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Executive Summary 
 

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

Schools in early-May of 2005. During 2001-2004, it was among the ‘High’ performing school 

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

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

Assessment System (MCAS) test. 

 
Proficiency/Achievement: 
• Norwood’s Average Proficiency Index (API) was 83.9, which was based on the 2004 MCAS 

results. The state average for the API was 77.6 in 2004. This placed Norwood among the 
‘High’ performing academic school districts in the Commonwealth. In English Language 
Arts (ELA), the district’s ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) was 90.8, and the state average for 
EPI was 84. In math, the district’s math Proficiency Index (MPI) was 76.9, and the state 
average for MPI was 71.3. 

 
• On the MCAS retest administered in the winter of 2005, 94 percent of the Norwood 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 winter of 2005, 90 percent of the Norwood class of 
2006 earned a Competency Determination, as compared to 77 percent of the statewide class 
of 2006.  

 
• More than half of all students in Norwood attained proficiency on the 2003 and 2004 MCAS 

tests. These percentages were not significantly different than those statewide that year. 

• More than two thirds of all students in Norwood attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS 
English Language Arts (ELA) subtests, and approximately half attained proficiency on the 
math and science and technology/engineering (STE) subtests. These percentages were not 
significantly different than those on those subtests statewide. The district-wide gap in ELA 
was significantly narrower than that statewide, and the district-wide gaps in math and STE in 
Norwood were not significantly different than those statewide.   

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

• The gaps in grades 4, 7, and 10 ELA were significantly narrower than those statewide at 
those grade levels.  The gaps in Grade 8 math were wider while the gaps in Grade 8 STE 
were narrower than the state-wide gaps; the gaps in Grade 10 math and Grade 5 STE were 
significantly narrower than the district-wide gaps. The percentage of students attaining 
proficiency on the 2004 MCAS Grade 8 math subtest in Norwood was significantly lower 
than that on the Grade 7 ELA subtest.  The gaps in grades 4, 8, and 10 math were 
significantly wider than the gaps in grades 4, 7, and 10 ELA. 
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Equity of Achievement/Proficiency: 
• The proficiency gap in ELA was 35.8 PI points in Norwood. In math, the proficiency gap 

was 91.4 points. 

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

• For Norwood’s African-American students, the gaps in both ELA and math were 
significantly wider than those of all Norwood students in 2004.  Approximately one third of 
African-American and Hispanic students in Norwood attained proficiency on the 2004 
MCAS tests.  These proportions were significantly lower than that of White students in 
Norwood. The proportion of Hispanic students who attained proficiency was significantly 
higher than that of all Hispanic students in the state.  For Norwood’s Asian-American 
students, the gaps in both ELA and math were significantly narrower than those of all 
Norwood students in 2004.   

• For Norwood’s students eligible for free or for reduced-cost lunch (FRL/Y), the gaps in both 
ELA and math were significantly wider than those of all Norwood students in 2004.  
Approximately one third of Norwood’s students eligible for free lunch (FL) attained 
proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests.  This proportion was significantly lower than that of 
students not eligible for free or reduced-cost lunch (FRL/N) in Norwood. The proportion of 
FRL/Y students who attained proficiency was significantly higher than that of all FRL/Y 
students in the state. 

 

Improvement: 
• On the MCAS tests, the percentage of all Norwood students attaining proficiency was lower 

in 2004 than in 2001. 

• Between 2001 and 2004 in Norwood, the ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) decreased by 0.1 PI 
points, a loss in closing the gap by 1.1 percent. The math Proficiency Index (MPI) increased 
by 2.2 PI points, a gain in closing the gap by 8.7 percent. 

• The gap between the EPI and MPI narrowed by 2.3 points between 2001 and 2004, for a 14.2 
percent gain in closing that gap. 

• On the MCAS ELA subtests, the percentage of all Norwood students scoring in the 
‘Warning/Failing’ category was higher in 2004 than in 2001. 

 
 
Equity of Improvement: 
• The proficiency gap in ELA closed by 11.3 PI points between 2002 and 2004 in Norwood; in 

math, it closed by 3.8 points. 

• For Asian-American students the EPI decreased by 2.3 points, for a loss of 88.5 percent in 
closing the gap between 2002 and 2004 in Norwood. The MPI increased by 4.3 PI points, for 
a 47.3 percent gain in closing the gap. 
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• For African-American students the EPI decreased by 2.2 PI points, for a loss of 12.0 percent 
in closing the gap between 2002 and 2004 in Norwood.  The MPI decreased by 2.3 PI points, 
for a 5.7 percent loss in closing the gap. 

 
 
Participation and Access: 
• Overall, eligible students participated in the ELA, math, and STE assessments at required 

levels in Norwood in 2004. 

 
 
Summary of Preliminary Findings of Tier II by Domain: 
 
Assessment and Evaluation: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on eighteen, and ‘Poor’ on six, and 

‘Unsatisfactory’ on four of the twenty-eight performance indicators in this domain. 
 
• The district's analysis of disaggregated data did not result in improved student performance 

across all subgroups. 
 
• District administrators stated that during the review period, there had been a disconnect 

between regular education and special education. 
 
• The district's Grade 8 math scores were a "cause for concern," according to district 

administrators. 
 
• Chronic absenteeism was a problem at the high school. 

• The district was not only working to improve the attendance of ELL students, but also to 
provide more inclusion. 

 
• ELL students in the district met AYP in 2003. 

• There were no evaluations available for administrators during the review period. 

• Department heads completed teacher evaluations at the junior and senior high schools. These 
department heads were not certified as supervisors or directors. 

 
• The building principals did not co-sign evaluation documents at the junior and senior high 

schools. 
 
• There was only one superintendent evaluation available for the review period. 

• Interviews with principals and elementary teacher focus groups indicated that classrooms had 
ample supplies and materials to complement instruction. 

 
• Interviews with administrators and teacher focus groups revealed that district technology 

provided limited assistance for the evaluation of programs and services.  
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Curriculum and Instruction: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on eighteen, and ‘Poor’ on fourteen of 

the thirty-two performance indicators in this domain. 
 
• The district revised the curriculum on an ad hoc basis, as there was no process in place for 

the annual review of curriculum. 
 
• During 2001-2003, the district made no effort to ensure horizontal and vertical alignment of 

the curriculum. 
 
• Curriculum modifications did not result in improved, equitable achievement for all student 

populations. 
 
• While the district expressed expectations for teachers, the evaluation tool that it used served 

as an ineffective document. 
 
• The district offered support for improving instructional strategies, but this support did not 

result in improved student achievement. 
 
• Rates of proficiency for all students did not improve even though the district changed 

instructional time allotments. 
 
• The district had practices that insured a smooth transition for students moving from one 

grade level to the next, and for students new to the district. 
 
• District administrators were aware of a disproportional degree of office referrals, 

suspensions, and retentions among its subgroups. 
 
• The district made a number of adjustments in its instructional practices for at-risk students 

after analyzing performance data. 
 
• Norwood High School offered 14 AP courses during the review period and 70 percent of the 

students who took the year-end exams scored a 3 or higher. 
 
• The population of transient students, particularly those from Brazil and Lebanon, increased 

during the review period. 
 
• The district’s professional development plan was not evaluated in order to determine its 

effectiveness. 
 
• No documented program existed to enhance data analysis skills for staff. 
 
• While the district had a professional development committee, not all teachers in the district 

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

eleven performance indicators in this domain. 
 
• The district offered numerous and varied academic support programs during the review 

period that ranged from MCAS test tutoring classes for grades 11-12 students who needed to 
earn Competency Determination, to a Transitional Learning Camp (TLC) for grades 2-5 at-
risk students during a special four-week summer program. 

 
• Although the district had a District Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP), it was not a 

working document at the junior or senior high schools. 
 
• Norwood Public School personnel extensively used Individual Student Success Plans (ISSPs) 

to list the progression of academic support services provided to a particular student 
throughout his or her career in the district. 

 
• Because the DCAP was not used at the secondary level, it was difficult to determine the 

scope and content of the academic support programs offered in grades 6-12. 
 
• The MCAS grant funds had been used to support programs for at-risk students at all three 

levels of the district; however, when state funds were reduced, the district decided to use the 
remaining funds for an MCAS test tutor at the high school. 

 
• Analysis of the trend data for student performance showed little movement during the review 

period. Proficiency Index trend data reflected a similarly flat pattern. 
 
 
Leadership, Governance, and Organization: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on twelve and ‘Poor’ on six of the 

eighteen performance indicators in this domain. 
 
• The school committee contracted with the Massachusetts Association of School Committees 

(MASC) to develop basic policies for the district; however, no school committee adoption 
dates were provided. 

 
• For the review period, the district provided no documentation indicating it had formally 

evaluated principals. 
 
• Department chairs in ELA and in math were responsible for teacher evaluations, and 

licensure documentation revealed that neither were certified as supervisors. 
 
• There was only one example of a formal evaluation document for the superintendent during 

the review period. 
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Business and Finance: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on twenty-one and ‘Poor’ on seven of 

the twenty-eight performance indicators in this domain. 
 
• The district did not use a formalized, systemic analysis of student data in the development of 

its budget. 
 
• There was no evidence that the district had a process to determine the cost effectiveness of its 

programs. 
 
• The district had only developed one community partnership during the time under review. 
 
• There was limited use of student achievement data in making financial decisions in the 

district. 

• The school business manager was not certified. 

• While buildings were clean, space was an issue at the junior and senior high schools. 

• The district did have a formal preventive maintenance program for its buildings. 
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Part I: Overview of the EQA Review Process and the District 
 

From May 9 through 11, 2005, the EQA conducted an independent Tier II examination of the 

Norwood Public Schools for the period 2001-2004. This examination applied the standards 

related to the EQA’s five major domains of inquiry, which include: A, Assessment and 

Evaluation; B, Curriculum and Instruction; C, Student Academic Support Services; D, 

Leadership and Governance; and E, Business and Financial Management. The EQA’s 

examination process for school districts involved two tiers of investigation and used 15 

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

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

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

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

 

Norwood is a town located in north central Norfolk County in southeastern Massachusetts. In 

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

followed by professional, scientific and management services. According to the 2000 U.S. 

Census, the city has a population of 28,587 people and a median family income of $70,164, 

while the median family income in Massachusetts is $61,664. The town is governed by a 

Manager/Board of Selectmen form of municipal government. There is a seven-person school 

committee in Norwood. Norwood has eight schools serving grades PreK-12. The most recent 

Massachusetts Department of Education (DOE) figures indicate that there were 3,657 students 

enrolled on October 1, 2004. The demographic/subgroup composition in Norwood is: 83.9 

percent White, 4.1 percent Hispanic, 6.9 percent African-American, 5.0 percent Asian-American, 

Limited English Proficiency (LEP), 5.2 percent; Low-Income, 16.6 percent; and Special 

Education (SPED), 19.5 percent. 

 

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

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

Norwood increased 81.2 percent (from $1,854,102 to $3,359,544). Norwood’s Required Local 

Contribution increased 24.9 percent (from $19,896,585 to $25,753,601). Since FY1996, 

Norwood received a total of $27,989,916 in Chapter 70 Aid and was required to raise locally 

$205,813,322. From FY2001 to FY2004, Chapter 70 Aid was $15,641,231 and the Required 
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Local Contribution was $100,075,301. For the period between FY1996 and FY2004, Norwood’s 

foundation enrollment increased 3 percent. Between FY2001 and FY2004, its foundation 

enrollment increased 2 percent. 
 

This report finds Norwood to be a ‘High’ performing school district, marked by student 

achievement that is ‘Very High’ in ELA and ‘Moderate’ in math on the MCAS tests. More than 

half of all Norwood 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 

  
 

Tier I:  Analysis of Student Achievement MCAS Test Data 
Norwood 

At Tier I, with particular attention paid to the 2004 MCAS test, the EQA review of Norwood’s 

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?  

In order to respond accurately to these questions, the EQA subjected the most current state and 

district MCAS test results to a series of analyses to determine whether there were 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 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 criterion-based 

summary of student achievement in Norwood; 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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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): 
• More than half of all students in Norwood attained proficiency on the 2003 and 2004 MCAS 

tests.  

• More than two thirds of all students in Norwood attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS 

English Language Arts (ELA) subtests 

• Approximately half attained proficiency on the math and science and technology/engineering 

(STE) tests.    

• Norwood’s proficiency gap in ELA was 9.2 Proficiency Index (PI) points; in math, it was 

23.1 PI points; and in STE, it was 24.3 PI points. 

• The proficiency gap in ELA was narrower than that statewide. 

• The proficiency gaps in grades 4, 7, and 10 ELA were narrower than those statewide at those 

grade levels.   



Figures/Tables 1/A-B: Student MCAS Test Performance, Overall, 2003 and 2004 

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

 
 Advanced 16 18 
 Proficient 37 43 
 Needs Improv. 32 30 
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Analysis of Figures/Tables 1/A-B: 
• On the 2003 MCAS tests, 60 percent of Norwood students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories. 

• On the 2004 MCAS test, 61 percent of Norwood students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 
‘Proficient’ categories. 

Figures/Tables 2:  MCAS Test Performance, by Subject, 2004 

MCAS 2004 Data 
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level
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Analysis of Figure/Table 2:  
• On the 2004 MCAS ELA subtests, 77 percent of Norwood students scored in the ‘Advanced’ 

and ‘Proficient’ categories. 

• On the MCAS math tests in 2004, 52 percent of Norwood students scored in the ‘Advanced’ 
and ‘Proficient’ categories. 

• On the MCAS STE subtests, 49 percent of Norwood students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 
‘Proficient’ categories in 2004.  



Figures/Tables 3/A-F: MCAS Test Performance, by Grade, 2004 

A. 

MCAS 2004 Grade 03 Reading 
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level
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MCAS 2004 Data - Grade 04
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level

English and M ath

100

50

B
el

ow
 S

ta
nd

ar
d 

0

50

100

State ELA Norwood ELA State MTH Norwood MTH

   
A

bo
ve

 S
ta

nd
ar

d

 
 Advanced 11 14 14 18 
 Proficient 45 58 29 36 
 Needs Improv. 35 25 44 41 
 Warning/Failing 9 3 13 5 



C. 

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

Science, Technology and Engineering Test
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D. 

MCAS 2004 Data - Grade 06
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level
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E. 

MCAS 2004 Data - Grade 07/08
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level

English and M ath
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F. 

MCAS 2004 Data - Grade 10
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level
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Figures 4 A, B/Table 4: MCAS Proficiency Index, by Grade, 2004 
A. 

Proficiency Index by Grade (ELA)
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State 
ELA 

Norwood 
ELA 

State 
Math 

Norwood 
Math 

State 
STE 

Norwood 
STE 

Grade 03 85.5 88.6 NA NA NA NA 
Grade 04 81.1 89.6 74.0 82.4 NA NA 
Grade 05 NA NA NA NA 78.7 85.1 
Grade 06 NA NA 68.4 78.3 NA NA 
Grade 07 86.4 93.3 NA NA NA NA 
Grade 08 NA NA 65.2 63.9 62.8 67.5 
Grade 10 83.0 91.3 78.6 84.9 NA NA 

All 
Grades 84.0 90.8 71.3 76.9 70.6 75.7 

 
Analysis of Figures 4 A, B /Table 4: 
• Norwood’s proficiency gap in ELA was 9.2 PI points; statewide, the proficiency gap in ELA 

was 16.0 PI points.  

• Norwood’s proficiency gap in math was 23.1 PI points, and in STE it was 24.3 PI points. 

• In Grade 4 ELA, Norwood’s proficiency gap was 10.4 PI points; the statewide proficiency 
gap in Grade 4 ELA was 18.9 PI points.  

• In Grade 7 ELA, Norwood’s proficiency gap was 6.7 PI points; statewide the proficiency gap 
in Grade 7 ELA was 13.6 PI points.  

• In Grade 10 ELA, Norwood’s proficiency gap was 8.7 PI points; statewide the proficiency 
gap in Grade 10 ELA was 17.0 PI points. 



Figure/Table 5: MCAS Proficiency Index, by School, 2004 

ELA vs Math PI (by School)
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   ELA Math 
A Norwood DISTRICT 90.8 76.9 
B BALCH 83.9 76.5 
C CHARLES J PRESCOTT 88.7 84.0 
D CORNELIUS M CALLAHAN 94.6 94.1 
E F A CLEVELAND 89.1 83.1 
F JOHN P OLDHAM 89.9 77.0 
G NORWOOD HIGH 91.3 84.9 
H NORWOOD JR HIGH SOUT 93.3 71.0 
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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 performance gap in ELA was 35.8 PI points in Norwood. In math, the performance gap 

was 91.4 points. 

• For Norwood’s students with disabilities, the proficiency gaps in both ELA and math were 

wider than those of all Norwood students in 2004.  

• Less than one third of students with disabilities in Norwood attained proficiency on the 2004 

MCAS tests, lower than that of regular education students in Norwood. 

• For Norwood’s African-American students, the proficiency gaps in both ELA and math were 

wider than those of all Norwood students in 2004.   

• Approximately one third of African-American and Hispanic students in Norwood attained 

proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests,  lower than that of White students in Norwood.  

• For Norwood’s Asian students, the proficiency gaps in both ELA and math were narrower 

than those of all Norwood students in 2004.   

• For Norwood’s students eligible for free or for reduced-cost lunch (FRL/Y), the proficiency 

gaps in both ELA and math were wider than those of all Norwood students in 2004.   

• Approximately one third of Norwood’s students eligible for free lunch (FL) attained 

proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests, lower than that of students not eligible for free or 

reduced-cost lunch (FRL/N) in Norwood.  



Figure/Table 6:  MCAS Proficiency Index, by Free/Reduced lunch Status, Student Status, 

and Race, 2004 

ELA vs Math PI (by subgroup)
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   ELA Math 
# of 

tests 
A NORWOOD 90.8 76.9  1,708  
B Disability 75.6 50.4  296  
C Regular 94.5 83.0 1,354  
D African American 79.4 57.1 130  
E Asian-American 95.1 95.2 88  
F White 91.8 78.4 1,423  
G FRL (Y) 82.1 59.6 269  
H FRL (N) 92.4 80.3 1,439  
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Analysis of Figure/Table 6:  
• In Norwood, the proficiency gap in 2004 ELA was 9.2 PI points for all students. 

• The proficiency gap in ELA for students with disabilities was 24.4 PI points; for regular 
education students, 5.5 PI points, for African-American students, 20.6 PI points, for Asian 
students, 4.9 PI points, and for FRL/Y students, 17.9 PI points in 2004. 

• The proficiency gap in math was 23.1 PI points for all students; for students with disabilities, 
49.6 PI points, for African-American students, 42.9 PI points, for Asian-American students, 
4.8 PI points, and for FRL/Y students, 40.4 PI points in 2004. 

• The subgroup span between the highest ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) for a subgroup and the 
lowest EPI was 19.5 PI points. In math, this subgroup span was 44.8 PI points in Norwood in 
2004. 

• The average of the differences between the EPI of the highest-scoring subgroup and those of 
the other subgroups (excluding the lowest-scoring subgroup) was 7.1 PI points in Norwood. 
In math, this average gap was 23.5 PI points. 

• The performance gap in ELA was 35.8 PI points. In math, the performance gap was 91.4 
points. 

Figures 7/A-D: Student Population by Reportable Subgroups 

A. 

Students by Status
Disability

18%

Regular
82%

 

  24



B. 

Students by Race Asian
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Figure /Table 8:  Student Subgroup MCAS Test Performance, by Student Status, 2004 

MCAS 2004 Data 
Percent of Regular and Disabilites students at each proficiency 

level
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Analysis of Figure/Table 8: 

• On the 2004 MCAS test, 22 percent of the students with disabilities scored in the ‘Advanced’ 
and ‘Proficient’ categories, 49 percentage points lower than that of Norwood regular 
education students. 



Figure /Table 9:  Student Subgroup MCAS Test Performance, by Race, 2004 

MCAS 2004 Data 
Percent of students at each proficiency level by Race
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 Advanced 4 5 18 22 4 6 
 Proficient 24 30 41 43 20 32 
 Needs Improv. 41 40 31 28 40 44 
 Warning/Failing 31 25 10 8 37 17 

Analysis of Figure/Table 9: 
• On the 2004 MCAS test in Norwood, 35 percent of the African-American students scored in 

the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 30 percentage points lower than that of White 
students. 

• On the 2004 MCAS test in Norwood, 38 percent of the Hispanic students scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 27 percentage points lower than that of White 
students. 

 



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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Analysis of Figure/Table 10: 
• On the 2004 MCAS test in Norwood, 38 percent of the FRL/Y students scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 29 percentage points lower than that of FRL/N 
students  



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 in Norwood., 35 percent of the FL students scored in the ‘Advanced’ 

and ‘Proficient’ categories, 32 percentage points lower than that of FRL/N students  



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

changed over time? 

Preliminary Findings: 

• In ELA, the proficiency gap was 0.1 PI point wider in 2004 than in 2002, for a negative 

improvement rate of  1.1 percent.  

• In math, the proficiency gap was 2.2 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 2002, for an 

improvement rate of 8.7 percent. 

• On the MCAS ELA tests, the percentage of all Norwood students scoring in the 

‘Warning/Failing’ category was 3 percentage points higher in 2004 than in 2001. 

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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 Advanced 15 19 17 18 
 Proficient 49 40 43 43 
 Needs Improv. 29 30 30 30 
 Warning/Failing 7 11 9 10 

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

on the MCAS test in 2004, 3 percentage points lower than in 2001. 

• The percentage of Norwood students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category on the MCAS 
tests was 3 percentage points higher in 2004 than in 2001. 



Figure/Table 13: MCAS Proficiency Index Trend Data, by Subject, 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 16.9% 18.9% 16.3% 20.1% 16.6% 18.3% 21.9% 21.4% 
Proficient 59.8% 55.2% 54.9% 56.9% 29.7% 28.5% 27.4% 30.8% 

Needs Improvement 21.0% 22.7% 25.5% 20.4% 39.4% 35.8% 35.2% 34.3% 
Warning/Failing 2.3% 3.2% 3.4% 2.6% 14.3% 17.5% 15.5% 13.5% 
Analysis of Figure/Table 13: 
• The proficiency gap in ELA in 2004 was 0.1 PI point wider than that in 2001 in Norwood.  

• The proficiency gap in math was 2.2 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 2001 in Norwood. 

• The gap between EPI and MPI in 2004 was 2.3 PI points narrower than in 2001. 
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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): 
• For Asian students in Norwood, the proficiency gap in ELA was 2.3 PI points wider in 2004 

than in 2002, for a negative improvement rate of 88.5 percent.  

• In math, the proficiency gap for Asian students was 4.3 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 

2002, for an improvement rate of 47.2 percent.   

• The improvement gap in ELA was 11.3 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 2002 in Norwood. 

• The improvement gap in math was 3.7 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 2002 in Norwood. 

• The performance gap in ELA was 10.2 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 2002. 

•  The performance gap in math was the same in 2004 as it was in 2002. 

Figures 14/A-D/Table 14: Student MCAS Test Performance, by Subgroup, 2002-2004 
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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B. 
Prof Index by Subgroup (Math)
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D. 
Prof Index by Subgroup (Math)
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State    Norwood    
    ELA Math   ELA Math 

ALL 02 81.4 66.5 ALL 02 89.7 73.1 
  03 82.9 69.0  03 89.0 74.8 
  04 84.0 71.3  04 90.8 76.9 

Regular 02 85.8 71.4 Regular 02 92.5 77.2 
  03 87.9 74.7  03 92.3 80.4 
  04 89.4 77.4  04 94.5 83.0 

Disability 02 57.4 41.0 Disability 02 71.1 45.0 
  03 63.9 45.3  03 72.8 47.0 
  04 65.2 47.9  04 75.6 50.4 

FRL (N) 02 85.8 72.0 FRL (N) 02 91.7 75.1 
  03 88.5 75.9  03 91.3 78.5 
  04 89.3 78.1  04 92.4 80.3 

FRL (Y) 02 65.3 46.7 FRL (Y) 02 74.7 57.7 
  03 68.2 50.7  03 76.1 53.2 
  04 70.9 53.9  04 82.1 59.6 

Asian-
American 02 81.9 73.8 

Asian-
American 02 97.4 90.9 

  03 82.1 76.6  03 92.5 86.6 
  04 84.3 80.2  04 95.1 95.2 

Afr Amer 02 64.2 43.7 Afr Amer 02 81.6 59.4 
  03 68.8 48.4  03 79.0 51.5 
  04 71.5 52.3  04 79.4 57.1 

White 02 86.1 72.4 White 02 90.7 73.9 
  03 87.5 74.4  03 89.7 76.0 
  04 88.2 76.2  04 91.8 78.4 

  34



  35

Analysis of Figures 14/A-D/Table 14:  
• The proficiency gap for Asian students in ELA was 2.6 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 4.9 

PI points.  

• The proficiency gap for Asian students in math was 9.1 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 4.8 
PI points.   

• The proficiency gap for all students in ELA was 10.3 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 9.2 PI 
points.  

• The proficiency gap in math for all students in 2002 was 26.9 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it 
was 23.2 PI points.   

• The subgroup range in ELA in 2002 was 26.3 PI points; in 2004, it was 19.5 PI points.  

• The sub-group range in math was 45.9 PI points in 2002 and 44.8 PI points in 2004 in 
Norwood. 

• The average gap in ELA was 9.3 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 5.9 PI points.  

• The average gap in math in was 18.5 PI points in 2002; in 2004 it was 19.6 PI points in 
Norwood. 

• The performance gap in ELA was 35.6 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 25.4 PI points.  

• The performance gap in math was 64.4 PI points in 2002 and was 64.4 PI points in 2004 in 
Norwood. 

• The improvement gap in ELA was 45.9 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 34.6 PI points.  

• The performance gap in math was 91.3 PI points in 2002 and was 87.6 PI points in 2004 in 
Norwood. 
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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 required 

levels in Norwood in 2004. 

Table 15: Student MCAS Test Participation by Subject Area 

 ELA Math STE 
T 99.89% 100.00% 100.00%

NTA 0.11% 0.00% 0.00% 
T = Tested 

NTA = Not Tested, Absent 
NTM = Not Tested, Medical 

NTO = Not Tested, Other 
ALT = Alt. Assessment 

 Analysis of Table 15: 
• Norwood’s 99.89 percent student participation rate on the 2004 MCAS ELA test was 4.89 

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

• Norwood’s 100.0 percent student participation rate on the 2004 MCAS math test was 5.0 
percentage points higher than the state’s 95 percent requirement. 
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Appendix A: N- values  

1. N-Values by Grade 

YEAR GRADE ELA Math STE 
2001 Grade 03 300 0 0 

  Grade 04 270 272 0 
  Grade 05 0 0 0 
  Grade 06 0 278 0 
  Grade 07 291 0 0 
  Grade 08 282 282 0 
  Grade 10 242 241 0 
  All Grades 1,385 1,073 0 

2002 Grade 03 0 0 0 
  Grade 04 299 301 0 
  Grade 05 0 0 0 
  Grade 06 0 297 0 
  Grade 07 278 0 0 
  Grade 08 0 292 0 
  Grade 10 265 266 0 
  All Grades 842 1,156 0 

2003 Grade 03 228 0 0 
  Grade 04 271 272 0 
  Grade 05 0 0 0 
  Grade 06 0 292 0 
  Grade 07 307 0 0 
  Grade 08 0 271 0 
  Grade 10 277 273 0 
  All Grades 1,083 1,108 0 

2004 Grade 03 270 0 0 
  Grade 04 253 253 0 
  Grade 05 0 0 271 
  Grade 06 0 307 0 
  Grade 07 289 0 0 
  Grade 08 0 312 311 
  Grade 10 280 277 0 
  All Grades 1,092 1,149 582 
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2. N-Values by Subgroup/Level 

   ELA Math STE 
Norwood ALL LEVELS       

 Advanced 646 878 84 
  Proficient 2,639 1,305 203 
  Needs Improv 995 1,621 207 
  Warning/Failing 122 682 88 

Regular Advanced 639 863 73 
  Proficient 2,396 1,223 185 
  Needs Improv 627 1,316 139 
  Warning/Failing 52 370 42 

Disability Advanced 5 8 9 
  Proficient 217 71 15 
  Needs Improv 333 274 62 
  Warning/Failing 61 296 42 

Free Lunch (Y) Advanced 30 48 6 
  Proficient 248 103 22 
  Needs Improv 252 237 47 
  Warning/Failing 43 211 33 

Free Lunch (N) Advanced 616 776 78 
  Proficient 2,388 1,126 180 
  Needs Improv 740 1,298 159 
  Warning/Failing 78 428 55 

Afr American Advanced 18 14 2 
  Proficient 114 45 11 
  Needs Improv 89 99 23 
  Warning/Failing 13 86 19 

Asian-American Advanced 59 104 7 
  Proficient 138 68 11 
  Needs Improv 29 44 7 
  Warning/Failing 2 9 0 

White Advanced 541 730 73 
  Proficient 2,224 1,123 177 
  Needs Improv 772 1,357 169 
  Warning/Failing 94 508 56 
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3. N-Values by Race/Level 

  ELA Math STE 
Norwood ALL LEVELS 5,883 5,455 3,109 

 Advanced 2,395 1,098 465 
 Proficient 2,362 1,929 1,119 
 Needs Improv 913 1,854 1,424 
 Warning/Failing 213 574 101 

Afr American Advanced 1,068 438 149 
 Proficient 1,245 965 532 
 Needs Improv 493 1,120 794 
 Warning/Failing 42 148 7 

Asian-American Advanced 229 117 51 
 Proficient 118 71 71 
 Needs Improv 18 23 38 
 Warning/Failing 29 99 16 

Hispanic Advanced 555 286 122 
 Proficient 789 637 335 
 Needs Improv 353 610 513 
 Warning/Failing 0 1 1 

Native American Advanced 17 3 1 
 Proficient 9 9 4 
 Needs Improv 2 3 4 
 Warning/Failing 79 196 62 

White Advanced 525 254 142 
 Proficient 200 246 177 
 Needs Improv 41 93 73 
 Warning/Failing 15 52 30 

 
4. N-values by year: 

 
  2001 2002 2003 2004 

Advanced 361 370 382 495 
Proficient 1,198 794 941 1,214 

Needs 
Improvement 719 605 662 837 

Warning/Failing 180 229 206 277 
Total 2,458 1,998 2,191 2,823 
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5. N-values for NTA, NTM, and NTO by Student Status: 

 ELA Math STE 
T. Disability 615 649 128 
T. Regular 3,710 3,772 439 

T.LEP 72 65 15 
T = Tested 

NTA = Not Tested, Absent 
NTM = Not Tested, Medical 

NTO = Not Tested, Other 
ALT = Alt. Assessment 

 
Notes: 
 
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’ category 
and would therefore skew aggregated proficiency level charts.  
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 

 
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. 
 
Rounded differences may result in slight discrepancies. 

 
 
 
 
 



  41

 
Part III: Tier II Domain Findings and Summary 

 

  
Domain A: Assessment and Evaluation 

 
 Standards ▼        Indicators ► 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total

Domain A - Assessment & Evaluation          

S1 - Student Assessment          

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 

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

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

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

S2 - Participation          

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 

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

  Poor 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 N/A 2 

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

S3 - Evaluation Processes: Personnel          

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Satisfactory 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 3 

  Unsatisfactory 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 4 

S4 - Evaluation Processes: Programs, Services, &

Resource Acquisition          

 Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 

 Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A 6 

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

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

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

building administrators carefully administered statewide assessments and teachers regularly 

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

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

instructional practices, and supplementary and remedial programs.  
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Preliminary Finding(s): 

• The district's analysis of disaggregated data did not result in improved student performance 

across all subgroups. 

• District administrators stated that during the review period, there had been a disconnect 

between regular education and special education. 

• The district's Grade 8 math scores were a "cause for concern," according to district 

administrators. 

  

Indicators: 

 

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

evaluation of student assessment results.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: At the district level, there were regular meetings with both the superintendent's 

leadership team and the building principals. District staff interviewees told the EQA team that 

the district did not have a point person responsible for analyzing student assessment data. At the 

elementary level, the data was reviewed by the building principal, special education and English 

Language Learner (ELL) teachers, in addition to the reading specialists. Grades 6-12 department 

chairs at both the junior and senior high schools reviewed the data. At the junior high school, 

department chairs and principals met to analyze the data. The assistant superintendent met on a 

monthly basis with the department chairs. Both district and school staff interviewees stated that 

the students’ assessment results were discussed at these meetings.  

 

Interviewees indicated that the district had not provided training in the analysis of data to staff 

members, with the exception of a small group that included the Reading Specialist, Curriculum 

Coordinator, and some principals who attended DOE training in the use of TestWiz. However, 

interviewees indicated that personnel had become proficient in the analysis of data through their 

repeated review of assessment results. They said that staff members analyzed data to review the 

performance of the district, schools, classes, and individual students. However, one staff member 

claimed that it was impossible to determine the performance of a cohort group, since the 
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computer system was not able to provide this information longitudinally. Interviewees stated that 

teachers were not yet able to bring-up the MCAS test data on their computers. 

 

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: During interviews, district staff assured the EQA examiners that the district examined 

assessment data to determine the achievement of all student subgroups. At the elementary level, 

they ran an item-analysis of the MCAS test questions. Teams representing various subgroups 

examined responses to determine which questions were incorrectly answered by members of 

each subgroup. At the junior and senior high school level, there were teams who examined the 

number and kind of questions that these subgroups had not answered successfully on the MCAS 

exams. Such an examination of the MCAS test data for the review period showed that, in 2001, 

55 percent of the special education students scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ categories; in 2002, 66 percent; in 2003, 62 percent; and in 2004, 60 percent. 

District administrators responded to this lack of progress by asserting that, during 2001-2004, 

"not much happened with special education." They further stated that there was a disconnect 

between special education and regular education, which was attributed to staff turnover, and as 

one administrator said, "no one knew who was responsible." The math department chair said that 

his input was not "invited."  

 

Further, interviewees said that increased inclusion had allowed access to the curriculum. Prior to 

inclusion, special education students were on a separate program using different textbooks. 

Administrators stated that they used an "inclusive model" with the ELL students. At the Oldham 

Elementary School, a cooperative model that provided for special education and regular 

education students in the same classroom was used. Administrators noted that at the junior and 

senior high schools, ELL teachers were considered part of the ELA department, and that this 

department’s staff met on a regular basis. The district also provided workshops for parents to 

educate and support them in assisting their children. Additionally, Hispanic students in the 

district outscored their subgroup counterparts across the state. 
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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: In interviews, district administrators, building administrators, and testing coordinators 

stated that the district adhered to Principles of Test Administration, and had never been cited for 

any infraction whatsoever. 

 

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: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In addition to the MCAS exam, the district administered a few standardized tests, 

including the Stanford 9 at the Grade 2 level. For Pre-K students, the district conducted the state 

mandated screening of three-year olds, and administered the Meisels Early Screening Inventory. 

At the Kindergarten level, the district administered the Shanker Phonemic Awareness, Scholastic 

Readiness, and the Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) tests. At Grade 1, students were 

assessed on their spelling skills using the Monster Test. The DRA was also administered to 

students at grades 1-3. Additionally, the Gates MacGinite reading test was administered in the 

fall of each year to Grade 2 students. During the 2001-2002 school year, the district initiated 

assigning student writing portfolios with accompanying rubrics; students transported these 

portfolios from grade to grade. Students at the elementary level were administered the 

assessments that were part of the Everyday Math program. At the junior and senior high schools, 

the district measured student achievement through results from departmental mid-year exams 

and writing assessments. During interviews, school staff admitted that there was little analysis of 

departmental exams, claiming that there was no time allotted. A reading assessment test 

extracted from the textbook was administered to Grade 7 students in order to determine their 
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placement in Grade 8. The middle school did not have an assessment to determine which 

students would be placed in Algebra I. Instead, it used the grades 6-8 test results as placement 

indicators. Teacher recommendations were also considered for students' placement in the 

Algebra I or II classes. 

 

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: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Based on a review of the 2002 math MCAS test data, the junior high provided more 

support staff for ELA using Title I monies. These staff additions provided remediation as well as 

co-teaching support at the Grade 6 level. As a result of the use of Title I monies for these 

positions, two of the elementary schools lost their reading teachers. Staff changes also took place 

at one of the elementary schools as a result of data analysis. In the 2003-04 school year, special 

education staff were assigned to a specific grade rather than serving a number of grades. A major 

change that also occurred was the establishment of a full-day Kindergarten. According to 

administrators, the data showed that there was an increase in the ELL and transient populations. 

And according to the interviewees, this was a continuing trend needing to be addressed. At the 

high school, ELA academic support increased at the grades 9-10 levels, with the addition of an 

extra section. An academic math course was added for grades 10-12. 

 

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

regular intervals. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: During their focus groups, all teachers said that they had access to assessment data, 

and many of them stressed that even though they might have taught a grade that did not 

participate in the MCAS exams, they still were interested, as they felt that they had played a part 

in the preparation of the students. The dissemination of data took place in a variety of ways. At 

the elementary level, reading specialists and teachers reviewed it either before or after school as 

there was no common planning time at that level. This data was usually delivered to teachers 
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during the school day by either the principal or the building’s reading specialist. Principals also 

distributed templates with testing data that had been prepared by the Director of Curriculum K-5, 

and names of students who were having difficulty were highlighted. At the junior and senior high 

schools, assessment data was shared at or during department 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: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Assessment trend data indicated that while the district was making progress, the 

scores were mostly flat. A review of this trend data showed that in 2001, the Proficiency Index in 

ELA was 90.9, remaining flat at 90.8 in 2004. And the math Proficiency Index in 2001 was 74.7, 

increasing marginally to 76.9 in 2004. During interviews, district and school staff stated that the 

math data was "okay," but they were still "pleased with how far they had progressed." With the 

introduction of a new math program at the elementary level, teachers had only progressed 

through six units when they should have completed 10 or 11 units. Interviewees attributed this 

lack of unit completion to the fact that the teaching staff was focused more on "mastery," rather 

than "trusting to the spiraling." As one administrator stated, "they got nervous." And district staff 

said that at the junior high school, when unit tests were given, teachers did not look at 

assessment data prior to 2002. A review of the math MCAS test data for Grade 8 showed that in 

2004, 64 percent of students were in the ‘Warning/Failing’ and ‘Needs Improvement’ categories. 

Interviewees said they were "very concerned," and despite their efforts, which included a review 

of the data, more MCAS test review, and tweaking of the course outline, there was no 

improvement, and that "more drastic changes were needed for 2005-2006." EQA examiners also 

learned that at the junior and senior high schools, plan books were not monitored, as they were at 

the elementary school level. 

 

 

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 
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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): 

• Chronic absenteeism was a problem at the high school. 

• The district was not only working to improve the attendance of ELL students, but also to 

provide more inclusion. 

• ELL students in the district met AYP in 2003. 

 

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% in the state assessment. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district posted all MCAS testing dates on the district's website, and a review of 

the district's documents indicated that the elementary level handbooks also listed all the dates. 

The high school handbook made reference to the fact that all high school academic departments 

had developed and administered departmental mid-year and final examinations. The district's 99 

percent participation rate for the MCAS assessment was well in excess of the state mandate of 95 

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: During focus groups, principals said that they had many activities in place to 

encourage students to participate in both district and school-based assessment programs. At the 

elementary level, principals sent letters to parents alerting them to the testing dates and stressed 

that these assessments were mandatory. Students were even encouraged to bring a healthy snack. 

At the junior high school, announcements were mailed to parents, dates were posted on the 
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school's website, and breakfast was provided for all students being tested. The breakfast was 

completely subsidized through the student activity fund. At the high school, teachers, referred to 

as MCAS coaches, selected teams of students who remained with the same coach throughout the 

testing. Breakfast and snacks were provided for those taking the MCAS exams. At all levels, 

when students were absent, schools called the home to determine the cause of absences and to 

obtain information as to when the student would be back in school in order to take the test. The 

same procedures were in place for the Grade 2 students who were taking the Stanford 9 test. 

However, with the district's other assessments, there was more flexibility to take an assessment 

test, as the turn-around time was not as rigid as with the MCAS or Stanford 9 exams. All levels 

had routines in place to test students who had been absent when they returned to school. 

 

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

MCAS assessment. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: During interviews with district and school staff, the EQA team learned that at the 

elementary level the special education team met and decided what students would be tested using 

an Alternative Assessment. The special education liaison communicated all information 

regarding alternative assessments to the building principal, who then passed it to the Director of 

Student Services. The final responsibility for the maintenance of all aspects of the assessment 

rested with the building principal. 

 

Requests for waivers for Limited English Proficient (LEP) students were also handled at the 

building level. All teachers involved with the education of LEP students shared information 

regarding the need for a waiver. This was communicated to the building principal who then 

shared the information with the assistant superintendent. At the district level, all such 

information was entered into a database in order that the information be readily available to all 

concerned. Once again, interviewees indicated that the building principal was the record-keeper. 

 

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% or higher. 
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Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The Norwood High School handbook devoted two paragraphs to the importance of 

daily attendance. Junior high and elementary handbooks both had paragraphs devoted to 

attendance, and in the case of the elementary schools, the state law regarding student attendance 

was mentioned. A review of the district's attendance data for 2004 showed that elementary and 

junior high schools’ rate of 94.6 percent exceeded the state's mandated 93 percent, as most of the 

elementary schools' rates were in excess of 95 percent. The junior high school's attendance rate 

was 95.7 percent. However, the attendance at the high school for 2004 was only 91.7 percent. In 

interviews, high school administrators stated that four deans monitored daily attendance, and that 

there was much discussion regarding student absenteeism. The high school principal said that he 

thought attendance at the high school was actually better than 91.7 percent, and that the figure 

was probably due to "glitches with the computer system." High school administrators said that 

class meetings were held to discuss the importance of students attending school. At all levels, 

there was telephone communication with parents whose children were not in school. At the 

elementary level, if a parent did not call in by 9:30 am to notify the school that a student would 

be absent, then the school placed a call to determine the reason for the absenteeism. Elementary 

principals also had a series of letters that were sent to parents, notifying them of the number of 

days students had been absent and of any actions that would take place as a result.  

 

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

with chronic absenteeism. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: Chronic absenteeism was not a problem at the elementary school. In the individual 

cases where it was an issue, phone calls, letters and parent meetings were held. At the junior high 

school, chronic absenteeism was addressed through phone calls, parent meetings and, if and 

when necessary, students were brought into juvenile court. The data showed that in 2004, the 

chronic absenteeism rate for Grade 8 was 10.2 percent. A review of the chronic absenteeism data 

at the high school showed the following: Grade 9, 18.3 percent; Grade 10, 21.3 percent; Grade 

11, 27.8 percent; and Grade 12, 29.9 percent. During interviews, high school administrators said 

that these students had been identified, and that consequences were enforced to address the 
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excessive absenteeism. These consequences, some of which were listed in the high school's 

handbook, included:  parental notification after a student failed to report to class and two days of 

detention. After the second absence, the guidance counselor might require a meeting with the 

parent. The handbook contained an Excessive Absence Policy that outlined the possible denial of 

credit for courses. High School administrators also said that there was an Alternative School 

available for students who could not adjust to the regular program. 

 

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

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

participation, involvement, and achievement for all students. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: District administrators said that there was a problem with absenteeism with ELL 

students and that they were attempting to "tackle the cultural expectations" regarding school 

attendance. The EQA team was also told that suspension rates at the high school were very low, 

at 5.8 percent. The deans were responsible for maintaining these records, and ultimately all data 

was stored in the student system, IPASS. At the junior high school level, all suspensions were 

recorded in the student data system. District and school staff reported that at the junior high 

school, guidance and administration personnel reviewed all records of students with attendance 

and suspension issues. Strategies to address these issues included a curriculum which integrated 

bullying at the junior high school as well as peer mediation techniques. At the high school, 

parents were required to attend discussions of disciplinary issues such as drugs, foul language, 

and assaults. 

 

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: District administrators said that they frequently analyzed individual records of ELL 

students, and that they were pleased those students had met AYP for 2003 and 2004. At the 

elementary level, any success was attributed to the fact that the school learned to cluster students, 

and that the ELL teacher was allowed to model lessons after the regular education classroom. In 
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each elementary school, an ELL teacher was assigned who in some cases taught the lesson, and 

the regular education teacher would become her "assistant." However, administrators did 

mention that there was still some pullout for direct instruction for ELL students, and that this 

sometimes was provided by a Title I teacher. Further, in many cases the lack of homework 

completion was an issue, and the schools at the elementary level provided an after-school 

homework club to assist those students having difficulty.  

 

At the junior high level, most ELL students were now integrated into the regular classrooms. 

School administrators noted that this was not always the case for the entire review period and 

that even now, with some new arrivals whose English was minimal, that these students might 

spend most of the day with an ELL teacher. At the high school level, district administrators said 

that there was a "push by the superintendent for two levels, pullout and inclusion.” A district 

administrator described the process of inclusion as "being meticulous" but still improving, and at 

this point, stated that it was not complete. 

 

 

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): 

• There were no evaluations available for administrators during the review period. 

• Department heads completed teacher evaluations at the junior and senior high schools. These 

department heads were not certified as supervisors or directors. 

• The building principals did not co-sign evaluation documents at the junior and senior high 

schools. 

• There was only one superintendent evaluation available for the review period. 

 

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

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

improvements in the quality of teaching and learning. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

 

Evidence: In all interviews with district and school administrators as well as with teachers, the 

EQA team was told that student achievement data was not linked to the current evaluation 

system. However, they said that student achievement data were discussed with all who were 

being evaluated. Elementary principals said that when they formally observed instruction, 

generally it was in the area of ELA or math. And since these two areas were part of the School 

Improvement Plan, principals believed that "this linked everything together with student 

achievement." Principals also stated that student achievement was part of their discussions with 

the superintendent. Yet, a review of 45 teacher files by the EQA team did not reveal any mention 

of student achievement data. 

 

2. The district utilized evaluation procedures for administrators that were aligned with the 

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

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

 

Evidence: In a review of the administrator files, the EQA team did not find evaluations for any 

of the 16 administrators during the review period. During focus groups, principals said that each 

year, they engaged in lengthy discussions with the superintendent regarding the Principles of 

Effective Administration. They further stated that they presented "portfolios" to illustrate their 

accomplishments regarding the principles listed. When asked if a formal evaluation document 

had been completed, all administrators responded in the negative. The superintendent said that 

administrators had been evaluated using a rather lengthy and "cumbersome" process. He added 

that the principals' evaluation documents had probably been "misplaced" during a recent move. 

Neither principals nor the superintendent were able to provide the EQA team with copies of any 

written evaluations. School committee members described the recent revisions to the 

superintendent's evaluation document. The EQA team was able to view a 2002-2003 written 

evaluation for the superintendent. 
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At the time of the panel’s visit, a formal evaluation instrument for administrators was being 

developed. A sample was supplied to the panel. This new instrument was used to evaluate the 

principals at the end of the 2004-2005 school year. The school committee at its July 25, 2005 

meeting evaluated the superintendent. 

 

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

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

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

 

Evidence: Since the district did not provide evaluation documents, except for the written 

evaluation of the superintendent, the EQA team was not able to determine if the process was 

informative and instructive. 

 

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

evaluations. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

 

Evidence: Since there were no evaluation documents for principals, the EQA team was not able 

to determine if administrators were held accountable for student assessment results in their 

yearly evaluations. 

 

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: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The evaluation procedure for teachers was aligned with the requirements of education 

reform. However, of the 45 teacher evaluations reviewed, 11 were found not to be timely. A 

formal observation, with a pre- and post-conference, and summative evaluations, was completed 

every two years for professional-status teachers. Professional-status teachers were evaluated 

every other year, and during the off year, they completed a set of yearly goals that they worked 

to meet. Teachers without professional status were evaluated every year, and the process 

included two observations as well as pre- and post-conferences. Teachers without professional 
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status were required to complete Saphier's Skillful Teacher course before being granted 

professional status. All evaluators had been trained using the Saphier Skillful Leader model.  

 

The EQA team reviewed teacher evaluations and found that all of those at the junior and senior 

high schools had been completed by department heads and not by the principals. In focus groups, 

teachers at these levels confirmed that principals had never done their evaluations. The EQA 

team also noted that the ELA and math department heads did not possess certification as 

supervisors or directors. However, their certifications as teachers in the content area were up-to-

date. 

 

Further, a review of the evaluations showed that in most cases, the evaluations were not co-

signed by the principals of either the junior or the senior high schools. In focus groups, some 

teachers said they had not been evaluated during the state mandatory cycles and some cited lack 

of timely evaluations by the special education department. Teachers noted that the evaluation 

document itself was at least 12 years old and "not effective." 

 

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

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

growth and effectiveness. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: As mentioned previously, each evaluation was accompanied by an observation of a 

lesson. In most cases, these observations were informative in that they described what was going 

on in the classroom. While 34 of the 45 evaluations were found to be "informative," only 12 

were deemed "instructive." Evaluations were not instructive, as they did not include any 

recommendations for improvements in the teaching/learning process or any specific 

recommendations related to professional growth. 

 

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: Poor 
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Evidence: Both principals and teachers in focus groups said that student assessment results were 

discussed informally during the building meetings, the team meetings, and the goal setting 

process. However, a review of the teacher evaluation documents did not uncover any reference to 

student assessment results. 

 

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

consequences for compensation, advancement, or employment. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: During the review period, administrators said that approximately eight teachers had 

been placed on improvement plans, and that no teachers with professional status had been 

terminated as a result of an unsatisfactory evaluation.  

  

 

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

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

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

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

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

all students. 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• Interviews with principals and elementary teacher focus groups indicated that classrooms had 

ample supplies and materials to complement instruction. 

• Interviews with administrators and teacher focus groups revealed that district technology 

provided limited assistance for the evaluation of programs and services.  

 

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: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The Norwood Public Schools and each of its schools implemented a data-driven 

system for the evaluation of programs and services during the review period. Interviews with 

elementary principals revealed that the Shanker Phonemic Awareness Test, DRA, Stanford 9, 

Gates MacGinite, and the MCAS tests were administered at designated grade levels. Analyses 

accompanied each test administration to ascertain student status and progress in ELA. 

 

In grades 6-12, department chairs in ELA and in math stated that the MCAS test results were 

supplemented by departmentalized mid-year writing assessments and final exams. Diagnostic 

tests and writing portfolios were also commonplace. Elementary principals indicated that 

Everyday Math chapter tests were administered. Department chairs at the junior and senior high 

schools stated that performance analyses were driven by the MCAS exam, administered in 

grades 6, 8, and 10. 

 

A number of support services existed for students at all levels. At the elementary grades, 

examples included:  Student Support Teams, Reading Specialists, Title I, Early Morning Reading 

Club, MCAS Tutoring by Certified Teachers, Summer School, Math Clubs for grades 4-5, and 

Wilson and Kurswell Reading programs. At the junior and senior high schools, services included 

MCAS test tutoring by certified teachers, peer tutoring, separate ELA and math academic 

support classes, Title I, small classes, personalized instruction, summer school for junior high 

students, and the creation of an at-risk team of four teachers at the high school. 

 

Teachers and administrators stated that resources at all levels were more than adequate. At the 

elementary schools, examples included: reading supplements such as Project Read, Touch Time, 

Everyday Math, and Touch Math, a Grade 4 writing program called Puddles, and a grades 4-5 

reading supplement called Alpha Smarts. Teachers were also provided with professional 

development, and classroom libraries were expanded as well. Again, department chairs at the 

junior and senior high schools stated that MCAS test prep programs and manipulative materials 

were purchased. Professional development was provided for junior high school teachers, and 

since curriculum review was ongoing at both levels, supplements were obtained on almost a 

yearly basis. There was never a dearth of materials and supplies. 
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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: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: District and school administrators used student assessment data for the review period 

to measure the district's instructional and supplemental programs and services. Department 

chairs in ELA and math for the junior and senior high schools indicated that data was accessed 

from PSAT, SAT, AP, MCAS, and mid-year and final exams. Curriculum mapping 

documentation during the 2002-04 school years took place on professional development days to 

ensure that the district's curriculum was aligned with the State Curriculum Frameworks. Item 

analyses of the MCAS test and Everyday Math were also part of this process. 

 

Summer school programs were provided for at-risk elementary students. Classes were 

characterized by low teacher/pupil ratios and pre- and post-testing. Mid-year and final exams at 

the junior and senior high schools were cooperatively developed, and department chairs 

manually performed item analyses, and then shared results with classroom teachers. There was 

minimum reliance on district technology. 

 

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

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

improvements in the quality of teaching and learning. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Elementary administrators stated that the MCAS exam item analysis revealed student 

deficiency in the open-response questioning technique. CAMS Math and Comprehensive 

Reading Assessment materials were purchased to assist teachers with instructional practices. 

 

At the junior and senior high schools, department chairs stated that curriculum reviews took 

place in ELA and math on a yearly basis. After a three-year study, a new math program will be 

introduced in September 2005. Mid-year and final exams were refined each year to ensure 

correlation between teaching and testing. Additionally, expectations were raised for students 

during the review period. 
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In grades 3-5, students maintained a three-ring binder which included writing exhibits in ELA 

and in math. The binder was designed to reflect individual, continuous progress. 

 

The district's leadership team published a handbook to assist teachers in the analysis of sub-

group data. It established 11 guided questions for teachers when conducting evaluative activities. 

Small group instructional designs were organized and Title I services were refined with emphasis 

on individualization at all levels. 

 

The district obtained accreditation from the National Assessment for the Education of Young 

Children (NAEYC) in 2004. This designation served as a foundation for providing effective 

early education programming. The data for the review period, however, revealed that although 

student performance was at or above state levels, and intervention programs were quite diverse, 

student achievement progression was limited. 

 

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

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

materials, and supplies.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Interviews with elementary principals, ELA and math department chairs, and program 

directors said that samples of student work were examined in September, December, and May of 

each year. Teams were assigned this task at the elementary grades while the two department 

chairs assumed the responsibility at the junior and senior high school levels. 

 

In Grade 3, a general item analysis of the MCAS test data was conducted. In Grade 4, MCAS 

test data review focused on open-ended responses. As a result of unsatisfactory performance, the 

curriculum was revised in order to place more emphasis in grades 1-3 on teaching the 

aforementioned concept. Writing across the curriculum was also introduced to address the 

deficiency. 
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Five half-days of teacher in-service were dedicated during the review period to both curriculum 

refinement and documentation. The MCAS test analysis indicated that the district's curriculum 

did not consistently align with the State Curriculum Frameworks. Training in curriculum 

mapping skills was provided for all teachers. 

 

The MCAS analyses also revealed that the district had not met AYP for the special education 

subgroup. The district assigned more special education teachers to the junior high as a result. The 

administration was not satisfied with student progress at the upper performance levels and 

introduced the Eureka Program for the gifted and talented population. It also broadened the 

exposure to critical thinking methodology. 

 

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

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

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

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: During the review period, DOE data revealed that the aggregate population was 

making minimal progress, although district performance was at state levels. In order to improve 

student achievement, the district undertook several initiatives, including: assigning additional 

special education staff to the junior high school; assigning specialists co-teaching responsibilities 

to ensure curricular content consistency; reducing pull-out programs; and implementing writing 

across the curriculum at all levels. Professional development focused on differentiating 

instruction and improving questioning techniques, and more individualization was designed for 

the transient student population. At the junior and senior high schools, math teachers were 

assigned to one math literacy class which focused on teaching students how to read and 

comprehend math problems. 

 

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 
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Evidence: A review of MCAS test data revealed that student performance at the junior high, 

particularly Grade 8, was in need of immediate attention. Teachers were not comfortable with 

scope and sequence, and parents complained that they could not understand the content. 

Workshops were provided for elementary teachers which incorporated a standards-based theme. 

Report cards were re-written to align better with the curriculum. 

 

At the junior and senior high schools, the ELL program was more inclusive and became part of 

the ELA Department. Content and student integration were enhanced. In the ELA and math 

departments for grades 6-12, classroom assignments were based on teacher competency. 

Inexperienced teachers were assigned to the most difficult classes. Teacher schedules were 

designed to ensure that students and teachers would succeed. 
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Domain B: Curriculum and Instruction 

 
 Standards ▼                   Indicators ► 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total

Domain B - Curriculum & Instruction        

S5 - Curriculum           

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 

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

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

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

S6 - Instruction: Expectations & Policies           

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Satisfactory 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 4 

  Poor 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 5 

  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

S7 - Opportunity & Access To Quality

Education Programs           

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 

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

  Poor 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 2 

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

S8 - Professional Development & Training           

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 

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

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

  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 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): 
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• The district revised the curriculum on an ad hoc basis, as there was no process in place for 

the annual review of curriculum. 

• Throughout the period under review, the district lacked a formal curriculum review process 
and used MCAS analysis to align the curriculum on an as needed basis. 

 
• The district began curriculum mapping to assure horizontal and vertical alignment in the last 

two years of the period under review. 
 
• Curriculum modifications did not result in improved, equitable achievement for all student 

populations. 

 

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: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district had written curricula for all grade levels and tested areas that were clearly 

aligned with the State Curriculum Frameworks. 

 

Curriculum guides were presented for English Language Arts (ELA) in grades 3-5, 6-8, and 9-

12, following a similar format which included identifying the state standard, content to be taught, 

appropriate resources to be used, unit home assignment, unit strategies for instruction, essential 

questions to be asked, and community or unique resources to be arranged. The ELA guides used 

the attachments from the math guide to support students’ special needs. 

 

Math curriculum guides presented for grades 6-8 and 9-12 did not follow similar formatting. The 

grades 3-5 guide reflected the ELA components. Additionally, there was a pacing guide for 

September to June, an attachment from Everyday Mathematics called “Differentiating 

Instruction as a Special Education Teacher,” and a local handout that defined the difference 

between accommodations and modifications for students. 

 

The curriculum guide presented for grades 6-12 was contained in a local document called the 

Department Handbook, where most of the formatting contents of grades 3-5 were present. For 
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example, not all levels identified essential questions. The overall curriculum was defined as the 

commercial program text at that level. State frameworks were referenced next to each text’s 

chapter content.    

 

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

currency, and consistency of the district’s curricula. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district assigned a curriculum leader to each school to oversee the use, alignment, 

quality, currency, and consistency of the district’s curricula during the review period. The 

elementary schools each maintained a reading specialist, who, along with the K-5 curriculum 

coordinator, met bi-monthly as a group to ensure consistency across all elementary schools. The 

principals were informed of the curriculum work and were not included in the meetings. 

 

The ELA and math department chairs served as the curriculum leaders for both junior and senior 

high schools. The department chairs reported that they met with their departments at least weekly 

to update, modify, and discuss curriculum issues. Department chairs notified principals of 

significant curriculum modifications, but minor amendments to the curriculum did not involve 

the principals. Additionally, department chairs were responsible for all of the teacher 

evaluations. 

 

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

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

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: The district did not have a documented process that involved teachers in the annual 

review and revision of curricula based on the analyses of standardized tests. 

 

During the review period, teachers and administrators stated in interviews that their teachers 

frequently reviewed the MCAS test results to revise and inform the curricula on a needs basis, 

and that no standing committees existed. They stated that this was to ensure broad participation 

rather than including the same participants. Administrators expressed, during interviews, that a 
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committee was formed to address a need for curriculum revision when it appeared. Most of the 

curriculum was last reviewed in 2002, which followed the 2000 and 2001 State Curriculum 

Frameworks revisions for math and ELA. 

 

Elementary teachers used testing results from Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) in 

grades 1-4, Gates MacGinite in grades 2-5, and the Stanford 9 in Grade 2, which was mostly 

used for flexible grouping in the classrooms. Literacy closets and writing portfolios emerged 

during the review period as a result of their data analysis. 

 

Junior and high school department heads stated in interviews that all analysis work and regular 

curriculum review was conducted during department meetings in which curriculum was 

discussed, and modifications were made as needed, based on the results of the MCAS test, mid-

year exams, or final exams. 

 

4. The results of student assessment data (i.e., longitudinal, demographic, disaggregated, 

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

ensure the scope, sequence, and alignment of learning goals, competencies, and expectations 

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

other tested core academic subjects as added). 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: During the last year of the review period, the district implemented a curriculum 

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

and expectations from one grade to the next. 

 

Administrators and department heads who were interviewed stated that from 2001-2003, 

the district used individual MCAS student data, aggregate and disaggregated data that 

was presented by department heads at the secondary level and reading specialists at the 

elementary level. Both ELA and math mid-year and final exams at the secondary level 

served as benchmarks for informing expectations from one grade to the next.   
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The elementary level implemented DRA benchmarks and created a standards-based report card 

for grades K-5, which used a rubric for all content areas and identified level 3 as the district 

benchmark for each area. 

 

The policy manual contained Curriculum Evaluation Process Steering Committee (File: ILBA-E) 

from the Massachusetts Association of School Committees (2003). Administrators and 

department chairs stated in interviews that they were unfamiliar with this policy. 

 

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: Throughout the period under review, the district lacked a formal curriculum review 

process  and used MCAS analysis to align the curriculum on an as needed basis. The district 

began curriculum mapping to assure horizontal and vertical alignment in the last two years of the 

period under review. However, during the final year of the review period, the district 

implemented a gradual curriculum mapping process for the district’s curricula.  

 

Elementary ELA and math teachers began mapping in 2002-2003, and used their results to 

inform changes for 2003-2004. Mapping opportunities took place during six half-day releases. 

There was no common planning time for elementary teachers during the review period. 

Additionally, elementary teachers were required during the review period to report math unit test 

results to the central office through their principals to ensure that the curriculum met the pace set 

by the pacing chart.  

 

6. Modifications to the curriculum resulted in improved, equitable achievement for all student 

populations. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: The district’s modifications to the curriculum did not result in improved equitable 

achievement for all student populations during the review period. 
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Interviewees indicated that after analyzing the MCAS test data, administrators and 

department chairs modified the curriculum. One modification involved the creation of an 

academic support course offered in ELA and math at the high school level. Both 

emphasize test-taking skills, MCAS-style questions, and practice with released MCAS 

test items. The math class served as the students’ only math course for the year, and was 

only available to those students not passing their Grade 8 MCAS test. It was also offered 

at the grades 10-12 levels. An additional course covering ELA did not replace the regular 

curriculum, and was open only to students who failed the Grade 8 MCAS test. 

 

English Language Learner (ELL) students were transitioned from pullout to inclusionary 

support. This allowed the ELL teacher to work with small groups concurrently with the 

classroom teacher at the elementary level. Special education students had a separate 

curriculum during most of the review period. During the final year of the period, the 

secondary math chair’s advice on math instruction was welcomed. 

 

The percentage of special education students in Grade 6 math scoring in the 

‘Warning/Failing’ category on the MCAS test decreased from 68 percent in 2001 to 47 

percent in 2004; the percentage of regular education students scoring in that category on 

the MCAS test decreased from 13 percent in 2001 to only 3 percent in 2004. The 

percentage of Grade 3 special education and ELL students scoring in the 

‘Warning/Failing’ category increased, from 4 percent in 2001 to 18 percent in 2004 for 

special education students, and from 24 percent in 2003 to 54 percent in 2004 for ELLs.  

 

Student performance on the 2001 MCAS test for Grade 8 math declined during the 

review period. In 2001, 56 percent of the aggregate scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 

and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, increasing to 64 percent in 2004. On the Grade 8 

MCAS math test, 92 percent of special education students scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories in 2001, increasing to 93 percent in 

2004. 
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Grade 7 ELA results for the regular education population showed no change over the 

review period, but the percentage of special education students who scored in the 

‘Warning/Failing’ category dropped from 26 percent in 2001 to 13 percent in 2004. The 

percentage of special education students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category on the 

Grade 10 MCAS test in math dropped significantly, from 84 percent in 2001 to 32 

percent in 2004; the percentage of regular education students scoring in that category 

dropped from 27 percent in 2001 to 6 percent in 2004.  However, Grade 10 ELA showed 

little change for both regular and special education students. 

 

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: Administrators and teachers interviewed stated that staffing levels were adequate to 

deliver the district’s curriculum to all students; however, the district did not have equitable rates 

of improvement for all student populations at all grade levels. 

 

The district reported its student/teacher ratio as 12.7 to 1. Administrators and department chairs 

stated during interviews that they taught classes at the high school level that ranged from 9 to 29 

students. The larger classes were the accelerated placement classes, while the smaller classes 

were lower level courses. The departments did not add staff to teach the academic support class, 

but instead they reallocated personnel.  

 

The junior high school averaged approximately 25 students per class, according to 

administrators. Administrators strived to limit class size to 12-13 students at the Callahan and 

Balch schools, and 15-16 students in the other elementary schools. 

 

According to the MCAS test results, grades 6 and 10 math students improved the most. Grade 4 

math students’ performance declined, as did Grade 3 ELA. Grades 4 and 10 ELA saw no 

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

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

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district established practices that adequately provisioned for and supported the 

curriculum and its overall effectiveness in all assessed subject areas, at all levels. 

 

Interviews with department chairs and administrators indicated that the curriculum had been 

level funded for as long as they could recall, at all levels. Curriculum leaders easily procured 

materials and were never denied special requests when they provided the administration with a 

rationale.   

 

During the review period, the junior high school maintained two separate curricula programs. 

Grade 6 used Everyday Mathematics and grades 7-8 used Impact Math. Since Grade 6 Impact 

Math books were not yet published, the district decided to select Everyday Mathematics. This 

correlated with the K-5 elementary Everyday Mathematics program, and obviated waiting until 

the following year for a text.  

 

 

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): 

• While the district expressed expectations for teachers, the evaluation tool that it used served 

as an ineffective document. 

• The district offered support for improving instructional strategies, but this support did not 

result in improved student achievement. 

• Rates of proficiency for all students did not improve even though the district changed 

instructional time allotments. 
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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: Poor 

 

Evidence: The district had expressed expectations for teachers, their work as professional 

educators, and the effectiveness of the instructional process. However, the evaluation tool used 

served as an ineffective document, as indicated in interviews with teachers and upon review of 

the documents. Most completed evaluations and observations cited a script of an actual lesson, 

and did not include recommendations for professional development or instructive feedback. 

 

The district mission statement, adopted on August 21, 2002, mandated that teachers engage 

every student in learning, that lifelong learning was essential, and that teachers had the right to 

teach and students had the right to learn in a safe and nurturing environment. The district 

expected that, through the mentoring program, all new teachers participated in Research for 

Better Teaching (RBT) and Dimensions of Learning programs during the first three years of 

district employment. Administrators stated that everyone knew what was expected of them. 

 

In interviews, administrators stated that the district curriculum guides, the State Curriculum 

Frameworks, and staff handbooks all expressed clear expectations as to instructional methods 

and content, and that the professional development handbook offered quality professional 

development.  

 

The new Willet 2004-2005 staff handbook included a document, Performance Standards for 

Classroom Teachers and Specialists; however, this document was not published in any of the 

other handbooks, although it was published in Appendix A of the teachers’ contract, and 

administrators and department chairs were unfamiliar with it when questioned in interviews.  

 

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

averages across grade levels.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district expected that teachers used current assessment information to plan 

instruction with support from reading specialists at the elementary level and department chairs at 

the secondary level. Teachers 21 provided TestWiz training, which was limited to some 

administrators and department chairs. The district provided no training for secondary teachers, 

who indicated that they had heard of TestWiz. Elementary teachers generally worked directly 

with paper versions and analyzed results by hand.  

 

The MCAS test 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 during the review period. 

 

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

subject area and at each level. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Instructional time in each assessed content area met or exceeded state requirements in 

ELA and math at each level. 

 

The elementary level maintained a 90-minute uninterrupted block for ELA and 60-

minutes of math each day. The junior high ran a seven-period day with 42-minute classes 

using a rotating schedule. The high school had one 65 minute block, a 96 minute block, 

and four 60-minute classes during the day, on a seven-day rotation.  

 

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

that resulted in improved student achievement. 

Rating: Poor 
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Evidence: The district continually offered instructional leadership and support through 

professional development courses for veteran staff, and mandated that new Norwood staff enroll 

in Dimensions of Learning and The Skillful Teacher. Overall, however, student achievement 

remained flat. 

 

Student achievement in Norwood remained stagnant in the aggregate with an average change of 

3 percent from 2001 to 2004, while three subgroups, including special education, low income, 

and African-American students, did not meet AYP in math.  

 

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: Rates of proficiency for all students did not improve, although the district made some 

changes in instructional time during the review period. The district instituted MCAS test tutoring 

at the secondary level during the school day, peer tutoring at the high school level, and added 

academic support classes in math and ELA. Low-level classes were eliminated, which allowed 

all students access to curriculum 

 

Administrators reported that at the elementary level, teachers tutored students before school, and 

after funds ran out, several teachers continued to volunteer to work with disadvantaged students.  

 

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: The district maintained staff attendance, but did not conduct a study or evaluation to 

determine the effects of staff attendance on student achievement. Administrators acknowledged 

the importance of keeping a teacher in the classroom and stated that great efforts were made to 

keep the same substitute in a particular class in the event of a long-term illness. The attendance 

records were maintained by the school secretaries, and signed off by the principal for the 
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secretary to forward to the superintendent’s office, where reports were then distributed to the 

school committee.   

 

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

staff attendance and chronic staff absenteeism. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district reported absentee rates for teachers during 2004. Teachers absent for 

short-term, personal leave, and professional development averaged 6.4 days. Without 

professional development factored in, the average was 5.5 days. Administrators indicated that 

chronic staff absenteeism was not a district issue, and that there were no policies in place that 

addressed this. The superintendent found patterns of Monday/Friday absences for a few 

individual teachers, which resulted in a policy change prior to the review period. 

 

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

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: Educational technology was available, but not used as an integral part of the 

instructional program at most levels. 

 

During 2003-2004, the DOE reported that 100 percent of the classrooms in the district were on 

the internet, and that there were 5.9 students per computer, compared with the state’s average of 

4.8 students. During a facilities walkthrough, examiners observed six computer labs at the high 

school with up to 50 computers in a single room. Courses offered included CAD, art, and other 

computer classes outlined in the program of studies. Examiners also observed a fully 

computerized music lab and state of the art language lab. Teachers signed up for open computer 

lab to complement their students’ studies in all content areas as appropriate, but not required by 

the curriculum as an integral component.  

 

The junior high school had three computer labs. Two of them were reserved exclusively for the 

computer technology classes offered to all middle school students. The Grade 6 students received 

computer technology instruction twice per week for a full year, while the grades 7-8 students 
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received computer technology twice per week for half a year. The remaining computer lab was 

available for teachers to sign up and use individually, though not integral to the curriculum 

unless determined by the teacher. 

 

Administrators interviewed stated that the elementary schools had three networked computers in 

each classroom with one printer, although examiners observed mostly two. In addition, schools 

maintained 12 computers in their libraries along with a mobile class computer cart which was 

used mostly by grades 3-5 teachers, but was observed as being dusty during facilities check. One 

teacher stated that they were rarely used, and rather cumbersome. Administrators stated that 

teachers did not have a specific computer for their professional use. 

 

Each elementary building had a technology facilitator, a stipended position, who worked under 

the K-5 integrated elementary technology specialist, whose job it was to integrate technology 

into the curriculum. Administrators reported that teachers used the few computers to work with 

rotating small groups. The technology specialist came into their classrooms and demonstrated 

software to the teachers and class for later use. The math department chair oversaw the junior 

and senior high school computer courses. 

 

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

services to all English language learners. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Student achievement data indicated that the ELLs were provided with effective 

instruction, programs, and services, and achieved their AYP during the final year under review. 

 

In 2001, the district received grants to hire one additional ELL staff member. Every school 

employed a full-time, certified ELL teacher. Administrators and department chairs reported that 

the efforts to include students in the regular education program greatly increased during the 

second half of the review period, when students were grouped in classes. During the review 

period, the ELL department worked toward inclusion. Pull-out classes existed throughout the 

review period. The inclusion allowed the ELL teacher to co-teach with the regular education 

teacher and model lessons with small groups, but the frequency of co-teaching was irregular. 
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Administrators reported that the K-5 Curriculum Coordinator divided disaggregated data into 

quarterly templates for staff and building administrators. The coordinator stated in interviews 

that ELL students in the system for two years or more reflected the positive effects of their 

program. The district distributed report cards for Portuguese-speaking students, and held an 

informational parent meeting in Portuguese. 

 

Standard 7. OPPORTUNITY AND ACCESS TO QUALITY EDUCATION PROGRAMS: 

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

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

educational programs for all students.    

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• The district had practices that insured a smooth transition for students moving from one 

grade level to the next, and for students new to the district. 

• District administrators were aware of a disproportional degree of office referrals, 

suspensions, and retentions among its subgroups. 

• The district made a number of adjustments in its instructional practices for at-risk students 

after analyzing performance data. 

• Norwood High School offered 14 AP courses during the review period and 70 percent of the 

students who took the year-end exams scored a 3 or higher. 

• The population of transient students, particularly those from Brazil and Lebanon, increased 

during the review period. 

 

Indicators: 

 

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

exceeded the state’s Competency Determination. 

Rating: Poor 
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Evidence: DOE data indicated that, since the state added Competency Determination to 

graduation requirements starting with the Class of 2003, 95 percent of the district’s eligible 

seniors graduated in 2003 and 98 percent in 2004.   

 

High school administrators informed EQA examiners that those students, in all likelihood, who 

had not completed their Norwood High School graduation requirements, did not earn the 

Competency Determination. Some may have even dropped out of school well before the June 

graduation date. However, the high school administration stated that all members of the Class of 

2005 met the Competency Determination at the time of the EQA visit. 

 

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

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

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

dropouts and maintained these data over time (3 years).   

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Although there was no evidence of documented policies regarding supporting 

students in transition, interviews revealed that the district had practices and procedures in place 

regarding transitioning students. All interviewees deemed these practices successful.  

 

Extensive pre-school and kindergarten screening began the transitioning process in the district so 

that every child was provided the services that s/he would need to succeed in school. At each 

elementary grade level, students had an opportunity to meet with and discuss classroom 

procedures and expectations with their upcoming year teacher. 

 

As students transitioned from Grade 5 to the junior high school, there were a number of 

programs to insure a smooth transition. A tour of the junior high, an orientation meeting with the 

principal, and a meeting with parents took place in the spring prior to the end of Grade 5. In 

September, the first day of school was devoted to transitioning the entering Grade 6 students to 

school, and a week later, a special Parents Open House was held. 

 



  76

There were similar programs for students shifting from the junior high to the senior high school.  

Meetings with high school guidance counselors, the new dean for that particular class, and the 

high school administration all took place in the spring of Grade 8. Another special assembly was 

held to introduce the Grade 8 students to all the co-curricular activities offered to them. This 

assembly was conducted entirely by high school student leaders. As school began in September, 

orientation assemblies were held as well as special parent open houses. 

 

Interviewees reported that students entering Norwood from other districts had their class and 

course placements carefully determined based on a review of the academic progress from the 

sending school, discussion with parents and, if needed, test results to further delineate the 

academic placement of the student. Additionally, a counselor was assigned to each incoming 

student to assist in creating as smooth a transition to the new school as possible. At the secondary 

level, each incoming student was matched up with a “peer helper” to aid in the transition. Often, 

incoming students had a language issue and they were paired with a student who could help 

communicate in their native language. 

 

3. Disaggregated trend data (minimum of 3 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: DOE data indicated that, although the incidents were not high, a disproportionate 

percentage of students in the district’s subgroups were included among office referrals, 

suspensions, and retentions. For example, the data showed that suspensions and retentions 

among African-American and Hispanic students were higher than among White students. 

 

Secondary school administrators confirmed these figures during the interview process and added 

that if these figures included Brazilian and Lebanese ELL students, listed as White students in 

the Norwood demographic profile, the disparity would have been even greater. Interviewees 

stated that administrators were sensitive to this situation and strived to be fair and consistent in 

their relations with all students. 
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The district’s 1.3 percent dropout rate was favorably low, though interviewees stated that it 

would be difficult to estimate if racial or ethnic disproportions exist within this group of students 

because the district did not maintain records on the type of student who dropped out. 

 

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: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Interviewees stated that local analysis of student performance data resulted in a 

number of adjustments in instructional practices to better meet the needs of the at-risk student 

population.   

 

At the elementary level the practice of “pulling out” students with Individualized Education 

Plans (IEPs) to provide support services had been diminishing during the review period. More 

integration and a better connection between the regular education and special education teachers 

had taken place across the scope of all five elementary schools.  The Balanced Literacy program 

was initiated in 2003 for all K-2 students to increase their chances of reaching the ‘Proficient’ 

category in both ELA and math. Homework clubs were initiated as well as special Transitional 

Learning Camps (TLC) every summer throughout the review period for at-risk grades 2-5 

students. 

 

At the junior high school, special education students’ instructional materials were aligned more 

with the state frameworks. Academic support was bolstered by adding after-school MCAS test 

tutoring in math for all students in need as well as summer programs designed specifically for the 

at-risk students. Interviewees stated that teachers’ assignments were altered so that at-risk 

students would receive instruction from the school’s best teachers. 

 

At the high school, ELL teachers were assigned study hall duties so that they could be available 

to assist their students with extra academic support. A math support program was initiated with 

an MCAS test tutor who met regularly with all at-risk grades 10-12 students. Additionally, 
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National Honor Society members were matched up with at-risk peers to provide one-on-one 

instruction. A certified math teacher instructed the high school alternative class students daily. 

 

Interviewees stated that the effectiveness of these programs and services was constantly under 

evaluation, and that adjustments and tweaks in the offerings were regularly performed to better 

meet the needs of the students. 

 

5. Enrollment data indicated equitable participation in higher level, advanced, and AP-type courses 

in all assessed grade levels and programs. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: During the review period, the district’s elementary schools grouped all of their 

students heterogeneously with the exception of the “co-op” special education program situated at 

the Oldham School. At Balch and Callahan Schools, each school’s regular education teachers 

were supported by a resource room teacher, a reading specialist, an ELL teacher, a Title I 

teacher, and a number of instructional aides. 

 

The junior high school and the senior high school had their major subject classes offered at three 

or four levels; however, all students were allowed access to the higher level courses. There were 

guidelines for subscription to courses at each level including the Advanced Placement (AP) 

courses. These guidelines included teacher/counselor recommendations and minimum grade 

point average. Additionally, a few courses had prerequisites. Interviewees agreed, however, that 

the final authority on course selections and level placements rested with the district’s parents. 

 

Norwood High School offered 14 different AP courses during the review period. Enrolled 

students were not required to take the year-end examinations; however, the statistics on AP 

courses, provided by the school for the review period, indicated that approximately 85 different 

students took approximately 140 exams annually, and more than 70 percent of the exam takers 

received scores of 3 or higher.   

 

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 
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addressed issues in the areas of discipline, retention, suspension, exclusion, and dropout 

recovery. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: During the review period, the district had policies in place, printed in the respective 

schools’ parent/teacher handbooks, which addressed behavioral issues and support services. The 

Discipline Code in each handbook spelled out the offenses which would result in disciplinary 

action, including suspensions and exclusions. Interviewees stated that published rules were 

uniformly enforced and that the handbooks were reviewed annually by the School Councils and 

the respective schools’ Faculty Senates, and revisions were made when deemed appropriate.   

 

The district also had in place during the review period promotion and retention policies specific 

to each grade level. 

 

The dropout rate at Norwood High School was reported as being 1.3 percent annually, well 

below the state average. 

 

Chronically absent student figures for the district, an average of 12.1 days, were also below the 

state average. However, the high school’s chronically absent student figures, particularly for 

grades 11-12, were above the state average, at 27.8 percent and 29.9 percent respectively. High 

school administrators stated that much effort had been expended during the period under review 

to address this situation, including direct involvement of the students’ parents. 

 

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: Although the document review phase of the EQA examination did not reveal any 

district policies addressing the needs of transient students, the interview process revealed that the 

district had several practices in place addressing these students. 

 



  80

Interviewees stated that the number of transient students had grown steadily during the period 

under review, particularly for students moving into the district from Brazil, Lebanon, and India.  

In all cases, the district followed a formal registration procedure which included a parental 

survey. After the extensive process involving many different district personnel was completed, 

students were assigned to the most appropriate academic program with supplemental services 

added when needed. 

 

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: Documentation review revealed and interviewees confirmed that no policies existed 

pertaining to assignment of teachers to maximize their talents and skills. However, interviewees 

stated that very careful examinations of student placements were made annually by elementary 

principals and the teachers best suited to handle the learning styles of particular students. 

 

At the junior high school, teachers taught only within their areas of certification and an attempt 

was made annually to insure that all teachers’ schedules were balanced for level of difficulty. At 

the high school, department heads assigned their respective teachers, with the approval of the 

principal, considering each teacher’s strengths and areas of interest. Balancing of teacher 

schedules from within the levels system was also important and frequent. 

 

 

Standard 8. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING: For the period of time 

under examination, the district adopted and implemented a Professional Development Plan 

developed through the analyses of data for all administrators, teachers, and other professional 

staff, paraprofessionals, and professional support teams.   

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• The district’s professional development plan was not evaluated in order to determine its 

effectiveness. 

• No documented program existed to enhance data analysis skills for staff. 
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• While the district had a professional development committee, not all teachers in the district 

were aware of its existence. 

 

Indicators: 

 

1. The district had an annually approved professional development plan for all administrative and 

instructional staff employed by the district. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence:  The district had an annual professional development handbook that listed workshops, 

trainings, and course offerings for three of the four years under review. However, no formal 

approval took place. The professional development plan was forwarded from the professional 

development committee to the superintendent to share with the school committee.   

 

Instructional staff and paraprofessionals were assigned by grade level to particular topics relative 

to the district’s needs. Administrators were asked to attend curriculum trainings related to their 

buildings. In addition, they also provided Saphier’s course on staff evaluation in 2003.  

Annually, in October, the district hosted Substitute Orientation Training, in which substitutes 

received a manual that contained directions, building maps, and curriculum program information.  

Separate presentations were made by department chairs or reading specialists to introduce the 

curriculum and instructional expectations to the substitute teachers. 

 

2. The district’s plan met or exceeded state requirements for resources committed to professional 

development, and the plan was evaluated for its effectiveness in advancing student performance. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: The district’s plan exceeded state requirements for 2002 by $228,683 and for 2003 by 

$141,020, although it fell short in 2001 by $127,975.   

 

The district’s plan was not evaluated for its effectiveness in advancing student performance but 

was connected to the district’s initiatives. Despite the significant underperformance of Grade 8 

students in math, no professional development in that area occurred for teachers. 
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Professional development content sessions occurred for social studies in 2002-2003, and for 

geography in 2003-2004. Although, Title I funds supported St. Catherine’s School for teacher 

professional development in lieu of direct services to students. The K-5 Curriculum Coordinator 

arranged for the delivery of professional development and kept all professional development 

opportunities open to St. Catherine’s teachers. 

 

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, and MCAS remediation needs), student assessment 

data by student subgroups, and district and school improvement plans and goals. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district’s professional development program was informed by evaluation results 

of those personnel attending professional development sessions. In interviews, administrators 

stated that both internal and external presenters were reviewed by professional development 

committee members and used to determine if the person would continue to lead or should be 

replaced. Administrators stated that ELL students’ subgroup data results from the Massachusetts 

English Proficiency Assessment (MEPA) and the Massachusetts English Languages Assessment-

Oral (MELA-O) informed more professional development in that area, and that district efforts 

towards special education inclusion required more support and training, which occurred for staff 

members as listed in the professional development handbook. The district and school and 

improvement plans and goals encompassed a broad scope with connections to the professional 

development program.  

 

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: Administrators stated that training for the community and parental involvement was 

held at the individual school level, and that no district wide program training was offered.  
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Elementary principals interviewed stated that they continued to use DOE materials for School 

Council training.   

 

5. The district’s programs included: data analysis skills for staff, the use of item analysis, and 

disaggregated data to address all students’ achievement, accommodations for diverse styles of 

learning, and skill building in curriculum development, delivery, and instructional techniques. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: No documented program existed on data analysis skills for staff or the use of item 

analysis and disaggregated data to address all students’ achievement. Skill building in curriculum 

development was also missing. The 2001-2002 Professional Development Handbook did include 

training in Differentiated Instruction to meet the diverse styles of student learning and 

Dimensions of Learning to share a common instructional model across the district.  These two 

courses were offered throughout the period under review; however, data analysis skills for staff, 

the use of item analysis, and disaggregated data to address all students’ achievement, and skill 

building in curriculum development, delivery, and instructional techniques were not. 

 

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: Administrators and teachers advanced their knowledge and skills through enrollment 

in district offerings for course credit. Teachers and administrators were equally reimbursed up to 

$300 per course, per year. Administrators interviewed stated that during the year, principals 

attended the district-wide trainings to ensure common understanding of programs such as 

Balanced Literacy during 2003-2004. 

 

7. Teachers were involved in the development, implementation, and assessment of the district’s 

professional development program. 

Rating: Poor 
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Evidence: A district-wide professional development committee existed during the review period. 

It included teachers and administrators who developed, implemented, and assessed the district’s 

professional development program.   

 

Administrators interviewed stated that each school building had up to five representatives, one 

representative for each grade level at each elementary school and one representative from each 

department at the secondary level, along with a special education representative and one 

principal. Administrators stated needs assessments were performed regularly and provided a 

completed new teacher survey as a sample. Teachers who were interviewed were not all aware of 

the professional development committee, and collectively stated they had never been asked for 

input into the plan. One teacher stated that for the first two years under review there had been 

opportunities for choice, but in the latter part of the review period, there had been no choices, 

only assignments. Overwhelmingly, secondary teachers who were interviewed felt little benefit 

from time spent on the curriculum-mapping program during the final two years of the review 

period.   
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Domain C: Academic Support Services 

 
 Standards  ▼             Indicators ► 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total 

Domain C - Academic Support Services        

S9 - Student Academic Support: Programs        

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Satisfactory 1 0 1 1 1 1 5 

  Poor 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 

  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

S10 - Student Academic Support: Program 

Management & Evaluation        

 Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 

 Satisfactory 0 1 1 1 0 N/A 3 

 Poor 1 0 0 0 1 N/A 2 

 Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 

 
 

Standard 9. STUDENT ACADEMIC SUPPORT PROGRAMS: For the period under 

examination, the district provided appropriate academic support services in ELA, math, and 

other core content areas for students who were not meeting state performance expectations.  

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• The district offered numerous and varied academic support programs during the review 

period that ranged from MCAS test tutoring classes for grades 11-12 students who needed to 

earn Competency Determination, to a Transitional Learning Camp (TLC) for grades 2-5 at-

risk students during a special four-week summer program. 

• Although the district had a District Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP), it was not a 

working document at the junior or senior high schools. 

• Norwood Public School personnel extensively used Individual Student Success Plans (ISSPs) 

to list the progression of academic support services provided to a particular student 

throughout his or her career in the district. 

 

Indicators: 
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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: For the review period, documentation reviews and interviews with district 

administrators and teacher focus groups indicated that the district was conscientious in 

monitoring student progress through assessment of the student performance data. The district 

provided students who had academic deficiencies with additional programs and the appropriate 

support. 

 

At the elementary level, Pre-K students were screened with the Early Screening Inventory (ESI) 

and ESL screening. In Kindergarten, the Shanker Phonemic Awareness and Scholastic Readiness 

Test were administered. In Grade 1, the Monster Spelling Test and the Developmental Reading 

Assessment (DRA) were administered, and in grades 2-5, the Gates MacGinite, Stanford 9, and 

the DRA assessment were administered. 

 

Students needing support were assisted by the reading teacher and ELL teacher, who were 

permanently stationed in all five elementary schools. The Balch and Callahan schools also had 

Title I teachers who provided support and instruction to eligible students. There were also 

MCAS test tutoring sessions taught both before and after school by the regular education 

teachers who were paid a stipend for the services. 

 

During the summer, the district offered a Transitional Learning Camp (TLC) for at-risk, grades 

1-5 students. The more than 100 students, who annually spent a total of eighty hours over a four-

week period, received supportive instruction in small group sessions. 

 

At the junior high, identified at-risk grades 6-7 students received three extra regularly scheduled 

ELA classes per seven-day cycle. These services continued into Grade 8 if appropriate progress 

was not made. Grades 6 and 8 students with deficiencies in math were supported when the 

students' schedules permitted. MCAS test tutoring in both ELA and Math were provided after 
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school throughout the year. Eligible students were also provided support by the Title I teacher at 

the junior high school. 

 

At the high school, grades 10-12 students identified as at-risk had, as their regular math course, 

an MCAS test support course and were also given additional MCAS test tutoring during their 

directed study periods. The few students who did not perform well in ELA were given support 

by individual teachers who volunteered their services, and the students were paired up with a 

National Honor Society student. High school administrators related that MCAS test support 

programs offered in the summer had not been well attended, and therefore, discontinued. 

 

The district used ISSPs throughout the different grade levels to keep track of any and all support 

services provided to an individual student. This ISSP packet moved with the student throughout 

his or her career in the Norwood Public Schools so that teachers and support personnel knew 

exactly what type of services had been provided in past years. 

 

2. The district adopted and implemented a District Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP) as a 

component of the District Improvement Plan (DIP) to assist principals in ensuring that all efforts 

were made to meet students’ needs in regular education. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: Although the district had a DCAP that was written during 2001-02, it was not a 

working document, particularly at the junior and the senior high schools. Principals and 

department heads at those levels attested during the interview sessions that they were aware of 

the document, but did not and had not used it to ensure that all efforts were made to meet 

students' needs in regular education. 

 

Many of the tenets and provisions within it had been and continued to be used on a regular basis 

to accommodate the appropriate support programs and services needed for a particular student. 

 

The Elementary Support Teams at each school, which included the district's Curriculum 

Coordinator and the individual school's Reading Specialist and ELL teacher, reviewed the 

services provided to each student twice per year. 
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3. Components of the DCAP included the following:  

a. direct and systematic instruction in reading; 

b. provision of services to address the needs of students whose behavior may have interfered 

with learning;  

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

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

accommodate the needs of students. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The existing DCAP included all the necessary provisions. Direct and systematic 

reading instruction was available to all Norwood Public School students during the review 

period. Balanced literacy was embedded in all reading programs in grades K-3 and phonemic 

assessments were provided and analyzed.  

 

The availability of services to those students who needed support to deal with behavioral issues 

existed throughout the district, including the use of an adjustment counselor to address behaviors 

that interfered with learning. 

 

Provisions also existed in the DCAP that maximized parental involvement in school affairs. The 

provisions also provided classroom teachers with professional development opportunities to help 

them analyze and accommodate the needs of all students. 

 

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: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: During the review period, documentation review and interviews with administrators 

and teacher focus groups indicated that the district effectively used a number of elements to 

identify students who were not meeting grade-level performance expectations. The district 

provided those students with the appropriate support programs and services. These elements 
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included the classroom teachers’ quarterly assessment of each student's academic progress, the 

results of all the assessment tests administered by the district, and the appropriate grade-level 

benchmarks.  

 

At the elementary level, standard-based report cards were introduced during the review period. 

Additionally, when a student was identified as not meeting grade-level performance 

expectations, Child Study Teams convened and wrote an ISSP if one did not exist for that 

particular student, which outlined the support programs and services needed. The ISSP then 

followed that student throughout his or her career in the Norwood Public Schools, and timely and 

appropriate adjustments to the plan were made. These adjustments often included tutorial 

services before and after school which supplemented the services provided during the regular 

school day. The documented flow charts included a parental communication piece at each 

interval of the student's progress. 

  

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 schools and districts. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the review period, interviews with district administrators indicated that the district 

had outreach efforts in place and an Early Intervention Program that screened all students. 

Students deemed at-risk were provided a Pre-K literacy program and parents of Pre-K students 

received training to assist their child. 

 

Both speech and language were analyzed, and balanced literacy was provided for all students. A 

phonemic assessment was performed and the DRA administered. Although the district did not 

use a true Reading Recovery program, instructional strategies of the Reading Recovery program 

were used to provide the best support programs available to identified students. The district 

provided a number of early intervention programs in literacy to its students and their parents. 

These programs included the ESI, Shanker's Phonemic Awareness inventory, the Scholastic 

Readiness test, the Monster spelling test, the DRA, the Otis-Lennon test, the Stanford 9, and the 

Gates MacGinite test.  
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The percentages of Grade 3 students scoring in the ‘Proficient’ category for the review period 

were as follows: 76 perfect in 2001, 69 percent in 2002, 73 percent in 2003, and 69 percent in 

2004. 

 

6. The district's MCAS success plan was approved by the Department of Education,  and contained 

the elements articulated in MGL Chapter 69, §1I (in applicable districts only). 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the review period, documentation indicated and interviewees confirmed that the 

district submitted an MCAS Success Plan to the DOE, and it was approved. This plan contained 

all the elements articulated in MGL Chapter 69-11. 

 

 

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): 

• Because the DCAP was not used at the secondary level, it was difficult to determine the 

scope and content of the academic support programs offered in grades 6-12. 

• The MCAS grant funds had been used to support programs for at-risk students at all three 

levels of the district; however, when state funds were reduced, the district decided to use the 

remaining funds for an MCAS test tutor at the high school. 

• Analysis of the trend data for student performance showed little movement during the review 

period. Proficiency Index trend data reflected a similarly flat pattern. 

 

Indicators: 
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1. The district engaged in a documented, formal, comprehensive analysis of the results from student 

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

programs and support services offered. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: During the review period, the district engaged in a limited amount of analysis of 

assessment results. However, none of the documents reviewed indicated that the analyses had 

been conducted to determine the content and scope of the academic support programs and 

services that the district offered. 

 

Examples of academic support programs that were offered by the district during the review 

period include: the TLC for grades 1-5 at-risk students during the summer; Title I support 

services for eligible students; grades 6-7 ELA support classes for at-risk students; MCAS test 

tutoring after school at the junior high school; specifically designed math courses for at-risk 

students in grades 10-11; and MCAS test tutoring during school hours for all at-risk students at 

the high school. 

 

Since the DCAP was only actively used at the elementary level during the review period, it was 

difficult to determine the scope and content of the support services offered in grades 6-12. 

 

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: During the review period, the district used MCAS test grant funds to develop and 

enhance academic support programs primarily for at-risk students. MCAS grants amounted to 

more than $97,000 initially, and the funds provided for a number of support programs at all three 

academic levels. Math support was provided for students who performed poorly on the grades 4, 

6, and 8 math tests and identified students in ELA. The support programs were offered during 

school, after school, on Saturdays, and in special summer academic support programs where 

more than 250 at-risk students were serviced. Each of these programs had low teacher/student 
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ratios and past MCAS test questions were extensively used. Special MCAS test review 

workbooks were utilized, and test questions were acquired from the DOE website. 

 

The MCAS grant funds had diminished over the years such that, during the 2003-04 school year, 

they were approximately $25,000. The available funds were exclusively used to support an 

MCAS test tutor at the high school whose primary task was to work with grades 11-12 students 

who had to pass the MCAS test to earn Competency Determination. The district continued to 

offer several of the academic support programs with local funds after the state funding 

reductions. 

 

3. District and/or school administrators evaluated the overall effectiveness of its grant-funded 

MCAS success program. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The documentation review indicated, and it was confirmed during the meeting with 

district administrators, that analyses of the grant-funded academic support programs were 

completed and appropriate adjustments made when deemed necessary by the district's 

administrators. 

 

4. The district used a range of supplemental support programs to advance student performance for 

those students in need. These programs were designed to address a variety of learner needs and 

styles in the assessed content areas. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district used a wide range of supplemental support programs to advance 

performance for at-risk students, including: substantially separate resource classrooms for 

students with special education plans; Title I reading and math support programs for eligible 

students; and a variety of academic support programs for regular education students.  

 

District administrators related that, during the interview process, they felt that the district 

teachers' expectations concerning at-risk students had risen during the review period, and a much 
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more positive environment existed. They said that this was due, in part, to the range of academic 

support programs offered by the district. 

 

5. Evaluations of academic support programs indicated that overall programs were efficient, 

managed effectively, and resulted in moving students from ‘Warning/Failing’ and ‘Needs 

Improvement' to the 'Proficient' category.  

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: Analysis of the district trend data concerning students moving from the 

‘Warning/Failing’ and ‘Needs Improvement’ categories to the ‘Proficient’ category showed that 

the percentage had remained flat throughout the review period. This was true in spite of the fact 

that many students were enrolled in the various academic support programs offered by the 

district. Specifically, the percentage of all district students scoring in the ‘Proficient’ category 

was 64 percent in 2001; 59 percent in 2002; 60 percent in 2003; and 61 percent in 2004. 

 

The Proficiency Index trend data for ELA and math showed similar patterns. In ELA, the 

district's students in the ‘Warning/Failing’ and ‘Needs Improvement’ categories were 23.3 

percent in 2001 and 23.0 percent in 2004. In math, the percentages of students in those same two 

below-standard categories were 53.7 percent in 2001 and 47.8 percent in 2004. The gap between 

ELA and math performance ratings closed by only 2.3 percent during the review period. 

 

Interviewees related that they were aware of the trend data and were working hard to move more 

students into the ‘Proficient’ category. Some of the steps the district already took were the 

adoption of a new math program for all students at the newly formed "middle school," where 

teams of teachers will be assigned a specific number of students from a particular grade. 

 

Curriculum mapping occurred in all ELA and math offerings throughout the district, since it was 

introduced in 2003, and there was an increased focus on delivering services to certain segments 

of the student population, particularly for the ELL population. 

 

 



  94

Domain D: Leadership, Governance, and Organization 

 
 Standards ▼           Indicators ► 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total

Domain D – Leadership, Governance, &

Organization           

S11 - Organizational Leadership: Direction, Goal

Setting, Policies, & Planning           

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Satisfactory 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 6 

  Poor 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 3 

  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

S12 - Organizational & Human Resource

Management           

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Satisfactory 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 6 

  Poor 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 3 

  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 

 

Standard 11. ORGANIZATIONAL LEADERSHIP: DIRECTION, GOAL SETTING, 

POLICIES AND PLANNING: For the period under examination, the district, each of its 

schools, and programs implemented improvement plans that were based on a comprehensive 

vision or mission, clear priorities for student achievement, and the analysis of recent and long-

range student performance data. The district maintained organized, accessible, thorough, and 

complete documentation on past and current initiatives, practices, policies, procedures, and 

achievements of the district and its students. The implementation of improvement plans was 

consistently assessed and modified based on the ongoing analysis of student achievement data. 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• The school committee contracted with the Massachusetts Association of School Committees 

(MASC) to develop basic policies for the district; however, no school committee adoption 

dates were provided. 

• For the review period, the district provided no documentation indicating it had formally 

evaluated principals. 
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• Department chairs in ELA and in math were responsible for teacher evaluations, and 

licensure documentation revealed that neither were certified as supervisors. 

• There was only one example of a formal evaluation document for the superintendent during 

the review period. 

 

Indicators: 

 

1. The district had a clearly understood vision and/or mission, goals, and priorities included in the 

District Improvement Plan (DIP). The plan and the analysis of student achievement data drove 

the development, implementation, and modification of educational programs, services, and 

practices. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: The District Improvement Plan (DIP) was designed by the district's management team 

for FY1999 to FY2004. The superintendent chaired the team, and held meetings three times per 

month over the course of one year. The plan was not formally evaluated. Informal discussions 

focused on "what's working" and "what's not working." Also, there was no mission statement. 

 

The plan included six major categories and sub-sets for each category. Student achievement was 

identified as the priority. There was no stated provision for status reports, no timeline or 

intermediate benchmarks, and no one individual was identified as initially responsible for data 

collection. 

 

The MCAS test results were the primary source of data with respect to student achievement. 

Math and writing were identified as major areas of focus. Analysis of data drove the adoption 

and implementation of Everyday Math at K-6 levels and Impact Math for grades 7-8. 

 

The district expanded student services as a result of data analysis. Examples included reading 

specialists in all elementary schools, ELL teachers in all schools, a learning center teacher and 

resource room teacher in each elementary school, expansion of special education services at the 

junior high school, and the creation of an alternative education program at the high school. 
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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: There was a disconnect between the previous superintendent and the school 

committee during 2001-02. The current superintendent was elevated from assistant 

superintendent to interim superintendent from August 2001-02. He was subsequently elected as 

superintendent in April 2002 and offered a three-year contract which expired in June 2005. There 

was no documentation provided indicating the contract had been renewed, although there was 

every indication that the school committee was pleased with his performance. 

 

The school committee chair and superintendent cooperatively planned each bi-weekly agenda. 

The chair and superintendent met after each session to evaluate the past and formally prepared 

for future meetings. The agendas, along with back-up information, were forwarded to the school 

committee one week in advance. Included in the packet were the latest developments and 

interpretations regarding education reform. School committee members were obligated to 

respond to the superintendent prior to the scheduled meeting with any questions or concerns. 

 

Since the 2001-02 school year, the school committee received the MCAS test results when they 

arrived from the DOE. The superintendent presented a formal report at an open meeting, and 

then focused on progress made and identified areas of concern. The junior high school math 

program was identified as a priority. The program had been reviewed and revised. The 

committee voted in the fall of 2004 to implement a new program in September 2005. 

 

Representatives from the school committee regularly attended the MASC annual conferences, 

and then presented a report at the next school meeting. The school committee contracted with 

MASC to recommend basic policies in 2003. However, the district provided no evidence 

authenticating that a vote was taken to adopt these policies. 
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3. The district maintained organized, accessible, thorough, and complete documentation on past and 

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

students. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: An interview with the superintendent revealed that school committee meetings were 

held every other week and more frequently during budget deliberations. All sessions were open 

to the public, whose input was welcomed. 

 

The school district maintained a website. A staff person was assigned to monitor and update it. 

Correspondence between the superintendent and school committee, and superintendent and 

principals, was conducted through meetings and memos. The confidential secretary to the 

superintendent maintained copies of all documents. Communications with the local media, when 

documented, were also filed with the secretary. 

 

The superintendent conducted workshops for the school committee on the state's interpretation of 

AYP with particular focus on the ELL and special education populations. The school committee 

and superintendent invited a MASC representative to conduct a public workshop on education 

reform and current legal issues. The workshop incorporated local topics and questions. 

 

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 DIP was distributed and explained at the leadership team meetings. It was 

constantly referred to and reviewed throughout each year according to the superintendent. As a 

result of this indoctrination, principals were then responsible for communicating the tenets of the 

DIP to their local school council and faculty. The principal chaired the council and facilitated in 

the preparation of the School Improvement Plan (SIP), which the council initially approved. The 

principal then presented it to the superintendent and obtained his endorsement. The principal 

then presented it to the school committee, who had 30 days to respond and vote on the DIP and 

individual SIPs. 
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According to the superintendent, the SIP was addressed by him in individual annual performance 

reviews with principals; however, no documentation was available to confirm this. Student 

achievement on the MCAS exam was also addressed, but informally. The superintendent queried 

his principals at these sessions regarding "what was taught," and "what was learned." The 

objective was to decrease the percentage of students in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories and to 

increase the percentage of students scoring in the ‘Proficient’ category. This analytical process 

was manually driven, as the existing district technology was of limited assistance during the 

review period. 

 

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: The superintendent revealed during an interview that a consultant for TestWiz was 

initially contracted to train district administrators, including department chairs, and school 

principals. Principals and department chairs were directed to, in turn, train their respective 

teachers. 

 

A technology integration specialist accessed the DOE data and assisted school personnel with 

interpretation. Focus groups revealed that this service was in need of improvement. Principals 

and department chairs along with faculty identified trends and patterns by class, grade level, 

school, and district. One conclusion drawn was the need for more content consistency between 

resource rooms and regular classes. This inconsistency was identified in 2001-02 and was 

remediated during 2002-03. A slight improvement in MCAS exam performance had been 

observed since that benchmark. 

 

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: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: District leaders monitored student achievement for the review period. At the 

elementary schools, principals and faculty reviewed results of unit tests in math and publishers’ 

tests at each reading level. This data supplemented information obtained from the MCAS exam. 

At the junior and senior high school levels, reliance was placed on mid-year and final exams as 

well as the MCAS exam. Generally speaking, administrators were satisfied with student 

performance because the AYP was met for the aggregate group. In the subgroups of ELL and 

special education, programs became more inclusive. Students were assigned to regular 

classrooms accompanied by paraprofessionals who provided direct assistance. 

 

7. All of the district’s administrators were appropriately certified. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: A review of credentials by the EQA team revealed that the superintendent and 

assistant superintendent were certified. The business manager was serving in his second year 

and his certification was pending. According to the documentation provided by the district, 

all but two principals, one of whom retired in June 2005, were certified. However, according 

to the district all principals for the period in question were certified and there were no 

principal retirements in 2005. The department chairs in ELA and in math were directly 

responsible for teacher supervision and evaluation. Nevertheless, there was no documentation 

that confirmed their certification as supervisors. They carried a 20 percent teaching 

assignment, and as supervisors they were members of the teachers' bargaining unit. 

 

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 superintendent presented an annual report to the school committee on the status 

of the 1999-2004 DIP. A summative report was presented every five years. Principals reported 

annually to their respective school councils and Parent Teacher Organizations (PTO) as well as 

to the school committee regarding the status of their SIPs. The school council members, school 
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committee, and community at large were given the opportunity to comment at these public 

sessions. 

 

9. The superintendent's performance was evaluated annually based on the district’s state assessment 

results and implementation of the DIP. This evaluation served as the basis for setting 

compensation and improving the future job performance of the superintendent. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: The superintendent presented district goals to the school committee. According to the 

school committee chair, evaluation of these district goals comprised one component of the 

evaluative process. The other component included an instrument with an accompanying rating 

scale. Individual school committee members evaluated the superintendent, and a sub-committee 

met with the superintendent to review it. A summative report was then developed and presented 

to the public; however, only one summative report, for 2002-03, was provided for the entire 

review period. The instrument utilized for the development of a summative report was provided, 

but only for one year. 

 

The DIP may have been referenced during the evaluative process; however, there was no 

documentation to confirm this. Student progress with respect to the MCAS test results was not a 

basis for setting the superintendent’s compensation. The superintendent indicated that the 

performance review process assisted him in establishing district goals for the ensuing year. 

 

 

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): 

• Not all job descriptions as represented on the organizational chart were current.  
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• According to the School District Certification Survey, some teachers who were not licensed 

were not on a waiver. 

 

Indicators: 

 

1. The superintendent effectively delegated the educational and operational management of the 

schools to the building principals and program directors. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: According to interviews with the superintendent and principals, the building principal 

was responsible for recommending a finalist to fill a vacancy to the superintendent. The 

personnel office collected resumes, references, and transcripts, and prepared a packet for the 

principals. The principals had discretion whether to organize a screening committee. The 

superintendent interviewed the final choice, established a salary, and awarded a contract. 

 

The principals developed a zero-based budget and defended respective proposals to the 

superintendent, and were responsible for managing the budget within the fiscal limitations as 

dictated by town meeting vote. 

 

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: In an interview, the superintendent said that it was his job to present school 

committee policies to the principals. In 2003, the school committee contracted with MASC to 

recommend basic, standard policies. However, adoption dates by the school committee were not 

provided. 
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For the local policies, proposed drafts were distributed and explained at the leadership team 

meetings. Content and origin were reviewed and administrators had an opportunity to react. The 

school committee promoted a "grass roots" approach to policy development, giving ample 

opportunity to impacted groups to respond prior to a school committee vote. The principal was 

responsible for communications with faculty and staff. 

 

The school council, under the chairmanship of the building principal, initially developed and 

approved the SIP. Parents, teachers, and community representatives were on the council and 

were afforded every opportunity to contribute. Other examples of two-way communication 

included the establishment of a school-year calendar and the development of professional day 

experiences. 

 

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: Poor 

 

Evidence: According to the superintendent, the current organizational chart was adopted in the 

fall of 2004 and was distributed to the leadership team. It was constantly under review in order to 

perfect efficiency and effectiveness. 

 

Job descriptions were located in the central office and at the personnel office. Not all of the job 

descriptions were current. Some were in the process of being revised. The school committee 

reviewed job descriptions on a yearly basis to ensure that job performance expectations were 

aligned with school goals. Access to job descriptions was allowed with 24-hour notice. The 

organizational chart was "flat" by design to encourage instant communication and promote a 

team environment. 

 

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 
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Evidence: The personnel office received inquiries, prepared packets of materials, and forwarded 

them to principals. However, candidates could apply directly to their school of interest. 

 

When recruiting teachers and specialists, the district placed advertisements in The Boston Globe. 

There were no contractual bidding constraints which inhibited an administrator's authority to 

attract the most qualified candidate. The Education Collaborative (TEC) sponsored a Job Fair 

which attracted a number of applicants. Student teachers were also valued as a recruiting source. 

 

At the elementary schools, the principal recommended the finalist. At the junior and senior high 

school levels, the department chairs screened and recommended a finalist to the principal, who 

then interviewed and recommended a candidate to the superintendent. He then interviewed, 

established a salary, and awarded a contract. Elementary principals and department chairs 

determined the composition of screening committees. 

 

When recruiting administrators, positions were advertised in-house and outside the district. All 

in-house candidates were interviewed, if certified. The superintendent designed the screening 

committee. He was not a member, but established parameters, and requested three or four 

finalists. The selected candidates were then introduced to the school committee. Administrative 

staff and teacher association representatives concurred that the process was open and fair. 

 

5. The district employed qualified teachers who were certified in the area(s) of their primary 

assignment or responsibility. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: A review of Attachment B of the Teacher Certification Survey as submitted revealed 

that the district employed 310 teachers: 286 were licensed, 10 were teaching out-of-field for one 

or more periods, and three were not licensed at all. According to the superintendent, all teachers 

of non-professional status were given Skillful Teacher training to ensure the establishment of a 

concrete foundation of the teaching and learning expectations of the Norwood Public Schools. 

Building principals at the elementary level and department chairs at the junior and high schools 

were responsible for supervising and evaluating non-professional status teachers throughout the 



  104

academic year. A number of professional status teachers at the junior and senior high schools had 

not been evaluated during the review period. During the 2002-2004 academic years, all 

administrators were trained using the Skillful Leader format. 

 

6. The district maintained waivers for staff regarding certification and progress toward certification. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: According to Attachment B of the Teacher Certification (and Waiver) Survey as 

submitted, at the Early Childhood/Elementary levels, 86 teachers were employed and all were 

certified. At the junior high school, 17 teachers were employed in ELA and in math: one teacher 

in ELA and two in math held certification, but not in their primary assignment. All three were 

not on waivers. At the high school, 25 teachers were employed in ELA and in math: one in ELA 

and one in math held no certification, but were on waivers. 

 

Progress toward certification was monitored by the immediate supervisor, elementary school 

principals, and department chairs at the junior and senior high schools. The process was 

entertained on a one-to-one basis.  

 

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: An interview with the superintendent revealed that a two-day Teacher Orientation 

was held in August for all teachers new to the Norwood Public Schools. This orientation 

consisted of an introduction to the community and all its schools, general rules and regulations, 

expectations for faculty, and it concluded with specific information regarding individual grade or 

content area assignments. Mentors were introduced to mentees on the second day. 

 

Mentors had been trained since 2001. Department chairs and principals did not serve as mentors. 

This voluntary task was assigned to a colleague and was accompanied by a stipend. Mentors met 

with mentees throughout the year at mutually convenient times on an as-needed basis. However, 

three full days were set aside each year for the two to observe each other and share impressions 
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in an informal, collegial atmosphere. The mentoring program had not been formally evaluated. 

Mentors were not evaluated, but mentees were surveyed and submitted general impressions of 

the program at the conclusion of the experience. 

 

8. The district ensured that all personnel records were carefully compiled, maintained, and available 

to all appropriate faculty and staff. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The superintendent said that all administrative records were maintained at the central 

office, and that all teacher and staff records were maintained in the Personnel Office. All 

administrative faculty and staff were able to access their records after the request was made. 

Access was granted in 24 hours or less. 

 

All applicants, employees, and volunteers were required to complete a Criminal Offender Record 

Information (CORI) form which was processed by the confidential secretary and submitted to the 

superintendent. The superintendent reviewed individual CORI report findings and made a 

determination on a direction to be immediately pursued. CORI files were separately maintained 

under lock and key in the office of the confidential secretary. There was no cyclical procedure 

for updating CORI information. 

 

9. District employment policies and practices identified and encouraged skilled, qualified personnel 

to be appointed to and remain in the district’s employ, which resulted in a low rate of teacher and 

administrative turnover among qualified staff.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The superintendent stated that qualified faculty were encouraged to remain in the 

district through longevity stipends, co-curricular compensated involvement, extensive 

professional development, mentoring programs, administrator access and stability, and good 

teacher association/administration rapport. 
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Domain E: Business and Financial Management 

 
 Standards ▼    Indicators ► 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total

Domain E – Business & Financial 

Management         

   

S13 - Budget Preparation & Development            

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Satisfactory 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 6 

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

  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

S14 - Financial Asset Management            

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 

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

  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 N/A 2 

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

S15 – Supplemental, Capital, & Facilities 

Asset Management            

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 

  Satisfactory 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A 8 

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

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

  

 

Standard 13. BUDGET PREPARATION AND DEVELOPMENT: For the period under 

examination, the district had a budget preparation and development process that ensured full 

consideration and effective use of available resources essential for district and school operations 

focused on student achievement.  The school committee, superintendent, administrators, faculty, 

staff, parents, and members of the community met their responsibility to ensure that the school 

budget and appropriations met the educational and achievement needs of all students. 

  

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• The district did not use a formalized, systemic analysis of student data in the development of 

its budget. 
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• There was no evidence that the district had a process to determine the cost effectiveness of its 

programs. 

• The district had only developed one community partnership during the time under review. 

 

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 district provided a set of policies that governed the development of its 

budget.  These were adopted from those recommended by the Massachusetts Association of 

School Committees (MASC) and the district’s procedures were based on them. 

   

The minutes of the school committee showed evidence that the school department followed the 

budget development practices as generally outlined in the policy manual. 

 

In interviews with EQA staff, principals and department heads indicated that they provided input 

to the budget based upon the number of students and the educational services they required.  

School department officials referred to this process as zero-based budgeting.  The Business 

Manager collected and collated the information, put together the budget, and forwarded it to the 

superintendent for presentation to the school committee. 

 

2. Relevant budget development decisions were premised on a clear, documented systemic analysis 

of student performance data as well as other pertinent information.  

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: For the period under review, the district used limited analysis of student data, and 

MCAS test data was not used.  However, the district was able to identify which students needed 

English Language Learners (ELL) and special education services. In interviews, EQA examiners 

were told that budget decisions at the school level were premised on this knowledge.  Principals 
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had an opportunity to submit their budget requests based upon the knowledge of their students’ 

needs. 

 

During the period under review, school officials made changes to the math curriculum and 

purchased a new textbook series.  The program was to be implemented in 2005. 

 

3. The district’s budget development process was clear, document and integrated district and school 

improvement plans, long-term goals, and action plans.  

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: While the district’s budget process was clear, documented, and based upon the  

District Improvement Plan (DIP), the EQA team found the DIP to be inadequate.  The district’s 

DIP was a listing of goals that covered a five period from 1999 to 2004.  There was no reference 

to long term goals or action plans.  Further, the DIP did not target specific goals for any one 

period, indicate the departments responsible, or provide a progress report or timeline for 

achievement of these goals. 

 

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: The district’s use of student data was limited. Principals were allocated resources 

based upon the number of students, the staff necessary to support small class size, and the 

services that were needed for special education and ELL.  Again, the district referred to this as 

zero based budgeting, a method used annually to build each principal’s budget. The district’s 

allocation of resources to special education and ELL students was based on the number of 

students within these categories.  Nevertheless, this method of resource allocation did not result 

in improved achievement for all 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. 



  109

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: There was no evidence that the district had a process in place to determine the cost 

effectiveness of student programs. 

 

The district’s policy that adhered to small class sizes resulted in salary costs that consumed 77.6 

percent of the school department’s budget and left only 22.4 percent for remaining budget items, 

from textbooks to utilities. The EQA team was satisfied that the district employed cost 

comparison methods for this amount that included the usage of cooperative purchasing initiatives 

for consumable supplies, textbooks and paper, as well as collaborative planning for special 

education transportation.  The district participated in the Municipal Power and Light program 

and saved 30 percent on its utility costs. 

 

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: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In interviews, district officials stated that monthly reports were given to the school 

committee in general budget categories.  Minutes of school committee meetings evidenced that 

the business manager regularly reported on the budget process and the budget items.  Principals 

received budget reports on an as-needed basis and were able to contact the business manager for 

updates.  

   

The budget document was presented on a “consolidated” basis.  Both school department and 

town officials informed the EQA team that it followed the customized town budget format.  The 

level of detail at the town level was finite and permitted full disclosure of monies allocated by 

expense code.  

 

Independent audits were completed by KPMG for FY02, FY03, and FY04.  In FY 01 the town 

complied in all material respects.  For FY 02 and FY 03 the auditors “expressed an unqualified 

opinion.”  In FY 04 the auditors reported two exceptions in the categories of the school 

committee budget that they reviewed: an understatement of short-term interest by $16,600 and 
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the lack of town “documentation on how the percentages used to allocate town expenditures 

were derived.” 

 

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 met the foundation requirement based on a 

review of the district’s Department of Education End of Year report.  

 

Professional Development was under-funded in FY 01.  In FY 02, 03, and 04 it’s funding 

exceeded the required amount due to a reallocation of expenses.  In an interview the Business 

Manager stated that the Professional Development expenditures for FY 02, 03, 04 were arrived at 

by allocating the portions of staff salaries for their time spent on professional development.  The 

actual amount devoted to professional development opportunities has been $80,000 for the past 

three years according to the assistant to the superintendent who managed professional 

development in the district. 

 

During the period under review the district was able to provide appropriate levels of staffing.  In 

interviews with district staff and later, in focus groups with teachers, it was learned that materials 

and supplies were amply funded. The per-pupil expenditure in Norwood exceeded the state per 

pupil expenditure. 

 

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 met the state’s net school spending 

requirement. In interviews with representatives from the school department and the town, both 

stated that the school committee and town enjoyed a strong spirit of cooperation although no 

defined agreement existed (the lack of a written agreement was also cited by the FY 04 KPMG 

audit). An example of this cooperation was provided: when there was a $5 million budget 
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shortfall in the overall town budget, the school department took only a $1 million cut and the 

town assumed the rest.  Additionally, school committee members served on a subcommittee of 

the town’s finance committee. In each of the past three fiscal years the school department 

received a 2.1 percent increase. 

 

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: During the period under review and in accordance with school committee policies, the 

school budget was developed and reviewed from October to February.  The budget was then 

recommended by the superintendent to a joint budget/education subcommittee within the town’s 

finance committee who approved the budget.   

 

The school committee worked diligently to provide teachers with small class sizes, for services 

to special education and ELL students, and for ample teaching materials and supplies. Net school 

spending exceeded the state requirement. 

 

10. The district and its leadership actively pursued and developed community partnerships to expand 

interest and involvement in the educational system and to support the educational needs of the 

students and the financial needs of the system. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the period under review, the superintendent stated that MediTech, which provided 

$5,000 annually to the school department, was one of the community partnerships that existed. 

However, the superintendent’s interview indicated that an Education Foundation would have 

been helpful had one existed. The Norwood Public Schools have an ongoing relationships with 

many community groups including: Neponset Valley Chamber of Commerce, The Local Chapter 
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of the Masons, Dedham Institute of Savings, Norwood Cooperative Band,  Norwood Cultural 

Council, Norwood Women’s Community Committee, Norwood Exchange Club, Exxon Mobil 

Company, Hannaford’s Supermarket, and Staples. 
 

 

 

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): 

• There was limited use of student achievement data in making financial decisions in the 

district. 

• The school business manager was not certified. 

 

Indicators: 

 

1. School committee policies and guidelines, and administrative procedures were clear regarding 

the processes and expectations for expenditures, transfers, and investment of funds. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The school committee adhered to the policies recommended by the MASC. The 

school committee budget was presented in very broad categories and members voted on them.  

Necessary transfers and transfers of unexpended funds were made by the school committee at the 

end of each year. Budget categories were identical to the town budget categories that facilitated 

fiscal management practices by the town, permitting detailed analysis of the budget at the Town 

Accountant’s office.  The Town Accountant monitored the budget, and provided a system of 

checks and balances. 

 

2. The district exercised appropriate controls to ensure accuracy of local, state, and federal financial 

reports. 
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Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: While the Business Manager worked to ensure accuracy in the school department’s 

budget, the final responsibility rested with the Town Accountant. The school department’s 

budget categories were tailored to match the town’s customized accounting system. 

 

For FY03, KPMG conducted a “crosswalk” between the town budget and the school 

department’s budget that utilized the procedures of the Massachusetts Department of Education, 

Compliance Supplement for Massachusetts School Districts. Examining Schedules 1 through 19, 

they found only two exceptions: an understatement of Short-Term interest by $16,600, and the 

lack of town “documentation on how the percentages used to allocate town expenditures were 

derived.”   

 

At the school department level, a purchase order system was in place that required the 

principal/department head to sign off when the order was received.  The school budget served as 

a benchmark, and individual categories evidenced an encumbrance category that permitted the 

viewer to identify unexpended funds. 

 

3. Regular, timely, accurate, and complete financial reports were made to the school committee and 

the public. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: School budget financial reports were presented to both the school committee and to 

Town Meeting in very broad categories. The school committee’s monthly report included a 

category for encumbrances.  While the budget was not immediately intuitive to the public, it did 

connect directly to the town’s accounting system which, in turn, provided a detailed level of 

information available at the Town Accountant’s office. The minutes of school committee 

meetings contained evidence of monthly reports by the Business Manager regarding any 

significant changes in budget items. 

 

4. Required local, state, and federal financial reports and statements were filed in a timely manner. 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The superintendent was hired on an interim basis in 2001 and was appointed in April 

2002.  The Business Manager was appointed in August 2002.  In interviews, both stated that for 

the period under review, all local, state and federal reports were timely with the exception of the 

“transition” year, FY 03. 

 

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: The school budget was tailored to the town’s customized accounting system. This 

permitted integration into the Town Accountant’s budget. The town system provided a 

significant level of detail as well as benchmarking data.  Using this system, the Business 

Manager was able to ensure that spending did not exceed budgeted amounts. 

 

6. District administrators were able to accurately track spending and other financial transactions on 

a regular basis. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In focus groups with principals/department heads the EQA team was told that they 

were comfortable with the system and their ability to accurately track their spending, even 

though financial information was centralized at the school department. EQA members learned 

that when a question existed, they were comfortable with the responses that they received from 

the Business Office, and the information was always readily available. 

 

7. The district reviewed student achievement data and the reviews were reflected in the district’s 

financial decisions. 

Rating: Poor 
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Evidence: There was limited use of student assessment data, therefore financial decisions were 

not based on analyses of student assessment data.  Rather financial decisions were predicated on 

small-group learning as a way to address student academic deficiencies. When the district 

identified a deficiency in mathematics, as noted in the eighth grade MCAS test results, it 

commenced a three-year study, and as a result adopted a new textbook series/program in FY 

2004.  The program was first implemented in the FY2005 school year.  

 

Interviews with the Business Manager indicated that the budget process provided limited 

flexibility during the school year and then only for minor unforeseen expenses.  Adjustments 

necessary to attend to academic deficiencies as reflected in the data were addressed in 

subsequent budget cycles. 

 

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 school 

districts. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: For the period under review, the School Business Manager was not certified.  He 

advised the EQA team that he had submitted his materials to the Massachusetts DOE. 

 

The Town Accountant and additional staff in his office served as the purchasing agents for the 

school department.  All of them held MCPPO credentials.  KPMG performed audits for the 

school department and the town in FY 02, 03, and 04.  No exceptions were noted, and the town’s 

financials were deemed to have “complied in all material respects.”   

 

9. The district had a system in place to: 

a. ensure that state bidding laws were followed; 
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b. monitor special revenue funds, revolving accounts, and fee structures related to them 

to ensure that they were managed and used efficiently; and, 

c. monitor and track instructional assets, such as texts, materials, supplies, and 

equipment to ensure efficient and maximum utilization. 

d. regularly, at least every five years, competitively procure independent financial 

auditing services 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: School committee policies required that state bidding laws be followed and this was 

confirmed in interviews with both school department and town officials. The Town Accountant, 

serving as the Chief Financial Officer, was accountable for overseeing the system, including a 

monthly reconciliation.  Both school department and town officials stated that all revenue and 

revolving accounts were held and monitored by the Town Treasurer. 

 

Principals monitored instructional assets, including textbooks, for their buildings.   

 

The School Department’s budget as part of the town’s budget was audited by KPMG in 2002, 

2003 and 2004.   

 

Town officials told the EQA team that independent financial auditing services had been 

competitively bid out at least every five years. 

 

 

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): 

• While buildings were clean, space was an issue at the junior and senior high schools. 
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• The district did have a formal preventive maintenance program for its buildings. 

 

Indicators: 

 

1. Educational and program facilities were of adequate size, clean, safe, well-lit, maintained, and 

conducive to promoting the learning process. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: The Director of Buildings and Grounds provided the EQA team with a Facilities 

Report that indicated the educational and program facilities were in good condition.  However, in 

an interview with an administrator the EQA team learned that there was inadequate space at the 

junior and senior high schools.  Additionally, the 1999 NEASC report further confirmed this.  

The DIPs for the years 1999 to 2004 also referenced the need for facilities improvements (#4.1, 

#4.2). A walkthrough of the schools revealed that, while they were clean, well-lit and 

maintained, space was an issue. 

 

2. The district had a long-term capital plan that was reviewed regularly and revised as needed with 

input from all appropriate stakeholders. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the past three years a focus committee studied the need for additional educational 

space.  A feasibility study was commissioned by the school committee for review of the high 

school and an Override/Debt Exclusion was placed on the 2004 town ballot.  The initiative failed 

2:1, there was no community support.  The town recognized the need to address the issue of 

educational space, and constituted a new group, The Committee of 21, which was charged with 

the responsibility of developing a plan to meet the facility needs at the junior and senior high 

schools. The EQA team was told that this committee was comprised of diverse members of the 

community, and provided input from all stakeholders. 

 

3. The district implemented formal preventive maintenance programs for buildings and equipment. 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The Director of Buildings and Grounds provided the EQA team with a copy of the 

preventative maintenance program. He was responsible for implementing the five year 

maintenance plan which was in place for the period under review.   The EQA team was told that 

the fire department provided an annual review, and that the school department contracted with an 

outside provider for quarterly alarm inspections.  Air filters were changed three to four times per 

year, and air quality was measured periodically.  Lighting had been retrofitted during the period 

under review with 40 percent reimbursement from the Municipal Electric Department.  In 2001, 

the district incurred a one-time cost of $323,000 for replacing a boiler, masonry, and other 

capital projects. The EQA team was told that all buildings were ADA compliant. 

 

4. The district spent at least 50 percent of its combined foundation maintenance and extraordinary 

maintenance targets each fiscal year during the period under examination. (See 603 CMR 38.14). 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In an interview with the EQA team the school Business Manager said that the 

Department of Education had provided documentation that stated the district had met the 

combined foundation and extraordinary maintenance targets for the period under review. 

 

5. The district tracked its capital assets in accordance with GASB No. 34. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The EQA team was told in an interview that the district tracked its assets using GASB 

No.34. Independent Audit reports from KPMG for FY 02, 03, and 04 found that the school 

department and the town followed GASB No.34. 

 

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 district recently created a new position in order to avoid the duplication of grants 

by centralizing their origin. The EQA team was told that the district annually selected and 
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addressed a system-wide need. During FY2004 the prioritized need was the implementation of a 

full day kindergarten.    

 

For the period under review, school committee policies adopted from the MASC governed the 

process of accepting gifts, federal and state grants, charitable foundations, and monies from all 

other sources.  Funds were tracked by Excel and reconciled with the town accounting office by 

the Grants Bookkeeper. 

 

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: In interviews with the assistant to the superintendent the EQA team was assured that 

supplemental expenditures were used for the purpose of improving student achievement as 

intended by the grants.  The FY 04 audit performed by KPMG reviewed school department 

financial documentation and found “no exceptions” in the area of supplemental funds. 

 

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: In interviews with the assistant to the superintendent, the EQA team learned that 

competitive grants were actively sought and integrated into educational programming for all 

students.  The assistant to the superintendent coordinated the grants in a manner that addressed 

academic achievement for all students and provided a number of unique professional 

development programs.  Teaching colleges were solicited to provide Masters Degree programs at 

“satellite” locations in Norwood enabling staff to take greater advantage of professional 

development.  Other unique opportunities developed by the assistant to the superintendent 

included a two-year certificate program for paraprofessionals and a two day mandatory 

orientation program for substitute teachers. 
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9.  The district coordinated the management and use of grants in an efficient manner. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The Business Manager provided the EQA team with a listing of federal and state 

grants. In interviews with the assistant to the superintendent and the Director of Student Services 

the purpose of each grant and how it was used was explained.  Evidence was provided by the 

assistant to the superintendent that demonstrated that the grants were managed in an efficient 

manner and in accordance with the requirements and provisions of the grants.  The ongoing 

management of the grants resulted in immaterial amounts returned. 
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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 percent of all students scored 200-208; therefore,   12 percent  x  0   =   0 
 15 percent of all students scored 210-218; therefore,   15 percent  x  25   =   3.75 
 21 percent of all students scored 220-228; therefore,    21 percent x  50   =  10.5 

34 percent of all students scored 230-238; therefore,    34 percent x  75   =  25.5 
18 percent of all students scored 240 or more; therefore, 18 percent 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). 

 
 
 
 
 
 



Appendix B: Norwood’s Chapter 70 Funding and NSS FY1996-2004 
 
 
 

Foundation Pct Foundation Pct Required Chapter 
70 

Pct Required Pct Actual Pct Dollars Pct 

Enrollment Chg Budget Chg Local Aid Chg Net School Chg Net School Chg Over/Under Over/ 

FY 
 

        Contribution     Spending(NSS)   Spending   Requirement Under 

FY96 3,522   19,879,596   19,896,585 1,854,102   21,750,687   21,842,937   92,250 0.4 

FY97 3,517 -0.1 20,313,415 2.2 20,453,084 2,117,877 14.2 22,570,961 3.8 22,758,638 4.2 187,677 0.8 

FY98 3,523 0.2 20,943,884 3.1 21,002,340 2,382,102 12.5 23,384,442 3.6 24,356,702 7 972,260 4.2 

FY99 3,539 0.5 21,780,076 4 21,695,574 2,736,002 14.9 24,431,576 4.5 24,712,034 1.5 280,458 1.1 

FY00 3,484 -1.6 21,452,816 -1.5 22,690,438 3,258,602 19.1 25,949,040 6.2 26,245,685 6.2 296,645 1.1 

FY01 3,567 2.4 22,511,022 4.9 23,757,763 3,882,827 19.2 27,640,590 6.5 27,884,692 6.2 244,102 0.9 

FY02 3,545 -0.6 22,677,299 0.7 24,677,653 4,199,430 8.2 28,877,083 4.5 29,048,086 4.2 171,003 0.6 

FY03 3,590 1.3 24,731,783 9.1 25,886,284 4,199,430 0 30,085,714 4.2 30,846,553 6.2 760,839 2.5 

FY04 3,631 1.1 25,446,096 2.9 25,753,601 3,359,544 -20 29,113,145 -3.2 31,501,005 2.1 2,387,860 8.2 

Chapter 70 Aid 
as           

FY Dollars per Foundation Enrollment   Percentage of Foundation 

Pct of Actual 
NSS           

  Fnd 
Budget 

Ch 70 
Aid 

Actual NSS   Ch 70 Required 
NSS 

Actual 
NSS 

  
          

FY96 5,644 526 6,202   9.3 109.4 109.9 8.5           
FY97 5,776 602 6,471   10.4 111.1 112 9.3           
FY98 5,945 676 6,914   11.4 111.7 116.3 9.8           
FY99 6,154 773 6,983   12.6 112.2 113.5 11.1           
FY00 6,158 935 7,533   15.2 121 122.3 12.4           
FY01 6,311 1,089 7,817   17.2 122.8 123.9 13.9           
FY02 6,397 1,185 8,194   18.5 127.3 128.1 14.5           
FY03 6,889 1,170 8,592   17 121.6 124.7 13.6           
FY04 7,008 925 8,676   13.2 114.4 123.8 10.7           
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