCAS testing in all content 

areas. 

The district provided support for the system-wide elementary math curriculum, Everyday Math 

(EDM), through after-school programs. Most of these programs were geared toward the neediest 
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students through the curriculum's game components. The MCAS test remediation was extended 

to needy students through two longitudinal studies (Seizing the Day and Beyond Tests), done in 

conjunction with MassInsight. Based on subgroup analysis in ELA, the district purchased 

reading books written by Hispanic authors so that the district's Hispanic students would develop 

an interest in reading. Teachers used these books extensively in the academic support programs. 

Therefore, the remedial programs were diverse and wide-reaching, based on MCAS test analysis. 

3. 	 District and/or school administrators evaluated the overall effectiveness of its grant-funded 

MCAS success program. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Through both the documentation review process and the interviewing of central 

administrators and principals, there was evidence to show that analyses of the grant-funded 

academic support programs were conducted and completed. These were mandatory evaluations 

tied to refunding. There was, however, no evidence in either the documentation review or 

interview processes that these evaluations were linked to student achievement. The overall 

effectiveness of these programs was in question, because of the low district-wide results of the 

MCAS test scores in both ELA and math, throughout the period under review. 

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: It was clear through both the documentation review and interview processes that the 

Worcester Public Schools offered a wide range of academic support programs to its low-

performing students in its attempt to advance student performance. This was evidenced by the 

large number of programs listed in indicator two. Those programs were designed to address a 

variety of learning needs, as was evident by the existence of the Latino Education Institute, 

whose primary goal was to improve the academic success of Hispanic middle school-aged 

students primarily attending the Sullivan Middle School in the South Quadrant. Another example 

of creating and operating an academic support program for specific types of learners was the 
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"Night Life" program. This specialized support program was geared towards students who 

needed academic support, but worked after school and were unavailable for most days or after- 

school programs. This special evening program offered tutorial classes in both ELA and math by 

certified teachers. 

Still another successful grant-funded program geared for a specific type of learner was the 

Advancement Via Individual Determination (AVID) program. This supplemental/elective 

English course offered to middle-school students, concentrated on academic instruction and 

tutorial support to strengthen the writing skills of its "mid-range" participants. Administrators 

hoped that participation in the AVID program would increase participation in AP-type courses in 

the long term. 

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:  Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: There was evidence through both the documentation review and interviewing 

processes that the academic support programs offered by the Worcester Public Schools during 

the period of review were not managed efficiently enough to result in an increase in the number 

of students moving from the ‘Warning/Failing and ‘Needs Improvement’ categories to the 

‘Proficient’ category. 

As was noted on the Tier I analysis of the “Improvement in Student MCAS Performance,” over 

the period under review, there was only marginal growth in the number of all students moving to 

the ‘Proficient’ or ‘Advanced’ categories. The flat line progress of the district-wide math scores 

and nearly flat line progress of the district-wide ELA scores further indicated that Worcester 

students were not progressing to the ‘Proficient’ category. 

For example, between 2002 and 2004 the Proficiency Index in ELA for all students in Worcester 

increased by 0.8 points. When compared with an increase of 2.6 points statewide for all students 

and in math, Worcester’s student scores decreased by 0.4 points, as compared with an increase of 
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4.8 points statewide for all students. Furthermore, subgroup analyses of the Worcester Public 

Schools’ students showed even more profound discrepancies in the number of students moving 

up to the ‘Proficient’ category. For example, between 2002 and 2004, the Proficiency Index in 

ELA for African-American students in Worcester increased by 2.7 points, as compared with an 

increase of 7.3 points statewide for African-American students, and in math, Worcester's 

African-American students’ PI increased 0.5 points, as compared with an increase of 8.6 

statewide. Also, during this same period of time, the Proficiency Index in ELA for Hispanic 

students in Worcester increased by 1.9 points, as compared with an increase of 5.8 points 

statewide for Hispanic students. In math, Worcester's Hispanic students decreased by 0.2 points, 

as compared with an increase of 8.1 points statewide for Hispanic students. 

Tier III Findings 

Domain C: Academic Support Services 

Students in need of academic support could access help in a number of ways. Students, 

regardless of the schools they attended, could access a homework hotline and an in-house 

website for math that helped them prepare for lessons identified as more difficult than others. 

The site also addressed MCAS test preparation for all content areas. The Latino Education 

Institute, located at Worcester State College, had as its mission to improve the educational 

achievement of Hispanic students in grades K-16 and to provide academic support after school. 

According to the school renewal plans and interviews, approximately 30 percent of the schools 

had after-school programs. Students may elect to attend an after-school program in any of the 

schools, provided they can arrange their own transportation or use the city bus system. A review 

of student assessment data by school and focus group interviews with principals and teachers 

indicated that some schools have made improvements in student achievement.   

Students in grades 3-6 are offered a summer school program through a grant, and there were 

opportunities for after-school activities and academic tutoring. A grant-funded academic support 

service program was available for high school students in grades 10-12.  For high school students 

who had failed the MCAS test, schools had one-on-one tutoring during school or after school. 

Additionally, the district provided test specialists, the NCLBITs, at each school. The EQA 
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examiners reviewed a sample of Individual Student Support Plans (ISSPs) and found that they 

contained intensive academic support. Additionally, principals and teachers indicated awareness 

that parental support was a major component in improving student achievement. Approximately 

86 percent of school improvement plans contained a parent involvement component, and 

interviewees commented that schools were focusing on improving parental involvement through 

an outreach program. Principals and teachers indicated that the more they had focused on data by 

subgroup, the more confident they were that student academic performance could improve. Some 

principals and teachers, however, voiced frustration that given the “circumstances” of a large 

urban district, including high mobility rates, high poverty rates, and the student population, the 

district was doing as much as it could to improve academic performance.   

The district had a plan in place to address the issue of mobile students, but it was more focused 

on what community agencies could do to mitigate the various academic effects of mobility on 

students. Schools dealt with mobility in various ways. Many of them had some school-wide 

plans in place that included an orientation to the school and a student partner. The EQA 

examiners noted that in schools where cohort groups were small, this might not be enough to 

deal with the inevitable numbers of transient students in an urban district. 

When the EQA examiners visited classrooms, one of the things they looked for was evidence 

that teachers were implementing strategies for instructional delivery that included differentiated 

instruction, and a focus of the district’s professional development. When the examiners 

witnessed sound, effective teaching where entire roomfuls of students were engaged in a 

purposeful way, the teaching was masterful; however, examples of this were rare. The examiners 

witnessed solid examples of differentiated instruction in almost every building; however, the 

examples were isolated, and were the exception, rather than the rule.   

Most schools, approximately 86 percent, had a component of safety/discipline identified in their 

school improvement plans. All examiners visiting buildings agreed that one of the strengths in 

schools visited was that they all appeared to be safe and orderly.  Student movement in and out 

of classes was timely and orderly. Most examiners commented that buildings and their 

environments do not have the feel of an urban district.  Many examiners witnessed students who 
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are inattentive in classrooms, but for the most part, examiners were struck with the level of 

respect that students exhibited in and out of the classrooms. It was obvious that the expectations 

for appropriate student behavior emanated from the district office and were a systemic 

operational value. However, in the majority of classrooms that the EQA examiners visited, high 

expectations for student learning were not readily apparent. This was evident in the exchanges 

between teachers and students, in the lack of questioning that would require high order thinking 

skills, and in the absence of student-generated work at all levels. It was particularly disconcerting 

that during the visits to the high schools, the EQA observed that the scant amount of student 

work on display consisted of worksheets that students had colored, and examiners with content-

area expertise considered the work to be well below grade level. 
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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 
1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 7 
0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 8 
0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
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): 

•	 In 2004, the Worcester Public Schools system was identified on the state’s ‘In Need of 
Improvement’ list for math, as mandated by the United States Department of Education. 
Furthermore, 22 of Worcester’s 47 schools were also on that list. 

•	 The 2003-2004 School Improvement Plans (SIPs) used a similar format, making them easy to 
compare, and used disaggregated student data to develop goals and benchmarks. 

•	 The 2004-2005 SIPs used disaggregated student data to develop measurable student 
achievement goals for the year. 
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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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district goals brochure, the SIPs, and the curriculum guides listed the district’s 

mission statement. A previous administration developed the mission statement before the period 

under review. Staff and the school committee de facto approved it each year as they developed 

the DIP. The district last reviewed its mission statement more than 10 years ago. 

The DIP was a document called “Goals and Objectives.” The district wrote it each August before 

the new school year. The EQA team reviewed the 2001-2002 and 2004-2005 reports on site. The 

format was standardized around four different goal areas for each of the years under review. The 

district changed the benchmarks each year to reflect the year’s priorities. When the district 

reviewed its goals, it considered them so substantive as not to need annual change; rather, it saw 

them as providing consistency from year to year. The DIPs did not have a multi-year version of a 

strategic plan format. Few benchmarks were added during the school year unless new federal or 

state initiatives required it. The central administration developed the annual goals and objectives 

with the help of the district administrators. The Goals and Objectives document and the annual 

Progress Report on progress toward those goals had evidence of data analysis on several topics, 

including student achievement. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The central administration made numerous reports on data to the school committee. 

The extensive use of subcommittees was a primary vehicle for this. The annual Progress Report 
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was a major summary document presented at a regular school committee meeting. The 

superintendent also sent a Friday newsletter to school committee members who then summarized 

issues that often became agenda topics. The school committee was the prime architect of the 

agendas for the regular school committee meetings. Topics came from many sources, but 

especially the subcommittees. Eventually, all of the major topics in subcommittee were brought 

forward. Some topics, such as budget development, followed predictable cycles. The policy 

handbook highlighted new policies for the year. The school committee passed relatively few new 

policies during the period under review, and few of those involved decisions that required 

student achievement data. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district maintained and organized documentation on past and current initiatives in 

a number of ways, such as the annual goals and objectives and progress report. The policy 

handbook highlighted new policies for the year. Each school committee meeting included an 

opportunity to recognize staff and students and to give awards and special citations. The 

superintendent indicated that the Worcester Telegram & Gazette newspaper had an education 

reporter who was in almost daily contact with the superintendent and central administration. 

School committee meetings were televised but not well attended by the general public. At every 

meeting, the superintendent had a 10-15 minute block to highlight special items. External city 

agencies, including the Worcester Educational Partnership, other University Partnerships, the 

Latino Education Institute, and Worcester Regional Research Bureau, periodically reported on 

district initiatives and analyzed various data. 
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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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The SIPs mirrored the format of the DIP in that the district’s four basic goals gave 

them their overall structure, which was consistent across the district. Only the benchmarks 

differed from school to school. The district standardized the format a result of PIM-light. The 

DOE provided a full-time staff member to guide the SIP process. 

The benchmark section of each SIP made multiple references to student data. The SIPs generally 

met the state requirements, with the notable exception that they rarely analyzed class size. One 

focus group of principals attributed this omission to the view that staffing was a district issue 

over which the SIP had little influence. Nonetheless, at least one SIP attributed low student 

achievement in part to increasing class size. Interviewees said that mobility contributed to low 

student achievement, but none of the SIPs addressed this issue. Almost every plan cited 

curriculum changes and professional development needs. 

The development of the SIPs involved the required stakeholders: administrators, teachers, 

parents, and community representatives. One focus group of teachers indicated that there was no 

difficulty in recruiting parents and teachers to serve on the school councils. Term limits 

guaranteed periodic changes in council membership. The SIPs were presented to the school 

committee for approval in June each year, along with the principals’ proposed budgets, which 

included resources needed to support the 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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Teachers and principals said that groups at all levels were trained to analyze test data. 

The district used TestWiz for a number of years before and during the period under review. Each 
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school had a facilitator trained in data analysis. The central administration also contributed 

significantly to broader data analysis needs. Most teachers said that they used student data. 

It was less clear that during the period under review, the district did a significant degree of data 

analysis for subgroups, particularly at the school level. Most references to this type of data 

analysis were descriptions of activities occurring recently, beyond the period of review or at best, 

during the last year under review. Some specific programs and grant applications analyzed 

student achievement data, attendance rates, and other sources of data. However, this analysis was 

a component of the receipt or renewal of the grants. 

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 little or no evidence that the district monitored student achievement during 

the school year during the period under review. Those initiatives were very recent, as were new 

district-wide test formats. During the period under review, a few of the schools systematically 

monitored student achievement, but most did not, and it was not a district-wide effort. The 

administrative council and other groups monitored the DIP during the school year. The result 

was an annual, spring Progress Report on the DIP. 

7. 	All of the district’s administrators were appropriately certified. 
Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district had 96 administrators at the time of the review. Documentation indicated 

that 86 of these positions required certification and that the people holding all 86 were certified. 

Interviewees indicated that from time to time during the period under review a new administrator 

would have a waiver, but that it took little time to process a certification application. The 

administrative organization chart changed almost every year as positions were added, removed, 

or changed. 
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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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The DIP was standardized and was presented to a televised meeting of the school 

committee. The superintendent also used the report at a variety of parent and community 

meetings. The Worcester Telegram & Gazette’s education reporter covered the contents of the 

DIP and its progress report. The progress of the SIP benchmarks was reported more closely at 

the school level than at the district level. The new SIPs were presented to the school committee 

for approval each June. 

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: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The superintendent was evaluated annually during the period under review, with the 

year’s DIP as the primary reference point. Each school committee member wrote a narrative 

evaluation that referred to the annual goals and some added priorities. The narratives ranged 

from relatively short essays to lengthy and detailed benchmark-by-benchmark commentary on 

the entire DIP. There was no evidence that contract renewal or salary changes resulting from the 

evaluations were directly linked to state tests. There were years of salary freezes followed by 

years of catching up during the period under review. 
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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): 

•	 The district maintained careful documentation in all files, but it was particularly vigilant 
when it came to documenting reductions in staff and redistribution of responsibilities. 

•	 Despite the district’s efforts to recruit and retain highly qualified staff, at the time of the EQA 
visit, approximately 88 percent of the district’s teachers were certified to teach in 
Massachusetts. Additionally, slightly over 10 percent of courses were taught by teachers not 
meeting the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) definition of ‘highly qualified.’ 

Indicators: 

1. 	 The superintendent effectively delegated the educational and operational management of the 

schools to the principals and program directors. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The superintendent formalized the sequence of the administrative meetings, which he 

or a central administrator such as the assistant superintendent or a quadrant manager led. Each 

meeting with the superintendent had an agenda and minutes. The superintendent and other 

meeting attendees generated agenda items. The superintendent met monthly with all elementary 

school principals. He also met with all secondary school principals and the alternative school 

principal. He met weekly with selected administrators. Cabinet meetings included central 

administrators and representative principals. From time to time, the superintendent met with 

parent groups and the High School Student Advisory Council. 
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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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Policies and the DIP were regularly discussed at administrative meetings. The format 

of the SIPs showed a direct connection to the four goal statements of the DIP. The 

subcommittees of the school committee processed most initiatives and reported on them to the 

principals or their representatives. Twice monthly faculty meetings were the primary vehicle for 

communicating to teachers and other staff. One meeting was for general administration, and the 

other was usually for professional development. Teachers indicated general satisfaction with this 

communication. Principals described advance warning for likely budget restrictions and prudent 

stockpiling to reduce the impact of reduced per-pupil funding. Interviewees indicated that the 

school committee gave few surprises, since most topics were thoroughly discussed at a 

subcommittee meeting before being placed on the agenda of a full meeting. 

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 district had an extensive administrative organization, with 96 positions at the 

time of the review. The organization chart showed the lines of administrative authority. Current 

descriptions were available for all positions. Focus groups said that not all positions were filled 

every year. Budget restraints led to the reorganization of some positions, consolidation of other 

positions, such as quadrant managers, and vacancies left unfilled for up to a year. Many of the 

administrative positions were funded by grants or other outside sources, such as the DOE. A 

substantial number of district initiatives were tied directly to external funding. Interviewees said 
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that there were clear lines of authority, layers of staffing, and a clear protocol for communicating 

“up the line.” Some interviewees cited examples that indicated a rigid chain of command. 

Interviewees also indicated the district was using more and more grant money to fund positions 

previously funded by the basic budget. 

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 human resources office designed comprehensive procedures for advertising 

positions and recruiting new staff. This office created a teacher talent pool and from it selected 

candidates to interview. The office kept applicant files with the application, transcripts, 

references, and the Criminal Offender Record (CORI) check. The office gave principals 

complete lists of candidates for particular positions and designed the process for selecting a 

candidate to recommend for hiring. Interviewees said that unless there were unusual 

circumstances, the principal’s recommendation was almost always accepted. The principals filled 

out a recommendation form on which they identified candidates’ strengths and weaknesses. To 

insure an open and fair process, every principal had access to the entire talent pool. The central 

office did not interview candidates. 

During the period under review, the district reduced its staff by more than 250 positions. Such 

cuts would normally mean less recruitment, but about one third of current teachers and about half 

of the administrators were hired during the same period. 

Two complicating factors meant that the district hired new staff late in the year, between June 

and September. The budget was usually adopted late in June, so budget uncertainties delayed 

new hiring. The teachers’ contract featured a complicated bidding process with a May to June 

timeline. The contract allowed teachers to change positions, with permission based on the 

following criteria: seniority, area of competency, major or minor area of study, and quality of 

past performance. The district continued to hold minority hiring as a goal, but actual hiring 
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patterns and practices showed little progress toward this goal, even though district officials said 

that the district went as far as Puerto Rico to recruit and interview prospective teachers. 

5. 	 The district employed qualified teachers who were certified in the area(s) of their primary 

assignment or responsibility. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: According to the district’s NCLB report card posted on its website, only 88 percent of 

the district’s teachers were licensed to teach in Massachusetts. (NCLB required that 89 percent of 

core academic classes be taught by ‘highly qualified’ staff). 

6. The district maintained waivers for staff regarding certification and progress toward certification. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviewees indicated that teachers on waivers were allowed to follow the DOE 

timelines and guidelines for certification. There was no local imperative to accelerate this 

process. The human resources office monitored all waivers. 

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 new teacher mentor program. Before the school year began, the 

district held a three-day orientation for all newly hired teachers. The first day covered all 

administrative matters, such as tax forms and health insurance choices. The second and third 

days were half professional development and half on-site preparation. There was one year of 

formal mentoring. Mentors were formally trained professional-status teachers. Some mentored 

more than one new teacher in a year. The teachers’ labor contract set a mentor stipend of about 

$300 for each new teacher mentored. Interviewees said that the district used exit interviews to 

evaluate the program. 

133




8. 	The district ensured that all personnel records were carefully compiled, maintained, and available 

to all appropriate faculty and staff. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Personnel records were carefully compiled and maintained in the same sequential 

order. Appropriate staff had access to personnel records, and the district maintained close 

scrutiny over records to ensure that only appropriate persons had access to personnel files. 

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: Worcester had a full-time human resources manager, who was also an attorney. The 

human resources office posted open positions and recruited new staff and tracked numbers, such 

as the percentage of highly qualified staff, staff attendance, and turnover. The superintendent 

said that the district tried to recruit qualified minority staff and that minority employment was 

about 16 percent at the time of the review. The superintendent also indicated that high turnover 

among professional staff was at one time more problematic than it was at the time of the review. 

He indicated that Worcester tried to recruit locally, because people from the area tended to stay 

there, lowering turnover. During the period under review, principal turnover was high; about half 

of the principals were in their first three years of employment. The district used the SAGE 

database to track certification. 

The district had many Title I programs, all of which were school-wide. It employed 522 

paraprofessionals, of which 147 were ‘highly qualified’ by NCLB criteria. District 

documentation indicated that the other 375 paraprofessionals had professional development plans 

that scheduled them for highly qualified status by the January 8, 2006 deadline. 
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Tier III Findings 

Domain D: Leadership and Governance 

In general, the EQA examiners found that over many days of interviews at Tier II and Tier III 

onsite reviews, very few district employees acknowledged the degree of responsibility that they 

might bear for low student achievement. Evaluation documents and notes from interviews 

revealed a striking lack of accountability for student achievement that was quantifiable and 

connected to student achievement data. Excuse making for low student achievement was present 

throughout many of the interviews with district interviewees and principals’ groups.  There were 

a few notable exceptions who voiced the concern that schools are not doing enough to improve 

student achievement and that leadership was resigned to the fact that, due to the district’s status 

as a large, urban system, they were doing as well as could be expected.    

Many principals and some teachers credited the additional school-level support that NCLBIT 

positions provided as a positive change agent. When the program began, according to 

administrators and teachers, NCLBITs first went to the classrooms where they felt most 

welcome. Now in their second year in all schools, the NCLBITs were more a part of the school 

culture. The NCLBITs were responsible for providing professional development during and after 

school, attending monthly meetings, conducting walkthroughs in classrooms, modeling 

instruction, and providing assistance in analyzing student achievement data. Essentially, the 

NCLBITs were providing teachers with focused leadership in curriculum and instruction. 

However, principals also told the EQA that all schools did not have the same highly qualified 

professional as a NCLBIT teacher, which contributed to the respective slow or accelerated pace 

of improvement made in classrooms. 

District and school leadership and teachers indicated that the school improvement plans were 

living documents that provided an annual focus and direction for schools. The district had 

decentralized operations, so that principals were primarily responsible for selecting programs, 

monitoring their implementation, and managing the day-to-day business of their schools. 

Principals reported to quadrant managers, all of whom, according to principals, were supportive 

of their decisions. Some interviewees described quadrant managers as line managers and 
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principals as staff managers. Some principals indicated that they had the tools that they needed to 

focus on improving teaching and learning, but indicated that improving student performance 

would happen only after schools had accomplished and revealed a “change of culture.” 

Classroom visits captured the essence that the district’s schools were different, not only from 

level to level, but also from building to building within the same quadrant. There were signs in 

some buildings that administrators and teachers alike were cognizant of their role as change 

agents, and in those buildings the positive work was palpable. In those buildings, it was evident 

that students are engaged in age-appropriate tasks, and that skilled and focused teachers were 

facilitating a student-centered environment where learning was exciting, purposeful, and easy to 

connect with state learning standards. In these buildings, the EQA examiners thought that staff 

and faculty were committed to sustaining gains and staying focused on continuous improvement.  

In the majority of buildings, however, leadership did not ensure that their schools offered a 

student-centered environment. The district’s small learning communities had grown from one or 

two in the first year to 17. In the schools that were identified as small learning communities, the 

climate tended to be noticeably personal; principals addressed students by name in hallways, 

teachers and students were mutually respectful of one another, and the learning environment was 

clearly student centered, focused, and conducive to purposeful learning. The small learning 

model at South High, however, was hindered by the layout of the building. Designed initially as 

an open space school, the removable “walls” did not extend to the ceilings. In many spaces 

where the EQA examiners observed instruction, it was so noisy in neighboring spaces that the 

teacher could not always be heard. Because it is easy for students to move in and out of 

instructional spaces when classes changed, students often had to be reminded that they did not 

belong in the rooms they had stopped in for conversation. There was one “house” where the 

environment was particularly informal. In several cases, there were rooms where teachers were 

absent, and substitutes were showing movies or allowing students a “free day” that included 

time for playing cards or board games.   

Many of the EQA examiners concluded that oversight of teachers was lacking, particularly at the 

high school. Of the classrooms that were visited, the elementary students were more engaged 
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than students at the secondary level, and many teachers were facilitating learning. Teachers at the 

high school level tended to do more “chalk and talk,” and there was less evidence of skilled 

questioning techniques, student-centered work, and efforts to engage all students. 
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Domain E: Business and Financial Management

 Standards  Indicators  1 
Domain E – Business & Financial 
Management 
S13 - Budget Preparation & Development 

Excellent 0 
Satisfactory 1 
Poor 0 
Unsatisfactory 0 

S14 - Financial Asset Management 
Excellent 0 
Satisfactory 1 
Poor 0 
Unsatisfactory 0 

S15 – Supplemental, Capital, & Facilities 
Asset Management 

Excellent 0 
Satisfactory 1 
Poor 0 
Unsatisfactory 0 

2 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

3 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

4 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

5 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

6 

1 
0 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

7 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

8 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

9 10 Total 

0 1 2 
1 0 6 
0 0 2 
0 0 0 

0 N/A 0 
1 N/A 8 
0 N/A 1 
0 N/A 0 

0 N/A 0 
1 N/A 8 
0 N/A 1 
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): 

•	 Between FY2001 and FY2004, the Worcester Public Schools received $592.6 million in state 

Chapter 70 aid. 

•	 Between 2001 and 2004, the district’s budgets were thorough in reporting funding sources 

and uses, as well as the accomplishments of each program. 

•	 The district used student achievement data primarily to allocate grant monies. The district 

budgeted local funds on a district-wide per-pupil basis. 
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•	 The rising costs of health insurance resulted in less funds available to address students’ 

needs. 

•	 The district did not meet the Department of Education (DOE) foundation requirement for 

professional development expenditures in FY2003. 

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: The school committee did not have a specific policy regarding the development of the 

annual budget. Beginning in the fall, the school administrative budget committee, composed of 

the superintendent, the assistant superintendent, the information systems manager, the human 

resources manager, the facilities manager, and the business manager, developed an estimate of 

the budget for the next year. These budgets were based on the needs of each program, grade, and 

department. Once the state’s "House 1" budget was made public, the district began to hold 

meetings for budget deliberations with the principals and key directors. At these meetings, 

revenue projections were presented, as well as expense projections of fixed costs, including 

health insurance. At these meetings, student achievement data were presented and discussed. 

Due to the district's reductions in funding, the school committee decided that class size was the 

most important priority, and reductions were made that had the least negative impact on the 

classroom size. This group made recommendations to the superintendent's budget committee. 

The principals reported to their school councils and faculty regarding the results of these 

meetings. 

In the spring, the school committee's standing committee on business held three or four meetings 

to inform the public on the budget. These meetings were videotaped and aired on the local cable 

television access channel. At the end of the budget cycle, the priorities regarding restoring cuts 

and reductions were determined. 
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Throughout the year, and during the budget process, the superintendent met with the City 

Manager to discuss budget issues and items, such as facilities improvements and health 

insurance. For the years under review, the school committee created an electronic mail 

distribution list for the public, staff, administration, and other interested parties to comment on 

the 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, student achievement data was reviewed in the budget 

decisions. The district's budget requests from FY2003 to FY2004 were reduced. The district 

implemented Everyday Math, beginning in FY2001 and FY2002 and completed it in FY2003 

and FY2004. Also, Math Action Plans based on student achievement data were developed and 

implemented. The school committee, administration, and staff agreed that the priority for these 

budgets was to maintain small class sizes, as recommended by the foundation budget and 

dictated by the teacher's labor contract. However, for FY2004 and FY2005, the teachers' labor 

contract increased the target class sizes within the district. The mangers in the education division 

analyzed the MCAS test scores and DRA results with the intent to achieve equity across the 

district. When the district's MCAS test remediation grant was reduced, the district maintained 

both the MCAS test teacher and tutor positions, which were funded by this grant in the local 

budget. The same was done when the district's Class-Size Reduction grant was eliminated. The 

focus of the district was on retaining small class sizes and the budget decisions that required cuts 

or reduction were informed by this overarching goal. Based on the district’s 2003 MCAS test 

scores in ELA, the district created the position of literacy coach position. Thereafter, each 

secondary school had a literacy coach. 
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3. 	 The district’s budget development process was clear, document and integrated district and school 

improvement plans, long-term goals, and action plans. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under review, the district reviewed the SIPs at least three times per 

year. The district improvement plans influenced the SIPs and the allocation of funds in the 

district. Based on a review of the district's budget document, it detailed the prior year's 

accomplishments from either the improvement plans or district-wide initiatives. 

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: For the period under review, staff positions were allocated based on enrollment. In 

addition to this allocation method, staff had a contractual right to "bid" on open positions in the 

district. Student achievement data or the impact of these "bids" on student achievement was not a 

formal component. Principals interviewed prospective teachers, and they were expected to 

explain their views on improving students’ academic performance. Beginning in FY2002, the 

district began to reduce staff due to budget constraints. Based on a review of documentation 

provided by the district and the district’s budget booklet, the positions reduced were primarily at 

the central office and not at the classroom level. The district’s central office savings totaled 

approximately $1.6 million. Some of these reductions included fewer quadrant managers, the 

loss of a manager of staff development, and lack of a provisioning of stipends for school 

counselors. The reductions occurred in educational staff, as well as in other student support 

positions, such as academic support specialist, ESL coordinator, and middle school math 

facilitator. Also, staff positions were assigned to grants. The district allocated the local budget 

resources based on a per pupil allocation formula. The allocation of resources occurred through 

the distribution of the district's grants. The district administration cited several examples of 

subgroup data analysis influencing budget decisions and the allocation of resources to areas, such 

as the district's structured English immersion program, and its integrated Pre-K program. During 

the last budget deliberations, the Pre-K program was a possible area of reduction in order to 
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balance the budget. During each budget development season, the special education director 

presented the needs of the special education department. 

Title I was another example of subgroup analysis that the district conducted. Thirty-four of the 

37 elementary schools were Title I schools. The 21st Century grant and Project Tell were also 

cited as subgroup analysis programs. According to the district administration, the district criteria 

for applying for grants was that the grant had to meet the superintendent's goals, the district had 

to meet the criteria for the grant, and the grant contained a low-income eligibility component. 

At the middle and high school levels, the district focused its resources on retaining the MCAS 

test tutors and MCAS test specialists through the MCAS test remediation grant. When this grant 

was reduced and then later eliminated, the district’s local budget funded these positions. For the 

period under review, the district offered some grant-funded summer programs for special 

education and ELL students. 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: According to a review of the district's school committee budget, meeting minutes, and 

deliberations, the district reviewed programs for cost effectiveness. The district administration 

presented analysis of athletic user fees. The school committee's standing committee on business 

requested that the administration research the possibility of charging for non-mandated 

transportation services. The school committee directed the administration to analyze phone 

services for cost savings. During FY2003, the school committee cancelled leases that existed at 

the end of FY2003 with churches in the city (St. Spyridon's Church and All Saints Church), as 

well as its lease on the New Bond Street site. They also voted to end programs at the Adams 

Street East Side Preparatory School, Granite Street School, Greendale School, and the Doherty 

Satellite Program at St. Spyridon's Church. These closings were all due to a lack of funding. 

In addition to the support services, the district reviewed educational programs for cost 

effectiveness. The district allowed some students who were in out-of-district placements to 
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return to the district. The district eliminated the Reading Recovery program due to its cost. The 

district was a member of the Central Massachusetts Special Education Collaborative. The district 

restructured its school nutrition program and its printing services. The school committee also 

requested that the administration conduct a cost-benefit analysis of creating grades 7 and 8 

configurations as part of the Adams Street School or as part of another secondary school in 

FY2003. In the 2002 school year, the district Progress Through Standards discontinued the 

administration of the SAT 9. It replaced it with the assessment due to cost. 

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:  Excellent 

Evidence: The district’s budget document was clear, complete, current, and understandable. It 

presented a budget history, by program, with descriptions of each program. Staffing levels and a 

supply account history were provided. For each year under review, the superintendent sent a 

message to the community explaining the budget presented. For each year under review, budget 

line-item comparisons were presented with the prior year, both in dollars and in percentages. 

Costs were presented in the aggregate and by program. Selected fiscal years were presented by 

line-item budget account beginning in FY1981. Salary details were provided for each salary 

account. The information provided included the number of positions funded, the prior year's 

amount expended, the anticipated current year expenditure, the current year's budget and the 

funding sources of grants and City funding. Narratives were provided that explained the changes 

in program positions and outlined the responsibilities of the program. The budget documents also 

included sections on ordinary maintenance that described the proposed funding, intended 

purposes for the district's school lunch program (the nutrition program), and a federal grants 

section that included narratives describing each federal program. 

In FY2002 and FY2005, the district budget documents included a program-based budget booklet. 

Each program listed its accomplishments (performance data) for the prior year, as well as its 

goals for the upcoming fiscal year. Grant-funded positions were explained as well. Funding 

sources were presented for the subsequent fiscal year, as well as a historical perspective. The 

budget document had a message from the superintendent that highlighted the new programs or 
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changes in the budget being presented. Based on interviews with the school committee and City 

officials, the budget document included the necessary information for the school committee 

officials to do their respective jobs. 

In addition to the budget document, the superintendent prepared a four-page handout that 

highlighted the budget. The information presented by the City officials and school department 

personnel was clear, informative. It allowed those who needed to make decisions regarding the 

budget to have the necessary information. 

7. 	The budget and district’s expenditures were adequate to provide for appropriate levels of staffing, 

professional development, materials, supplies, and equipment. 

Rating:  Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under review, the district's budget request was reduced based on 

funding availability. The district's per pupil allocation for supplies and equipment was reduced 

gradually from a high of $130 per pupil to approximately $65 per pupil. The administration 

agreed to this reduction to ensure that staffing levels were maintained as best as possible. Based 

on a review of the district's budget booklet, the district experienced reductions in staff in FY2003 

and FY2004. According to the district administration and based on a review of the district's 

budget booklet, the staffing levels were maintained at the foundation budget level. Based on a 

review of the district's End-of-Year Pupil and Financial Report's Schedule 8, the district 

exceeded the state's foundation requirement for professional development in FY2001 and 

FY2002 by $1,832,348 and $1,564,639 respectively. In FY2003, the district fell short of the 

professional development requirement by $527,953. 

Based on a review of the district's End-of-Year Pupil and Financial Report Schedule I 

expenditures by school committee and by the City, the district experienced significant increases 

in the 5000 series fixed charges. From FY2001 to FY2002, the fixed charges, function code 5000 

increased 14 percent. From FY2002 to FY2003 it increased 17 percent and from FY2003 to 

FY2004, another 17 percent. For the period under review, the total Fixed Costs increased 56 

percent. For the same time period, Administration costs, function code 1000, decreased 9.3 
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percent. Function code 2000, Instruction Services, increased 1 percent from FY2001 to FY2004. 

Function code 9000, Programs with Other Districts, increased 34 percent from FY2001 to 

FY2004. 

8. 	 The community provided financial resources to ensure an educational program of quality, as 

evidenced by a sufficient district revenue levy. 

Rating:  Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under review, the district exceeded the required minimum net school 

spending requirement. In FY2001, the district exceeded the minimum by $343,003. In FY2002, 

FY2003, and FY2004, the district exceeded the requirement by $149,260, $1,574,482, and 

$2,493,514, respectively. The Medicaid funds that the school received for the city were used to 

address capital renovations. There was no formal written agreement for the use of these funds, 

but the agreement was longstanding and it was not expected to change, according to interviews 

with school and City officials. The City and school did not have a formal written agreement 

regarding the indirect costs paid by the City. The costs were presented to the school 

administration with supporting documentation. The method of allocation was the percent of 

budget as allowed by the DOE. The school officials agreed that the charges were reasonable. In 

addition to this funding support from the City, the school superintendent and City Manager 

discussed use of the City’s supplemental aid when it arrived from the state. 

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: The school committee did not have a specific policy regarding the development of the 

yearly budget or a budget timeline. Beginning in the fall, the school administrative budget 

committee developed an estimate of the budget for the next year. Meetings at the administrative 

level, the school committee's standing subcommittee on business, and the committee level, 

145




occurred beginning in February. The committee voted and approved a line-item budget at the end 

of May to present to the City Council and City Manager. 

The school committee actively ensured that the necessary funds were appropriated for the 

district. For example, the district had its MCAS test remediation grant reduced and the reduction 

was absorbed by the local budget. Based on interviews with the school committee and 

administration, the reductions that the district made for the years under review were deliberated 

at all levels and the decisions were supported by the school committee. For the years under 

review, the City exceeded the state mandated local minimum contribution requirement. The 

school committee's standing committee on budget was responsible for the management of the 

district's funds through the quarterly reports and the approval of transfers presented 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:  Excellent 

Evidence: The school administration had two staff people assigned to the collaborative 

partnerships. For the period under review, the district had several partnerships with the college 

community. For example, the university school had a partnership with Clark University. The 

Worcester Consortium, the Alliance for Education, and the Worcester Educational Partnership 

with funding from the Carnegie Corporation, were cited as other examples. The district had 

partnerships with Grafton Job Corps, Central Massachusetts Oral Health Initiatives, community-

based health centers, the Worcester Working Coalition for Latino Students/Latino Education 

Institute, Citizens’ Schools/YMCA, the Worcester Pipeline Collaborative, and the Pre-

Engineering Pipeline. In addition to the higher education community, most schools within the 

district had business partnerships. 
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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): 

•	 The business office’s financial accounting systems and operations provided accurate 

information and allowed timely reporting. 

•	 The City’s independent audit management letters for the period under review had no district-

related findings. 

•	 During the period under review, the district used student achievement data to allocate grant 

monies. It allocated local budget funds on a district-wide per-pupil basis. 

•	 The district focused its financial resources on maintaining class sizes within foundation 

recommendations and in accordance with the teachers’ labor contract. 

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: For the period under review, the school committee did not have a specific policy 

regarding financial transfers. The school committee's standing subcommittee on business 

reviewed and approved all transfers that the administration presented. These were forwarded to 

the full committee for action and approval. At the end of each fiscal year under review, the 

committee voted to authorize the administration to process any transfer needed to balance the 

budget. 
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Purchases required purchase orders and were processed by the City's purchasing department. The 

City had stricter purchasing procedures for quotes and signatures. For example, purchases larger 

than $2,000 required the City Manager's signature and purchases of larger than $2,500 required 

three quotes. 

2. 	 The district exercised appropriate controls to ensure accuracy of local, state, and federal financial 

reports. 

Rating: Satisfactory  

Evidence: The district business office used Pentamation to monitor the district budget. The 

principals had query access to their respective budgets. The reporting from Pentamation was 

reconciled regularly with Excel documents to ensure accuracy. The quarterly budget reports 

provided by the administration to the school committee's standing committee on business, and 

the school committee as a whole were another control level that the district used. These reports 

coupled grant records, and the grants administration ensured that the records were as accurate as 

possible. Based on a review of the district's End-of-Year Compliance Reports conducted by PL 

Jones and Associates, the district's reporting processes were accurate. The auditors found two 

instances of transposition errors in the report, and these were corrected via amendments. These 

findings were deemed immaterial to the overall processes of the district's reporting systems. 

3.	 Regular, timely, accurate, and complete financial reports were made to the school committee and 

the public. 

Rating:  Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under review, the school committee and the standing committee on 

business received quarterly financial reports from the administration. These reports were in 

October/November, January/February, April, May, and a final report at the end of the fiscal year. 

These reports included encumbrances and projected deficits or surpluses and transfers as needed. 

The superintendent used his Friday newsletter to communicate other budget and financial 

information as needed. Reporting on the district's revolving accounts and grants occurred on an 

as requested basis. 
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Reporting to the public occurred through the televised meetings on the local cable access 

channel. The district had a community-wide parent planning advisory council (CPPAC), and a 

representative of the CPPAC attended every school committee meeting. The principals were 

expected to inform their respective site councils regarding any financial information. 

4. Required local, state, and federal financial reports and statements were filed in a timely manner. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under review, all end-of-year pupil and financial reports were 

submitted in a timely manner to the DOE. Based on a review of the district's final financial 

reports for their state and federal grants, these were also filed within the timeframe dictated by 

the grant. The Independent Accountants' Report on Applying Agreed Upon Procedures was 

completed by P.L. Jones and Associates, P.C., CPAs. For FY2003, the report was completed on 

January 27, 2004. For FY2002, the report was dated March 13, 2003. For FY2001, the report 

was dated February 1, 2002. The school district was audited as a part of the City's independent 

audit. The audits for fiscal years 2003, 2002, and 2001 were completed on November 26, 2003; 

December 19, 2002; and November 16, 2001, respectively. 

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: Satisfactory  

Evidence: For the period under review, the City used Pentamation for its accounting system, and 

the district had access to the system. They used the system for payroll and purchasing. Principals 

and those with budget authority had the ability to query the system to manage the budgets. The 

district used Excel for specific reporting that was done via a crosswalk from Pentamation or 

Microsoft Access. Projections were done by the business office and presented to the standing 

committee on business and the school committee through the quarterly reports. Based on these 

projections, the district occasionally instituted budget freezes. Grants were managed using 
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PARADOX. This system was integrated with the Pentamation system. The district assigned a 

clerk to process the accounting and monitoring of the grants. The grant financial accounting 

system reported monthly on the funds and articulated whether or not amendments needed to be 

filed. At the end of the fiscal year, the monitoring increased to ensure that funds were expended 

completely and appropriately. Based on a review of the financial reports of district's state and 

federal grants, filed with the DOE, the district completely expended its grant funds except for 

Title I, which will be carried over into the next fiscal year. 

6.	 District administrators were able to accurately track spending and other financial transactions on 

a regular basis. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Those administrators with budget responsibility had access to query the Pentamation 

system. After the budget was adopted each year under review, the superintendent informed the 

principals of the funds available. Administrators who had grants associated with their programs 

received monthly reports regarding the grant funds.

 7. 	The district reviewed student achievement data and the reviews were reflected in the district’s 

financial decisions. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the period under review, the financial decision-makers used the MCAS test data 

to determine the needs of the district. The district primarily based its financial decisions on 

maintaining small class sizes, which was a priority for the school committee, the administration, 

principals, and staff members. 

The district used the MCAS test data and the October 1 statistics to inform the grant proposals. 

For example, the district received Title IIA and Title V funds, and the flexibility in these grants 

was targeted to address MCAS test needs. The district implemented Everyday Math and Math 

Action Plans based on student achievement data. In interviews, the school committee, 

administration, and staff agreed that the priority for these budgets was to maintain small class 

sizes, as recommended by the foundation budget and dictated by the teachers’ labor contract. 
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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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the years under review, the school business manager was a certified school 

business official. District purchasing was processed through the City's purchasing department. 

The City's purchasing official was MCPPO certified. In addition to this certification, the 

purchasing manager also had national certification. 

The district was audited as a part of the City audit by KPMG. For FY2003, the report was dated 

November 26, 2003. For the period under review, there were no findings in the audit related to 

the school system’s operations. The district's grants were also a part of the City audit, and there 

were no findings related to grants for the period under review. The district's End-of-Year 

Compliance Review was done by PL Jones and Associates. For the period under review, there 

were findings relative to the transposition of numbers and a filing related to insurance. These 

findings were addressed with amendments.  

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 
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c. monitor and track instructional assets, such as texts, materials, supplies, and equipment to 

ensure efficient and maximum utilization. regularly, at least every five years, competitively 

procure independent financial auditing services. 

Rating:  Satisfactory 

Evidence: All purchasing was processed through the City’s purchasing department. The City 

was responsible for all bids and quotes. Worcester had more restrictive thresholds for purchasing 

and quotes than the state regulations required. The City required quotes for any purchase larger 

than $2,500. The signature of the City Manager was required on all purchases larger than $2,000. 

Special revenue funds were monitored by the business manager. The district analyzed the fees 

for any programs through special revenue funds, specifically the lunch and athletic fees. The 

athletic ticket prices were raised in FY2004. Based on an analysis of the district's end-of-year 

pupil and financial reports the district’s revolving accounts were solvent. At the beginning of 

each year, the district held a grant meeting to discuss with program directors the responsibilities 

regarding grants management. The City’s auditor had a yearly fixed asset report for each school. 

The instructional assets were monitored and managed by the principals or their designees. All 

textbook purchases were approved by the school committee. 

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): 

•	 From 2001 to 2003, the district had a long-term capital plan that addressed only the Forest 
Grove School, the vocational-technical high school, and North High School. 

•	 The district had annual rehabilitation plans during the period under review. In 2004, the 
district wrote a six-year building rehabilitation plan. 
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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: Based on school visits of 20 schools throughout the district, maintenance issues 

varied from building to building, as cited. The Accelerated Learning Academy and the North 

High School were maintained and had no maintenance issues. The University Park School was 

clean and well maintained. The school used the gym at Clark University, but the building was 

not handicap accessible. Chandler Elementary School was clean and in good repair, and 

conducive to learning. The storage areas were clean; there were some stacks of old furniture in 

the stairwells, but these stairs were not used by the students. The Chandler Magnet School had 

several maintenance issues and a new heating system was installed last summer. Electrical 

problems were being addressed this year. The outside windows were in disrepair, but posed no 

danger. The Lincoln School had some overhead pipes wrapped in asbestos with the precautions 

required by EPA/AHERA regulations, and water entered the basement. A sump pump was 

installed, but the high water mark was one to two feet high. The Canterbury Street School was 

clean and in good condition. The Worcester East Middle School had clean hallway floors. Some 

windows were broken and had duct tape or wood covering them. On all three floors there were 

fluorescent lights, some without plastic covers, but some were not working. Some wires were 

exposed through the ceiling. The Clark Street Community School had well-maintained 

classrooms, but the faculty restroom was not clean. The Goddard School was well kept and well 

maintained and the corridors and stairwells were newly painted. South High School was 

designed with an open classroom concept.  

Most classrooms were in large spaces without fixed walls. The New England Association of 

Schools and Colleges (NEASC) placed the school on ‘Warning,’ with the physical plant listed as 

a ‘Significant Concern.’ The Wawecus Road School was in need of tile repair around many 

doorways. Many doors had missing veneers. A MCAS test preparation class was being taught in 

a hallway. Physical therapy was conducted on the cafetorium stage. The Elm Park School was 
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built in 1971 and was spacious and in good condition. However, the school was experiencing 

storage problems. There was a large glass area over the central foyer that had many broken and 

cracked windows. The Forest Grove Middle School was renovated in the last three years and was 

clean and well maintained. The Harlow Elementary School was 108 years old and was well-

maintained. The cafeteria was limited for space and the school had to hold three lunches. The 

school had a security system, but there was no gymnasium. The school used corridor space with 

partitions for small group and SFA reading groups. The Burncoat Middle School was built in the 

mid-1960s, though the condition was fair and maintenance issues were dealt with retroactively. 

The Burncoat Senior High School was built in the late 1960s and in fair condition, but the 

resource rooms were of much lower quality than regular classrooms. The school experienced 

leaks and maintenance problems were dealt with through the work order process. The Sullivan 

Middle School, built in the early 1990s, was in excellent condition. The resource rooms were of 

lower quality than the regular education rooms. 

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 FY2001 and FY2002, the district had adequate maintenance programs with no 

maintenance reductions. For FY2003, there were significant budget reductions in maintenance. 

During the period under review, the superintendent and the plant manager developed an annual 

Rehabilitation Plan. The school committee’s plant subcommittee reviewed it before the full 

school committee reviewed and approved it and sent it to the city manager. In FY2004, the 

district developed a six-year capital improvement plan with input from the administration and the 

school committee standing committee on school plant. The district had a new vocational-

technical high school currently under construction. The Chandler Magnet School’s renovations 

were complete when the district applied for and received a $1 million Federal Renovation grant. 

At this time, a new heating system was added to the Doherty High School. The district had the 

North High School’s new construction project on the state’s School Building Assistance 

Bureau's list. 

154




3. 	 The district implemented formal preventive maintenance programs for buildings and equipment. 

Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the period under review, the district did not have a formal preventive maintenance 

program. A plan was developed annually that focused on capital rehabilitation. Each year, the 

district received between $2.5 million and $3 million dollars for these capital rehabilitation 

projects. The school committee's standing committee on schools’ physical plants reviewed 

maintenance and capital expenditures. The preventive maintenance was managed through the 

contracts that the district had with specific vendors related to Heating, Ventilating, and Air-

Conditioning (HVAC) and other maintenance issues. The district had a requisition program for 

projects that were addressed by the internal maintenance staff. The district had its own 

carpenters, steamfitters, plumbers, and electricians who handled some maintenance issues. In 

FY2004, the district developed a six-year plan that focused on the construction and renovation of 

buildings, not on programs. For the period under review, based on a review of the district's End-

of-Year Pupil and Financial Report Schedule I school committee and City expenses the function 

code 4000, Operations and Maintenance, expenditures decreased three percent from FY2001 to 

FY2004. 

4. 	 The district spent at least 50% 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: For the period under review, the district exceeded the 50 percent requirement of its 

maintenance and extraordinary maintenance. For FY2001, the required amount was $8,141,660. 

The actual expenditures were $11,046,971. For FY2002 the required amount was $8,684,685. 

The actual amount was $10,975,147. For FY2003 the required amount was $8,914,484. The 
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actual amount was $11,582,713. The data for FY2004 was submitted to the DOE; however, it 

was not analyzed by the department. 

5. The district tracked its capital assets in accordance with GASB No. 34. 
Rating:  Satisfactory 

Evidence: Based on a review of the City's independent audit conducted by KPMG, the City of 

Worcester was in compliance with GASB NO. 34, including the schools. 

6. The district implemented procedures for the appropriate expenditure of monies from all 

supplemental sources of revenue, goods, services, endowments, foundations, and donations. 

Rating:  Satisfactory 

Evidence: The school committee reviewed and accepted all donations. The City Council 

reviewed and accepted them upon acceptance by the school committee. At the administrative 

level, all supplemental resources were processed through the office of governmental relations. 

Regarding grants, at the beginning of each year the district held a grant meeting to discuss with 

grant program directors the responsibilities regarding grants management. Each grant had a clerk 

assigned to it in the business office. This individual worked with the grant manager to ensure 

expenditures were made appropriately. Most of the district's grants were for personnel or for 

specific programs. For example, the district received a Head Start grant. The parameters in the 

grant were specific as to how the funds were to be used. For the years under review, the district's 

grants funded approximately 700 positions. Based on a review of the City's audit, there were no 

findings relative to the district's management of its supplemental resources. 

The district had partnerships with several organizations that were developed to enhance the 

programs of specific schools or district-wide. For example, the Alden Trust was designed to 

support the vocational-technical school. The Worcester Educational Partnership partnered with 

the Carnegie Institute to develop small learning communities. 

156




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:  Satisfactory 

Evidence: At the beginning of each year, the district held a grant meeting with program directors 

to discuss the responsibilities regarding grant management. Grants were reviewed prior to 

application to ensure they were relevant to the goals of the district. The district assigned a project 

director to review expenditures for fiscal and programmatic appropriateness. In the grants 

administration office, a clerk was assigned to each grant for monitoring and accounting purposes. 

Grant reports were generated monthly and distributed to the program directors, or to the principal 

if the program was building-based, or to an administrator in the deputy superintendent’s office. 

The district's office of governmental relations used the NCLB Consolidated Strategic Plan to 

ensure funding was used effectively in addressing student achievement issues. The priority for 

the district during the period under review was the maintenance of small classrooms, and the 

goal of the grants reflected this priority. The district's grants funded approximately 700 positions 

in the district. 

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: The district grant office researched all grant opportunities. In addition to class size, 

math was a focal point of grant applications. The district's management team directed the 

mission of all grants. Often, grants had an oversight council associated with them. The special 

education, Title III, and Quality Kindergarten grants helped pay for EDM. Grants’ topics were 

frequently a subject of the school committee’s discussion. The district received the following 

competitive grants throughout the period under review: Reading First, Safe Schools for Healthy 

Students, Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration, SLC, 21st Century, and Perkins. 

9. 	The district coordinated the management and use of grants in an efficient manner. 

Rating:  Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The district's grants were processed and coordinated through the office of 

governmental relations. At the beginning of each year, the district held a grant meeting to discuss 

with program directors the responsibilities regarding grants management, including the 

expenditure processing. A clerk in the district grant department was assigned to monitor and 

manage each grant effectively. Based on a review of the district's final financial reports for the 

federal and state grants, the district expended all its funds except for the Title I grant, which 

allowed for the transfer of funds into the next fiscal year. Based on a review of the City's audits 

and management letters, there were no school-related findings regarding grants management. 

Tier III Findings 

Domain E: Business and Financial Management 

The EQA examiners, at the Tier II on-site visit, recognized that the district was particularly 

successful at forming community and business partnerships, and sought and received competitive 

grants. Although the district funded schools using a per-pupil expenditure formula, principals 

had access to any number of grants. Principals used grant monies to fund supplemental materials, 

programs, and, at times, personnel. 

Schools determined the grants that they sought based on the demographic population at each 

school site, not necessarily based on a data analysis disaggregated by subgroup. The district 

assigned personnel at the district office to monitor the grant for distribution of funds and 

appropriateness of the funds expended, and the personnel monitored student academic 

performance. 

Each school developed an annual school renewal plan using a template from the district office. 

Plans were more than the fulfillment of a requirement; they were viewed by principals and 

teachers as working documents that charted an annual course of action for individual schools. 

Plans identified, among other things, school-level professional development, professional 

development budgets, academic goals, and initiatives (and the programs connected with them). 

Quadrant managers received and reviewed school improvement plans identifying specific 
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improvement initiatives and the budgets to fund them. Many schools offered a variety of 

programs, but the EQA examiners could not determine the extent to which those programs were 

evaluated based on student assessment results. Additionally, the EQA examiners could not 

determine the extent to which principals selected specific supplemental programs for the needs 

of their particular populations, or the extent to which principals evaluated the effectiveness of 

particular grant-funded initiatives with their particular school populations. Schools tended to 

offer the same programs year after year without determining whether or not those specific 

programs were effective at improving scores in particular buildings. Many schools offered a 

number of programs that targeted the same issues. 

Both district and school leadership and teachers reported that the rate of transience was hindering 

improvement in academic performance. However, the district did not demonstrate a policy or 

practice of collecting or using data to inform decision-making related to student mobility. 

Furthermore, in Worcester, not all schools offered the same programs to mitigate the effects of 

intra-district mobility, which constituted approximately 50 percent of the district’s transience 

rate. The EQA examiners were convinced at both the Tier II and the Tier III levels that the 

district, school leadership, and teachers were working to attempt to improve student 

performance. 
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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: Worcester’s Chapter 70 Funding and NSS FY1996-2004 

FY 
Founda Pct Foundation Pct Required Chapter 70 


tion 

Enrollm Chg Budget Chg Local Aid 


ent 

Contribution 


FY96 22,531 145,960,581 50,893,364 77,263,594 

FY97 23,181 2.9 153,368,243 5.1 51,611,982 91,105,270 

FY98 24,017 3.6 162,663,089 6.1 53,996,974 102,394,910 

FY99 23,976 -0.2 167,731,885 3.1 67,107,795 110,232,004 

FY00 26,303 9.7 189,799,371 13.2 61,712,408 130,666,545 

FY01 26,458 0.6 199,757,473 5.2 62,625,752 137,131,721 

FY02 26,898 1.7 212,472,503 6.4 64,692,402 147,939,972 

Pct Required Pct Actual Pct Dollars Pct 

Chg Net School Chg Net School Chg Over/Under Over/ 

Spending(NSS	 Spending Requirement Under 
) 

128,156,958 135,500,300 7,343,342 5.7 

17.9 142,717,252 11.4 144,032,126 6.3 1,314,874 0.9 

12.4 156,391,884 9.6 159,032,640 10.4 2,640,756 1.7 

7.7 177,339,799 13.4 178,095,919 12 756,120 0.4 

18.5 192,378,953 8.5 192,380,365 8 1,412 0 

4.9 199,757,473 3.8 200,100,476 4 343,003 0.2 

7.9 212,632,374 6.4 212,781,634 6.3 149,260 0.1 
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Chapter 70 Aid 
as 

FY 

NSS 

Budget 
Ch 70 

Aid 
Actual NSS Ch 70 

NSS 
Actual 

NSS 
57 

100 

100 

100 

FY03 27,056 0.6 218,099,326 2.6 64,996,032 153,103,294 3.5 218,099,326 2.6 219,673,808 3.2 1,574,482 0.7 

FY04 27,087 0.1 220,281,292 65,762,985 154,518,307 0.9 220,281,292 222,362,743 1.2 2,081,451 0.9 

Dollars per Foundation Enrollment Percentage of Foundation 

Pct of Actual 

Fnd. Required 

FY96 6,478 3,429 6,014 52.9 87.8 92.8 

FY97 6,616 3,930 6,213 59.4 93.1 93.9 63.3 

FY98 6,773 4,263 6,622 62.9 96.1 97.8 64.4 

FY99 6,996 4,598 7,428 65.7 105.7 106.2 61.9 

FY00 7,216 4,968 7,314 68.8 101.4 101.4 67.9 

FY01 7,550 5,183 7,563 68.6 100.2 68.5 

FY02 7,899 5,500 7,911 69.6 100.1 100.1 69.5 

FY03 8,061 5,659 8,119 70.2 100.7 69.7 

FY04 8,132 5,705 8,209 70.1 100.9 69.5 



162



