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Executive Summary 

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

Schools in October of 2005. During 2002-2005, it was among the ‘Moderate’ performing school 

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

examination and the district’s performance on the 2005 Massachusetts Comprehensive 

Assessment System (MCAS) test. 

Proficiency/Achievement: 

• Webster’s Average Proficiency Index (API) was 71.5, which was based on the 2005 MCAS 

results. The state average for the API was 77.5 in 2005. This placed Webster among the 

‘Moderate’ performing academic school districts in the Commonwealth. In English 

Language Arts (ELA), the district’s ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) was 78, and the state 

average for EPI was 83. In math, the district’s math Proficiency Index (MPI) was 65, and the 

state average for MPI was 72. 

• On the MCAS retest administered in the spring of 2005, 98 percent of the Webster class of 

2005 earned a Competency Determination (CD), as compared to 94 percent of the statewide 

class of 2005. 

• On the MCAS retest administered in the spring of 2005, 95 percent of the Webster class of 

2006 earned a Competency Determination (CD), as compared to 90 percent of the statewide 

class of 2006. 

• Less than half of all students in Webster attained proficiency on the 2004 and 2005 MCAS 

tests. 

• Half of all students in Webster attained proficiency on the 2005 MCAS English Language 

Arts (ELA) tests and approximately one third attained proficiency on the math tests. 

• Less than one third of all students in Webster attained proficiency on the science and 

technology/engineering (STE) tests, lower than that of all students in the state attaining 

proficiency on the STE tests. 

• Webster’s proficiency gap in ELA was 22 Proficiency Index (PI) points; in math, the 

proficiency gap was 35 PI points; and in STE, it was 42 PI points.  
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• The proficiency gap in STE was wider than that statewide.  

• Less than one third of students in Webster attained proficiency on the grades 5 and 8 STE 

and the grades 6 and 8 math tests, lower than those of all students in the state on those tests. 

• The proficiency gaps in grades 3 and 7 ELA, Grade 8 math, and Grade 5 STE were wider 

than the gaps statewide at those grade levels.  

Equity of Achievement/Proficiency: 

• The performance gap in ELA was 46 PI points in Webster. In math, the performance gap was 

40 PI points. 

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

wider than those of all Webster students in 2005. 

• For Webster’s Hispanic students, the proficiency gaps in both ELA and math were wider 

than those of all Webster students in 2005.  

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

in ELA was wider than that of all Webster students in 2005. 

• Less than one third of students with disabilities in Webster attained proficiency on the 2005 

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

• Approximately one third of Webster’s FRL/Y students attained proficiency on the 2005 

MCAS tests, lower than that of students not eligible for either free or reduced-cost lunch 

(FRL/N) in Webster.  

Improvement: 

• In ELA, the proficiency gap was 4 PI points narrower in 2005 than in 2002, for an 

improvement rate of 17.8 percent. 

• In math, the proficiency gap was 14 PI points narrower in 2005 than in 2002, for an 

improvement rate of 29.0 percent. 

• On the MCAS tests, the percentage of all Webster students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ 

category was 11 percentage points lower in 2005 than in 2002. 

• On the MCAS math tests, the percentage of all Webster students who attained proficiency 

was 17 percentage points higher in 2005 than in 2002; and the percentage of all Webster 
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students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category was 17 percentage points lower in 2005 

than in 2002.  

Equity of Improvement: 

• For African-American students in Webster, the proficiency gap in ELA was 18 PI points 

narrower in 2005 than in 2003, for an improvement rate of 46.1 percent.  

• In Webster, the improvement gap in ELA was 4 PI points wider in 2005 than in 2003. 

• In Webster, the improvement gap in math was 2 PI points narrower in 2005 than in 2003. 

• The performance gap in ELA was 7 PI points wider in 2005 than in 2003. 

• The performance gap in math was 10 PI points wider in 2005 than in 2003. 

Participation and Access: 

• On the 2005 ELA, math, and STE tests, eligible students participated at required levels in 

Webster. 

Summary of Preliminary Findings of Tier II by Domain: 

Leadership, Governance, and Communication: 

• Although the Webster Public Schools had a standards-based District Educational 

Improvement Plan (DEIP), changes to programs at the junior/senior high school did not 

result from an analysis of student achievement data.  

• School committee members were knowledgeable about the Education Reform Act and used 

the results from the MCAS tests along with information from the DEIP and School 

Improvement Plans (SIPs) in the decision-making process.  

• Data-driven decision-making with its subsequent initiatives occurred predominantly from 

Kindergarten through Grade 6. 

• Even though the SIPs were aligned with the DIP, the junior/senior high school’s SIP was not 

based on the analysis of student achievement data. 

• Administrators who were interviewed reported that since the district focused on the low 

income and special education subgroups, limited resources were available for other 

subgroups, such as the First Language not English (FLNE) subgroup. 
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• The annual budget prepared for the district was not primarily based on student achievement 

results and included minimal involvement from the principals in its development and review. 

• Progress towards goal attainment in the DIP and SIPs was presented at school committee 

meetings, which were telecast on cable television in the community. 

• Although principals and department chairs shared aggregated student achievement data with 

teachers, the district did not provide professional development training on data use. 

• Administrators reported that they monitored student achievement during the year, but that 

they were left on their own to determine the use of this important information. 

• Not all the administrators in the district were evaluated each year during the review period as 

required by law. 

• Principals acknowledged that they fundamentally understood their roles and responsibilities, 

but that the creation of job descriptions for all positions in the district was a task that needed 

to be accomplished. 

• The most recent negotiations between the school committee and teachers association began 

in a collaborative atmosphere, but this changed to a strained relationship between the parties. 

Curriculum and Instruction: 

• The Webster School District did not have a complete and aligned curriculum with 

measurable outcomes or assessments and instructional strategies in ELA, math, and science 

for Kindergarten through Grade 12. 

• Horizontal alignment of curriculum varied at different grade levels and within particular 

content areas. There was little evidence of vertical alignment of curricula from building to 

building. 

• Principals at the elementary and middle schools monitored the effectiveness of the delivery 

of the curriculum in their buildings. At the high school, systems were not in place to make 

monitoring possible.  

• Curriculum revisions in response to assessment results were based upon item analyses and 

analysis of aggregate rather than disaggregated scores. 
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• Teachers seldom used technology as an instructional tool since there was limited availability 

and little technical support for maintenance. 

• The resources, professional development, and support provided to teachers were not 

sufficient to address the instructional needs of students as revealed by formative and 

summative assessments.  

• Classroom observations revealed that instruction was effective approximately 50 percent of 

the time. 

Assessment and Evaluation: 

• The district did not have benchmarks that were aligned with the curriculum frameworks in 

ELA, science, and math.  

• The district lacked an articulated curriculum in ELA, math, and science with benchmarks, 

vertical and horizontal articulation, and connections to the MCAS test frameworks in grades 

K-12. 

• The absence of a K-12 curriculum coordinator greatly hindered action steps at individual 

schools in complying with state frameworks and assessment.  

• There was a lack of professional development by staff and administrators in assessment 

analysis present in the district. 

Human Resource Management and Professional Development: 

• The EQA examiners found that all of the administrators and 153 out of the 154 teachers in 

the district possessed DOE licenses; a waiver had been received for the teacher who did not 

possess licensing and who had been encouraged to acquire proper licensure. 

• Teachers had a formal mentoring program, but new administrators’ mentoring was informal. 

• The district regularly recognized teacher accomplishments and promoted them from within 

its ranks. 

• The district’s professional development program did not include data analysis or the use of 

item analysis and/or the analysis of disaggregated data. 
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• Teacher evaluations were generally not instructive, most comments were descriptive or 

congratulatory in nature, and few had statements about ways to improve professionally and in 

overall effectiveness. 

• Administrative evaluations were goal-oriented, but did not hold principals accountable for 

improvement of student achievement.  

Access, Participation, and Student Academic Support 

• Although the administration and staff used aggregated MCAS data item analysis, 

administrators and teachers generally did not disaggregate MCAS data by subgroup. 

• Discipline referrals, suspensions, and retentions remained high, yet the district had not yet 

analyzed student data to determine whether practices were fair and equitable for subgroup 

populations. 

• Interviewees indicated that the district’s lack of in-school suspension significantly raised out-

of school suspension rates and further increased student absenteeism; although efforts had 

been made to make improvement in the aggregate, efforts were not focused on closing the 

achievement gap between student subgroups. 

• The district did not analyze the impact of high teacher absenteeism on student performance 

and achievement. 

Financial and Asset Management Effectiveness and Efficiency: 

• Total annual school district expenditures were approximately 68 percent of the funds 

available to the town, and vacant municipal positions were not filled to accommodate the 

school budget.  

• The town growth revenue was not sufficient, the stabilization fund was low, non-recurring 

funds were required to meet the operating budget, and the town’s outstanding debt position 

was a concern. 

• There was a limited correlation between analysis of aggregated and disaggregated data and 

budget requests.  

• Although the school department budget was developed through an open participatory process 

and was clear and understandable, it did not present information on all fund sources such as 

federal and state grants, and revolving accounts.  
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• There was no evidence of an evaluation based review process as part of the budget analysis.  

• Special education expenditures increased to approximately 28 percent of the operating 

budget while the number of special education students decreased from 25 percent to 

approximately 16 percent of the student enrollment.  
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Part I: Overview of the EQA Review Process and the District 

From October 24 through 27, 2005, the EQA conducted an independent Tier II examination of 

the Webster Public Schools for the period 2002-2005. This examination applied the standards 

related to the EQA’s six major standards of inquiry, which include 1) Leadership, Governance, 

and Communication; 2) Curriculum and Instruction; 3) Assessment and Evaluation; 4) Human 

Resource Management and Professional Development; 5) Access, Participation, and Student 

Academic Support; and 6) Financial and Asset Management Effectiveness and Efficiency.  The 

EQA’s examination process for school districts involved two tiers of investigation and used 6 

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. 

The Town of Webster is a medium-sized community located in south-central Massachusetts on 

the Connecticut border. Educational, health and social services and manufacturing are the largest 

sources of employment, followed by retail trade. According to the 2000 U.S. Census, the city has 

a population of 16,415 people and a median family income of 48,898, while the median family 

income in Massachusetts is $61,664. The city is governed by a Board of Selectmen, Town 

Administrator, and Representative Town Meeting form of municipal government. There is a 

five-person school committee in Webster. Webster has three schools serving grades PreK-12. 

The most recent Massachusetts Department of Education (DOE) figures indicate that there were 

1,879 students enrolled on October 1, 2005. The demographic/subgroup composition in Webster 

is: 80.6 percent White, 11.1 percent Hispanic, 4.1 percent African-American, 0.6 percent Asian, 

and 1.7 percent Native American; Limited English Proficiency (LEP), 2.7 percent; Low-Income, 

42.0 percent; and Special Education (SPED), 16.0 percent. 

Webster’s Chapter 70 Funding and Net School Spending FY1997 to 2005: For the nine-year 

period, FY1997 to FY2005, Webster met the state-mandated Net School Spending Requirement. 

For the period between FY1997 and FY2005, Chapter 70 Aid to Webster increased 20.1 percent 

(from $5,763,848 to $6,923,221). Webster’s Required Local Contribution increased 37.0 percent 

(from $5,254,788 to $7,199,352). Since FY1997, Webster received a total of $59,700,411 in 

Chapter 70 Aid and was required to raise locally $55,717,930. From FY2002 to FY2005, 
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Chapter 70 Aid was $27,788,072 and the Required Local Contribution was $26,922,922. For the 

period between FY1997 and FY2005, Webster’s foundation enrollment decreased 6.1 percent 

and its student headcount decreased 10.8 percent. Between FY2002 and FY2005, its foundation 

enrollment decreased 1.1 percent and its student headcount decreased 1.1 percent. 

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

achievement that is ‘Moderate’ in ELA and ‘Low’ in math on the MCAS tests. Less than half of 

all Webster students scored above standard on the 2005 administration of the MCAS test. 
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Part II: Tier I Analysis of Student Achievement and MCAS Test 
Data 

At Tier I, with primary attention paid to the 2005 MCAS tests, the EQA review of Webster’s 

MCAS test results (2002-2005) 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 2005 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 performance-

level based summary of student achievement in Webster; and comparative analyses of district-

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

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

subgroups. A discussion of that summary follows. 
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1. Proficiency/Achievement: To what extent is the MCAS test performance of 

all the district’s students meeting or exceeding state proficiency standards? 

Preliminary Findings: 

• Less than half of all students in Webster attained proficiency on the 2004 and 2005 MCAS 

tests. 

• Half of all students in Webster attained proficiency on the 2005 MCAS English Language 

Arts (ELA) tests and approximately one third attained proficiency on the math tests. 

• Less than one third of all students in Webster attained proficiency on the science and 

technology/engineering (STE) tests, lower than that of all students in the state attaining 

proficiency on the STE tests. 

• Webster’s proficiency gap in ELA was 22 Proficiency Index (PI) points; in math, the 

proficiency gap was 35 PI points; and in STE, it was 42 PI points.  

• The proficiency gap in STE was wider than that statewide.  

• Less than one third of students in Webster attained proficiency on the grades 5 and 8 STE 

and the grades 6 and 8 math tests, lower than those of all students in the state on those tests. 

• The proficiency gaps in grades 3 and 7 ELA, Grade 8 math, and Grade 5 STE were wider 

than the gaps statewide at those grade levels.  
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Figures/Tables 1 A, B: Student MCAS Test Performance, Overall, 2004 and 2005 
A. 

MCAS 2004 Data 
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level
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B. 

MCAS 2005 Data 
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Analysis of Figures/Tables 1 A, B:  
• On the 2004 MCAS tests, 38 percent of Webster students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories.  

• On the 2005 MCAS tests, 43 percent of Webster students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 
‘Proficient’ categories.  

Figure/Table 2: Student MCAS Test Performance, by Subject, 2005 

MCAS 2005 Data 
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level
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State 
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  Advanced 11 4 20 11 10 4 
  Proficient 51 46 28 24 32 16 
  Needs Improv. 31 39 33 39 40 50 
  Warning/Failing 7 10 20 26 18 30 

Analysis of Figure/Table 2:  
• On the 2005 MCAS ELA tests, 50 percent of Webster students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories, 12 percentage points lower than that of all students in the state on the 
ELA tests.  

• On the 2005 MCAS math tests, 35 percent of Webster students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 
‘Proficient’ categories, 13 percentage points lower than that of all students in the state on the 
math tests.  

• On the 2005 MCAS STE tests, 20 percent of Webster students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 
‘Proficient’ categories, 22 percentage points lower than that of all students in the state on the 
STE tests. 



  17 

Figures/Tables 3 A -G: Student MCAS Test Performance, by Grade, 2005: 
A. 

MCAS 2005 Grade 03 Reading 
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level
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B. 

MCAS 2005 Data - Grade 04
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level
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C. 

MCAS 2005 Grade 05 Science 
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level for the 

Science, Technology and Engineering Test
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D. 

MCAS 2005 Data - Grade 06
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level
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E. 

MCAS 2005 Data - Grade 07/08
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level
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F. 

MCAS 2005 Grade 08 Science 
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level for the 

Science, Technology and Engineering Test
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G. 

MCAS 2005 Data - Grade 10
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level
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  Advanced 23 12 36 26 
  Proficient 43 49 27 33 
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  Warning/Failing 9 2 13 9 

 
Analysis of Figures/Tables 3 A-G: 
• On the 2005 MCAS Grade 5 STE test, 26 percent of Webster students scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 25 percentage points lower than that of all students in 
the state on the Grade 5 STE tests. 

• On the 2005 MCAS Grade 6 math test, 31 percent of Webster students scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 16 percentage points lower than that of all students in 
the state on the Grade 6 math tests. 

• On the 2005 MCAS Grade 8 math test, 17 percent of Webster students scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 22 percentage points lower than that of all students in 
the state on the Grade 8 math tests. 

• On the 2005 MCAS Grade 8 STE test, 14 percent of Webster students scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 20 percentage points lower than that of all students in 
the state on the Grade 5 STE tests. 
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Figures 4 A, B/Table 4: MCAS Proficiency Index, by Grade, 2005: 
A. 

Proficiency Index by Grade (ELA)
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Grade 03 85 73 NA NA NA NA 
Grade 04 78 76 74 72 NA NA 
Grade 05 NA NA NA NA 78 62 
Grade 06 NA NA 71 62 NA NA 
Grade 07 86 79 NA NA NA NA 
Grade 08 NA NA 65 48 65 54 
Grade 10 83 86 80 80 NA NA 
All Grades 83 78 72 65 71 58 
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Analysis of Figures/Table 4: 
• Webster’s proficiency gap in ELA was 22 PI points; statewide, the proficiency gap in ELA 

was 17 PI points.  

• Webster’s proficiency gap in math was 35 PI points; statewide, the proficiency gap in math 
was 28 PI points.  

• Webster’s proficiency gap in STE was 42 PI points; statewide, the proficiency gap in STE 
was 29 PI points.  

• In Grade 3 ELA, Webster’s proficiency gap was 27 PI points; the statewide proficiency gap 
in Grade 3 ELA was 15 PI points. 

• In Grade 7 ELA, Webster’s proficiency gap was 21 PI points; statewide the proficiency gap 
in Grade 7 ELA was 14 PI points.  

• In Grade 8 math, Webster’s proficiency gap was 52 PI points; statewide the proficiency gap 
in Grade 8 math was 35 PI points. 

• In Grade 5 STE, Webster’s proficiency gap was 38 PI points; statewide the proficiency gap 
in Grade 5 STE was 22 PI points.  

Figure/Table 5: MCAS Proficiency Index, by School, 2005  

ELA vs Math PI (by School)
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2. Equity of Achievement: How does the MCAS test performance vary among 

the district’s student subgroups? 

Preliminary Findings: 

• The performance gap in ELA was 46 PI points in Webster. In math, the performance gap was 

40 PI points. 

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

wider than those of all Webster students in 2005. 

• For Webster’s Hispanic students, the proficiency gaps in both ELA and math were wider 

than those of all Webster students in 2005.  

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

in ELA was wider than that of all Webster students in 2005. 

• Less than one third of students with disabilities in Webster attained proficiency on the 2005 

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

• Approximately one third of Webster’s FRL/Y students attained proficiency on the 2005 

MCAS tests, lower than that of students not eligible for either free or reduced-cost lunch 

(FRL/N) in Webster.  
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Figure /Table 6: MCAS Proficiency Index, by Free/Reduced lunch Status, Student Status, 
and Race, 2005  

ELA vs Math PI (by subgroup)
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H FRL (N) 83 71 500 



  25 

Analysis of Figure/Table 6:  

• In Webster, the proficiency gap in ELA was 22 PI points for all students; for students with 
disabilities, the proficiency gap was 55 PI points; for Hispanic students, it was 30 PI points; 
and for FRL/Y students, it was 29 PI points in 2005. 

• In Webster, the proficiency gap in math was 35 PI points for all students; for students with 
disabilities, this gap was 59 PI points; and for Hispanic students, it was 49 PI points in 2005. 

• The subgroup performance range between the highest ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) of a 
subgroup and the lowest EPI of a subgroup was 39 PI points in Webster in 2005. In math, the 
subgroup performance range was 30 PI points. 

• The average of the differences between the 2005 EPI of the highest-scoring subgroup and 
those of the other subgroups (excluding the lowest-scoring subgroup) was 7 PI points in 
Webster. In math, the average subgroup gap was 10 PI points. 

• The performance gap in ELA was 46 PI points in Webster. In math, the performance gap was 
40 PI points. 

Figures 7 A-C: Student Population, by Reportable Subgroups, 2005 
A. 

Students by Status
Disability

16%
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84%

 



  26 

B. 

Students by Race

African American
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C. 
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Figure/Table 8: Student Subgroup MCAS Test Performance, by Student Status, 2005 

MCAS 2005 Data 
Percent of Regular and Disabilites students at each proficiency 

level
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  State Reg 
Webster 

Reg 
State 

Disability 
Webster 

Disability 
  Advanced 19 8 3 2 
  Proficient 44 41 20 8 
  Needs Improv. 29 39 43 39 
  Warning/Failing 8 11 34 51 

Analysis of Figure/Table 8: 

• On the 2005 MCAS tests, 10 percent of the students with disabilities in Webster scored in the 
‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 39 percentage points lower than that of regular 
education students in Webster. 
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Figure/Table 9: Student Subgroup MCAS Test Performance, by Race, 2005 

MCAS 2005 Data 
Percent of students at each proficiency level by Race
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State 
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Afr-

Amer 
State 
White 

Webster 
White 

State 
Hispanic 

Webster 
Hispanic 

  Advanced 4 5 18 8 3 2 
  Proficient 25 28 44 37 21 29 
  Needs Improv. 42 51 29 39 42 34 
  Warning/Failing 29 16 9 16 33 35 
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Figure/Table 10: Student Subgroup MCAS Test Performance, by Free and Reduced Lunch 
Eligibility Status, 2005 

MCAS 2005 Data 
Percent of students by FreeLunch status at each proficiency level

100
80
60
40
20
0

20
40
60
80

100

State FRL(Y) Webster FRL(Y) State FRL(N) Webster FRL(N)

B
el

ow
 S

ta
nd

ar
d  

 A
bo

ve
 S

ta
nd

ar
d

 

  
State 

FRL(Y) 
Webster 
FRL(Y) 

State 
FRL(N) 

Webster 
FRL(N) 

  Advanced 5 3 20 10 
  Proficient 25 28 44 41 
  Needs Improv. 43 43 28 37 
  Warning/Failing 28 26 8 13 

Analysis of Figure/Table 10: 
• On the 2005 MCAS tests, 31 percent of the FRL/Y students in Webster scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 20 percentage points lower than that of FRL/N 
students in Webster. 
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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 4 PI points narrower in 2005 than in 2002, for an 

improvement rate of 17.8 percent. 

• In math, the proficiency gap was 14 PI points narrower in 2005 than in 2002, for an 

improvement rate of 29.0 percent. 

• On the MCAS tests, the percentage of all Webster students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ 

category was 11 percentage points lower in 2005 than in 2002. 

• On the MCAS math tests, the percentage of all Webster students who attained proficiency 

was 17 percentage points higher in 2005 than in 2002; and the percentage of all Webster 

students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category was 17 percentage points lower in 2005 

than in 2002.  

Figure/Table 11: Student MCAS Test Performance, Overall, 2002-2005  

MCAS 2002 - 2005 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level
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  2002 2003 2004 2005 
  Advanced 4 4 6 7 
  Proficient 26 27 30 32 
  Needs Improv. 40 42 41 41 
  Warning/Failing 31 26 24 20 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 11: 
• The percentage of Webster students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category on the MCAS 

tests was 11 percentage points lower in 2005 than in 2002.  

Figure/Table 12: MCAS Proficiency Index, by Subject, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 

Prof. Index Trend Data
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Trend Data MCAS, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 (detail) 

  ELA Math 
  2002 2003 2004 2005 2002 2003 2004 2005 
Advanced 4% 3% 3% 4% 4% 6% 9% 11% 
Proficient 42% 41% 44% 46% 14% 14% 22% 24% 
Needs Improvement 40% 44% 42% 39% 39% 41% 39% 39% 
Warning/Failing 14% 11% 11% 10% 43% 40% 31% 26% 

Analysis of Figure/Table 12: 
• The proficiency gap in ELA was 4 PI points narrower in 2005 than in 2002 in Webster. 

• The proficiency gap in math was 14 PI points narrower in 2005 than in 2002 in Webster. 

• The gap between the EPI and the MPI was 10 PI points narrower in 2005 than in 2005. 

• The percentage of Webster students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories on 
the MCAS math tests was 17 percentage points higher in 2005 than in 2002.  

• The percentage of Webster students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category on the MCAS 
math tests was 17 percentage points lower in 2005 than in 2002. 
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4. Equity of Improvement: How has the MCAS test performance for the 

district’s student subgroups change over time? 

Preliminary Findings: 

• For African-American students in Webster, the proficiency gap in ELA was 18 PI points 

narrower in 2005 than in 2003, for an improvement rate of 46.1 percent.  

• In Webster, the improvement gap in ELA was 4 PI points wider in 2005 than in 2003. 

• In Webster, the improvement gap in math was 2 PI points narrower in 2005 than in 2003. 

• The performance gap in ELA was 7 PI points wider in 2005 than in 2003. 

• The performance gap in math was 10 PI points wider in 2005 than in 2003. 
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Figures 13 A-D/Table 13: Student Subgroup MCAS Test Performance by Subject, 2003, 
2004, 2005 
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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C. 

Prof Index by Subgroup (ELA)
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D. 

Prof Index by Subgroup (Math)
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State    Webster    
  ELA Math   ELA Math 

ALL 03 83 69 ALL 03 75 53 
 04 84 71  04 76 62 
 05 83 72  05 78 65 

Regular 03 88 75 Regular 03 79 56 
 04 89 77  04 82 65 
 05 88 78  05 84 70 

Disability 03 65 47 Disability 03 49 37 
 04 65 48  04 43 41 
 05 65 49  05 45 41 

FRL (N) 03 88 76 FRL (N) 03 79 58 
 04 89 78  04 82 67 
 05 89 79  05 83 71 

FRL (Y) 03 68 51 FRL (Y) 03 67 43 
 04 71 54  04 67 53 
 05 70 55  05 71 56 

Afr Amer 03 69 49 Afr Amer 03 62 52 
 04 72 52  04 73 58 
 05 70 53  05 80 58 

Hispanic 03 63 46 Hispanic 03 65 42 
 04 66 49  04 70 54 
 05 65 51  05 70 51 

White 03 87 74 White 03 77 55 
 04 88 76  04 77 63 
 05 88 77  05 79 67 
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Analysis of Figures 13 A-D/Table 13:  
• In Webster, the proficiency gap for African-American students in ELA was 38 PI points in 

2003; in 2005, it was 20 PI points. 

• In Webster, the proficiency gap for all students in ELA was 25 PI points in 2003; in 2005, it 
was 22 PI points. 

• The proficiency gap in math for all students was 47 PI points in 2003; in 2005, it was 35 PI 
points. 

• The subgroup performance range in ELA was 30 PI points in 2003; in 2005, it was 39 PI 
points.  

• The subgroup performance range in math was 21 PI points in 2003; in 2005, it was 30 PI 
points. 

• The average gap in ELA was 9 PI points in 2003; in 2005, it was 7 PI points. 

• The average gap in math was 9 PI points in 2003; in 2005, it was 10 PI points. 

• The performance gap in ELA was 39 PI points in 2003; in 2005, it was 46 PI points. 

• The performance gap in math was 30 PI points in 2003 and 40 PI points in 2005. 

• The improvement gap in ELA was 64 PI points in 2003; in 2005, it was 68 PI points. 

• The improvement gap in math was 77 PI points in 2003 and was 75 PI points in 2005. 
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5. Participation and Access: Are all eligible students attending and 

participating in all required programs and assessments? 

Preliminary Findings: 

• On the 2005 ELA, math, and STE tests, eligible students participated at required levels in 

Webster. 

Table 14: Student MCAS Test Participation by Subject Area 
  ELA Math STE 
NTO 4% 4% 2% 
T 95% 95% 98% 
ALT 0% 0% 0% 
NTM 0% 0% 0% 
NTA 0% 0% 0% 

Analysis of Table 14: 
• In Webster, the 95 percent student participation rate on the 2005 MCAS ELA tests was equal 

to the state’s 95 percent requirement. 

• In Webster, the 95 percent student participation rate on the 2005 MCAS math tests was equal 
to the state’s 95 percent requirement. 

• In Webster, the 98 percent student participation rate on the 2005 MCAS STE tests was 3 
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 
2002 Grade 03 0 0 0 

 Grade 04 157 157 0 
 Grade 05 0 0 0 
 Grade 06 0 142 0 
 Grade 07 158 0 0 
 Grade 08 0 144 0 
 Grade 10 103 100 0 
 All Grades 418 543 0 

2003 Grade 03 149 0 0 
 Grade 04 123 123 0 
 Grade 05 0 0 0 
 Grade 06 0 138 0 
 Grade 07 149 0 0 
 Grade 08 0 158 0 
 Grade 10 107 106 0 
 All Grades 528 525 0 

2004 Grade 03 128 0 0 
 Grade 04 153 153 0 
 Grade 05 0 0 129 
 Grade 06 0 158 0 
 Grade 07 141 0 0 
 Grade 08 0 159 159 
 Grade 10 102 104 0 
 All Grades 524 574 288 

2005 Grade 03 146 0 0 
 Grade 04 120 120 0 
 Grade 05 0 0 145 
 Grade 06 0 129 0 
 Grade 07 164 0 0 
 Grade 08 0 140 140 
 Grade 10 128 128 0 
 All Grades 558 517 285 
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2. n-Values by Subgroup/Level  

  ELA Math STE 
Webster ALL LEVELS 558 517 285 

 Advanced 24 55 11 
 Proficient 259 126 46 
 Needs Improv 217 203 142 
 Warning/Failing 58 133 86 

Regular Advanced 22 53 11 
 Proficient 250 118 44 
 Needs Improv 181 169 125 
 Warning/Failing 21 82 50 

Disability Advanced 1 2 0 
 Proficient 7 6 2 
 Needs Improv 32 31 16 
 Warning/Failing 37 45 33 

LEP Advanced 1 0 0 
 Proficient 2 2 0 
 Needs Improv 4 3 1 
 Warning/Failing 0 6 3 

Free Lunch (Y) Advanced 2 10 3 
 Proficient 74 36 14 
 Needs Improv 95 78 58 
 Warning/Failing 30 74 55 

Free Lunch (N) Advanced 22 45 8 
 Proficient 185 90 32 
 Needs Improv 122 125 84 
 Warning/Failing 28 59 31 
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3. n-Values by Race 

  ELA Math STE 
Webster ALL LEVELS 558 517 285 

 Advanced 24 55 11 
 Proficient 259 126 46 
 Needs Improv 217 203 142 
 Warning/Failing 58 133 86 

Afr American Advanced 1 1 0 
 Proficient 9 3 3 
 Needs Improv 11 11 3 
 Warning/Failing 1 6 5 

Asian Advanced 2 3 0 
 Proficient 8 4 0 
 Needs Improv 5 3 2 
 Warning/Failing 0 2 2 

Hispanic Advanced 2 0 2 
 Proficient 14 12 1 
 Needs Improv 14 17 16 
 Warning/Failing 8 24 15 

Native American Advanced 0 0 0 
 Proficient 6 1 0 
 Needs Improv 5 4 2 
 Warning/Failing 1 2 2 

White Advanced 19 51 9 
 Proficient 222 106 42 
 Needs Improv 182 168 119 
 Warning/Failing 48 99 62 
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4. n-values by year: 
 

 2002 2003 2004 2005 
Advanced 37 45 77 90 
Proficient 249 288 409 431 

Needs Improvement 380 444 568 562 
Warning/Failing 295 269 331 277 

Total 961 1,046 1,385 1,360 
 

5. n-values for NTA, NTM, and NTO by Student Status: 

 ELA Math STE 
T.Disability 77 84 51 
T.Regular 474 422 230 

T.LEP 7 11 4 
NTM.Regular 1 0 0 

NTO.Disability 6 7 2 
NTO.Regular 17 17 5 

NTO.LEP 2 0 0 
NTA.Regular 1 1 0 

T = Tested 
NTA = Not Tested, Absent 

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

Notes: 
 
In 2005, for State vs. District performance charts, only data from ELA and math tests for grades 3 through 10 was 
included unless otherwise noted. For Proficiency Indicator charts, Grade 3 was included. Grade 3 does not include 
an ‘Advanced’ level and would therefore skew aggregated proficiency level charts.  
 
In calculation for EPI, the following groups were included for each year reported: 
2002: Gr. 4, Gr. 7, Gr. 10 
2003: Gr. 4, Gr. 7, Gr. 10 
2004: Gr. 4, Gr. 7, Gr. 10 
2005: Gr. 3, Gr. 4, Gr. 7, Gr. 10 
 
In calculation for MPI, the following groups were included for each year reported: 
2002: Gr. 4, Gr. 8, Gr. 10 
2003: Gr. 4, Gr. 8, Gr. 10 
2004: Gr. 4, Gr. 8, Gr. 10 
2005: 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. 
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Part III: Response to Watch Status in Webster 

In this Response to Watch Status section, the conclusions of the EQA team’s revisit to the district are summarized. It 
reports on only those 2003 Indicators that received a ‘Poor’ or ‘Unsatisfactory’ rating and that the EQA team 
reassessed. The table below displays the initial 2003 ratings and the 2005 reassessments [highlighted]. In the 
narrative that follows, the relevant 2003 Standard and Indicator is presented followed by the ratings from 2003 and 
2005 and corresponding Evidence for the ratings.  
 
Standards  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total Total 
S1 - Student Assessment         2003 2005 
  Excellent        N/A 0 0 
  Satisfactory 2005 2005  2005    N/A 0 3 
 Needs Improvement (2005)   2005  2005 2005 2005 N/A N/A 4 
  Poor 2003 2003  2003   2003 N/A 4 0 
  Unsatisfactory   2003  2003 2003  N/A 3 0 

 

Standard 1. Student Assessment: District administrators and teachers regularly assess the 

performance of their students relative to state and local student performance standards, and 

analyze aggregate and individual assessment results to review and improve curricula, 

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

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

to assess student progress.  

 

Indicator 1: The district has clear assessment policies and procedures. Administrators and 

Teachers are well informed about the content purposes and assessment programs. 

EQA Rating from 2003: Poor 

EQA Rating from 2005: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), the district did not have any policies for 

student assessment. In 2003, the final year of the first visit examination, the district 

administrators conducted minimal reviews or analyses of the MCAS data, and they did not think 

the school system had the tools or skills to analyze student assessment data. During the 

reexamination period (2003-2005), the district had increased the practice of collection, analysis, 

and use of student assessment results by district and school leadership since the last evaluation. 

 
For example, at the Park Elementary School (grades K-2) The Dynamic Indicator of Basic Early 

Literacy skills (DIBELS) was administered three times a year; the Group Reading Assessment 
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and Diagnostic Evaluation (Grade) two times a year; and the Scott Foresman Addison Wesley 

Massachusetts Math Diagnostic assessment two times a year. 

According to the interviewees, all second language learners in Kindergarten were screened upon 

entering the school through the use of the Dial 3 R program. In addition, the MELA- O and was 

used to assess second language learners in grades K-2. 

 

At the middle school level (Grades 3-6), the MCAS was the primary assessment. However, 

DIBELS and the Scott Foresman-Addison Wesley Math Diagnostic were being used in grades 3, 

4, and 5 and Houghton Mifflin (ELA) was used along with the Horizons Program in grades 3-6. 

  

At the high school in grades 7-12, the MCAS was supplemented by several in house and 

standardized assessments, such as the ACT Explore, which was given to all grade 9 students, 

while the PSAT, SAT, ACT, and AP exams were taken on an elective basis. The English and 

math departments had common midyear and final exams that were written by the respective 

departments. According to interviewees, ELA department assessments were reflective of some of 

the types of questions asked on the MCAS while the math midyear and final exams showed little 

correlation to the MCAS assessments.  

 

Indicator 2: Administrators and teachers use test results to improve curricula, instructional 

practices, and developed targeted support and remedial programs 

EQA Rating from 2003: Poor 

EQA Rating from 2005: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), the use of test data was not consistent 

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

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

MCAS test. The elementary schools instituted a 90-minute block for reading. During the 

reexamination period (2003-2005), student assessment results were used to measure the 

effectiveness of instructional and support programs.  

 

At the K-6 level, the use of the SRA Open Court assessment resulted in recommendations to 

purchase an intensive intervention model; provide more professional development in the area of 
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assessment; and integrate technology into the curriculum and expand coaching positions in the 

classroom. The restructured Title I Grade K-6 program increased the presence of Title I staff by 

expanding to 17 part time teachers.  

 

At the middle school, DIBELS, GRADE, Horizons, and Pass were used to assess the need for 

student support. At the high school level, analysis of data occurred less frequently, but used 

MCAS tutor, a remedial program for students who needed additional help based on the results of 

the grades 7& 10 MCAS tests and Homework Haven, an after-school support program staffed by 

volunteers.  

 

Research for Better Teaching, a professional development program dealing with teaching 

strategies and behavioral management had been adopted by the system. Over 50 percent of the 

staff will be trained by March of 2006, while the remaining staff was expected to complete this 

program over the next two years. 

 

Indicator 3: Administrators and teachers are well informed about the content and purposes of the 

assessment program.  

EQA rating from 2003: Unsatisfactory  

EQA Rating from 2005: Needs Improvement 

 

Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), the district did not inform the teachers or 

administrators about assessment. Some schools did not use assessment data or MCAS results. 

During the reexamination period (2003-2005), the dissemination of information to stakeholders 

improved, but was inconsistent and known primarily to administrators and key teachers. 

According to interviewees, the reporting process varied from level to level, with either principals 

or department chairs sharing the information with staff. Communication with the community 

consisted of the broadcast of school committee meetings on cable TV and a periodic 

superintendent’s newsletter.  

 

Indicator 4: The district’s schools consistently use the results of the MCAS test, other 

standardized test results, and classroom teacher assessments to improve the curricula and quality 

of instruction.  
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EQA Rating from 2003: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2005: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), the district began to use test data to improve 

instructional practices; however, neither the faculty nor the administrators were proficient in data 

analysis. During the reexamination period (2003-2005), the district implemented new programs 

and reallocated resources to improve the quality of instruction.  

At the K-2 level, the principal developed prescriptive times for specific content areas, and 

teachers used pacing charts to determine the time to be spent on each unit. The principal also 

indicated that the school went to a full inclusion model, which enabled special education and 

Title I resources to be divided among all classes. Funding was also provided for an ABA autism 

expert to serve the K-6 population and two reading first literacy coordinators for grades K-3. 

 

At the middle school, the principal indicated that all grade level teachers had a common planning 

time, and math and ELA were expanded to 90-minute blocks. A collaborative after-school 

program with Adult Education provided services for “at risk” students in grades 3 and 4. In 

addition, the PASS program was also implemented as a result of a 21st Century grant. A 

consultant focused specifically on MCAS results in ELA and math. 

 

At the high school, the principal stated that the school had gone from block scheduling to seven 

45-minute periods per day because of a lack of adequate staff. In some instances, he cited that 

some students in grades 7 and 8 had been taking two courses a day and had 90-minute study 

classes. Consequently, math instruction was reduced from 90 minutes to 45 minutes in grades 7 

and 8.  

 

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

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

limited English proficient, and participants in free lunch programs.  

EQA Rating from 2003: Unsatisfactory  

EQA Rating from 2005: Needs Improvement 
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Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), the EQA found that the district did not have 

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

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

subgroups in the district, but few policies or practices addressed these issues. During the 

reexamination period (2003-2005), the percentage of students taking the MCAS equaled the state 

average, an increase since the previous EQA review.  

 

The DIBELS (K-3), GRADE (K-3), Addison Wesley-Scott Foresman assessments in elementary 

grades, and the ACT explore in grade 9 were taken by all students. At the secondary level, the 

district did not target students from subgroup populations with poor attendance or poor grades 

based on MCAS scores. According to the principal, help was provided to all students equally and 

the district did not target subgroup populations with special programs that could accelerate 

progress. 

 

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

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

with limited English proficiency.  

 

EQA Rating from 2003: Unsatisfactory  

EQA Rating from 2005: Needs Improvement 

 

Evidence: In the initial period under review (1999-2003), the district did not pay explicit 

attention to the participation level or the results of all subgroups and did not focus any additional 

efforts to remedy their test scores.  

 

During the reexamination period (2003-2005), as a result of examination of test scores of 

students in subgroup populations, the Webster district rewrote the Title I grant to better serve 

students in K-3, hired a literacy teacher in grades 3-5, and increased the number of students 

served in an inclusion model at the elementary grades. Although some changes were made at the 

secondary level, it was evident in interviews that the resulting changes came from looking at 

aggregate scores and not from looking at subgroup populations. The district had few plans to 
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specifically target minority students, students with disabilities, or students with Limited English 

proficiency. 

 

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

frameworks standards. The district regularly disseminates assessment analysis to appropriate 

staff.  

EQA Rating from 2003: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2005: Needs Improvement  

 

Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), the district did not link classroom assessment 

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

distribute the basic MCAS test data provided by the DOE. During the reexamination period 

(2003-2005), at the K-2 level the Open Court tests in ELA and the Addison Wesley program in 

math provided benchmarks that paralleled their units. In addition, the Middle school began to 

develop writing benchmarks in grades 3-6. 

 

Curriculum guides in grades 3-12 in the areas of ELA, math, and science consisted of goals and 

assessments that reflected the state frameworks in each content area, but lacked comprehensive 

benchmarks. At the high school level, the CMP was used in grades 7 & 8 and could have 

provided appropriate benchmarks, but the district used only 4 of the 10 prescribed units. 

Common midyear and final exams were written by members of the ELA and math departments, 

but had very little in common with the Massachusetts Frameworks and MCAS assessment.  

 

The high school principal indicated, however, that MCAS alignment was the goal of all new 

curriculum documents and summer curriculum workshops. An examination of the accepted 

proposals for summer curriculum, however, revealed a mosaic of non-aligned topics. The high 

school also administered the PSAT, SAT, SAT II, ACT, and AP assessments on an elective 

basis, but the results of these national exams were not analyzed. In summary, there was a lack of 

district-developed benchmarks, with the exception of writing benchmarks in grades 3-6. In 

addition, there was an absence of vertical and horizontal articulation, and an additional lack of a 

content based scope and sequence in grades 3-12. 
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Standards  Indicators   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total Total 
S2 - Evaluation         2003 2005 
  Excellent     N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 0 
  Satisfactory    2003 N/A N/A N/A N/A 1 1 
 Needs Improvement (2005)  2005   N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1 
  Poor 2003 2003 2003  N/A N/A N/A N/A 3 0 
  Unsatisfactory 2005  2005  N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 2 

 

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

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

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

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

performance.  

 

Indicator 1: The district regularly engages in an evaluation process at all levels that coordinates 

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

incorporates pertinent findings and recommendations from all external evaluations.  

EQA Rating from 2003: Poor 

EQA Rating from 2005: Unsatisfactory 

 

Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), the district did not have a systematic 

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

was no clear connection between performance evaluations and student assessment data. 

However, the district responded to external evaluations, such as the New England Association of 

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

DOE’s Coordinated Program Review (CPR) the district went from 38 areas of non-compliance 

to a few of areas of partial non-compliance.  

 

During the reexamination period (2003-2005), the administrator evaluations were based on the 

requirements of the law and included each of the qualities of Effective Administrative Leadership 

defined in the statute. The superintendent stated that he met with each administrator in June to 

establish goals for the upcoming year. He stated that continued employment for each 

administrator was based on accomplishing the goals mutually set earlier in the year. Salary 

increases were conditioned on performance according to an incremental scale from 1 percent to 5 

percent. The superintendent also stated that each administrative evaluation was “exclusively 
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based on data analysis of student achievement.” However, there was little evidence in the review 

of all the administrative evaluations that student achievement scores were directly linked to 

salary increases or continued employment in the district. Administrators were aware that if an 

administrator failed to improve that he/she would not have his/her contract renewed. 

 

The evaluation procedure used for teachers during the period under review was aligned with the 

requirements of Education Reform. According to district administrators, all non-professional 

status teachers were evaluated each year until they reached professional status and professional 

status teachers were evaluated every other year. However, of the 42 teacher folders randomly 

selected for the EQA review and reviewed by the EQA team, only 14 were timely in nature. Of 

the eight non-professional status teachers in the sample, only three had been evaluated both years 

of the period under review. In four cases, no evaluations were found for teachers who had been 

in the district from four to eight years. Four professional status teachers had not been evaluated 

since at least 2001. 

 

In those folders of teachers who had been evaluated during the period under review, only seven 

evaluations included instructive comments. Most of the comments were descriptive or 

congratulatory in nature and few had suggestions for improvement of professional growth and 

overall effectiveness. 

 

Although the principals stated during the interview sessions that their evaluations were data 

driven and that they had met and established goals with all their teachers, the personnel folders 

of district teachers did not show evidence of those claims. 

 

Indicator 2: The district formulates strategies to improve leadership, instruction, and student 

performance as needs arise from evaluations. 

EQA Rating from 2003: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2005: Needs Improvement 

 

Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), the superintendent held weekly meetings 

with the district leadership team. These forums allowed for the dissemination of information-

disseminated discussions about evaluations, instructional practices, and student performance. 
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The principals were responsible for regularly reviewing lesson plans within their schools and 

were expected to monitor the quality of teaching with teacher evaluations and informal 

observations, but there was little evidence that the district had a larger strategy for improving 

leadership and instruction. 

 

During the reexamination period (2003-2005), the EQA team found that the district had made 

changes that reflected systemic shifts in the way things were done in the district. The 

administrators set goals to improve student performance; however, their evaluations did not 

include student achievement.  

  

Also, the teacher contract mandated goal setting based on data from student assessments; 

teachers also were asked to specify how they were to achieve their goals; the Reading First 

initiative was implemented at the Park Ave School; training in the Skillful Teacher program was 

mandated for all the district’s professional staff; and a walk-through process with feedback 

sheets was initiated by all the district’s principals. However, there was little consistency in the 

use the data collected from the walk-through process or from teacher evaluations to improve 

instruction at all levels. Evaluations of professional status teachers were neither timely nor 

instructive. 

 

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

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

performance and improvement.  

EQA Rating from 2003: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2005: Unsatisfactory 

 

Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), the district did not hold administrators 

accountable for the academic performance of students. Only in the final year under examination 

did the district leadership initiate management systems to begin to monitor and evaluate 

programs and administrators. 
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 During the reexamination period (2003-2005), administrators stated that their performances 

were largely based on improvement of student achievement scores and that they were 

accountable for them.  

 

However, in the review of the evaluations of all the district’s administrators and 42 teachers, 

little evidence was found that principals were held accountable for improving student 

achievement scores in their evaluations from the superintendent or that the principals considered 

student performance and student achievement data in writing the evaluations of their teachers.  
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Standards  Indicators   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total Total 
S3 – Curriculum         2003 2005 
  Excellent         0 0 
  Satisfactory          0 0 
 Needs Improvement (2005) 2005 2005 2005 2005 2005 2005 2005 2005 N/A 8 
  Poor 2003 2003 2003 2003 2003 2003 2003 2003 8 0 
  Unsatisfactory         0 0 

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

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

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

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

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

and the district, school, and individual improvement plans. 

 

Indicators: 1. The district has developed functional, high quality curriculum guides in all 

content areas that include the requisite information.  

EQA Rating from 2003: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2005: Needs Improvement 

 

Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), the district began the process of developing 

curriculum guides for all content areas. The ELA curriculum was developed in 2000 and the 

math curriculum in 2001. The guides were aligned to the state curriculum frameworks, but they 

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

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

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

developing science and social studies guides in 2002-3. 

 

During the reexamination period (2003-2005), the Webster School District had curriculum 

guides in math and ELA developed in 2000 and 2001. These guides were in used in grades 

kindergarten through 2 and used as background for the adopted math and ELA programs in 

grades 3 through 6. At the junior senior high school, the English department used their 

completely revised curriculum guide. However, math teachers regarded the math curriculum for 

grades 7–12 as “not useful.”  
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Indicator 2: Every teacher has full access to the curriculum guides, is trained in their use, and 

employs them in the classroom.  

EQA Rating from 2003: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2005: Needs Improvement 

 

Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), the ELA and math curriculum guides, which 

were incomplete, were located in each school, and were available to teachers. The district’s 

professional development offerings included training in the use of curriculum guides, standards-

based curriculum, curriculum development using state curriculum frameworks, and the 

Dimensions of Learning program. However, the teacher attendance at these training sessions was 

low. A math curriculum consultant was hired to work with math teachers in 2002 to cover the 

new curriculum guide.  

 

During the reexamination period (2003-2005), all teachers at all levels had copies of the 

appropriate curriculum guides. Each teacher new to the district received a copy as he or she 

began employment. The guides were used for planning by teachers at the elementary and middle 

schools. And the English teachers in grades 7–12 used the revised ELA grades guide. However, 

math teachers at the junior senior high school acknowledged that they planned using textbooks 

and syllabi rather than the curriculum guide. 

 

Indicator 3: There is a comprehensive district curriculum articulation plan that addresses the 

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

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

EQA Rating from 2003: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2005: Needs Improvement 

 

Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), the district did not have a curriculum 

articulation plan. Services were provided to support diverse student learning needs, which 

included remediation classes as well as personnel to offer individualized assistance. However, 

specific curricula modifications were not made.  
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During the reexamination period (2003-2005), district and building level administrators studied 

disaggregated scores in administrative staff meetings. However, teachers had little awareness of 

the achievement levels of their subgroup populations.  

 

A key issue for special education, low income, and Hispanic students was access to the 

mainstream curriculum. During the period under review, special education students were 

gradually moved from pullout instruction to inclusion in general education classes, particularly 

in the middle school and to a certain extent at the high school. Title I students, particularly in 

math grades 3 to 6, were in mainstream classes and had increased achievement. ELL students, 

however, received their instruction primarily in settings outside the mainstream.  

 

The most recently modified curriculum guide was that in ELA for grades 7–12. While the 

content of this revised guide was more specific, it lacked modifications for subgroup 

populations.  

 

Indicator 4: The district has a process involving teachers in the annual review and revision of 

curriculum.  

EQA Rating from 2003: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2005: Needs Improvement 

 

Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), the district did not have teachers review and 

revise the district’s curricula annually until 2003. During the reexamination period (2003-2005), 

English teachers in grades 7–12 completed the revision of their curriculum. However, little work 

was done at the elementary and middle school levels to update existing curriculum documents. 

The same was true for math teachers in grades 7–12. While there was a district document 

outlining a regular process for curriculum revision over a five-year period, this document did not 

drive the curriculum revision process.  

 

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

EQA rating from 2003: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2005: Needs Improvement  

 



  56 

Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), each school in the district did not have a 

leader to guide the curriculum. The department chairpersons were responsible for curriculum at 

the high school, but the same kind of leadership role did not exist at the lower grades. During the 

reexamination period (2003-2005), the elementary principal reported actively monitoring the 

curriculum through regular walk-throughs, by doing a review of results from assessments like the 

DIBELS, GRADE, and Math Diagnostics, and through direction of summer curriculum 

workshops. 

 

The middle school principal stated that he monitored implementation of the curriculum by 

keeping detailed records of results of formative assessments administered and then working 

closely with classroom teachers to address the needs, which became apparent. 

 

While the high school principal accepted responsibility for curriculum leadership in his building, 

he delegated much of that responsibility to the department chairs. Yet these chairs taught either 4 

out of 5 periods a day or a full schedule. Their teaching responsibilities limited the extent of their 

curriculum leadership. However, in interviews it was clear that they took their leadership 

responsibility seriously and performed their duties to the extent possible.  

 

Indicator 6: Instructional time in each content area meets the state requirements and the 

educational needs of students as indicated through an analysis of student performance.  

EQA Rating from 2003: Poor 

EQA Rating from 2005: Needs Improvement  

 

Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), the district schools met the state 

requirements for instructional time. Except for those students who were enrolled in the special 

education program, there was not any formal analysis of student performance and instructional 

time to determine whether the educational needs of students were being met.  

 

During the reexamination period (2003-2005), instructional time in each content area met the 

state requirements at all three levels. An analysis of student performance revealed that there was 

increased time spent and improvement in MCAS scores in 10th grade ELA and a corresponding, 

but not so dramatic increase in 10th grade math scores. Grade 8 math scores showed a high and 
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increasing percent of students in the failing category. Grade 7 ELA scores were relatively flat, 

while 6th grade math results improved between Warning/Failing and Needs Improvement. Grade 

4 ELA scores were flat and grade 4 math scores showed some improvement. Despite longer ELA 

blocks of time spent at the elementary level and the implementation of a Reading First grant, 

grade 3 reading scores showed a decrease in 2005.  

 

 

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

instructional materials, and equipment.  

EQA Rating from 2003: Poor 

EQA Rating from 2005: Needs Improvement 

 

Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), the EQA team found that it was unclear if 

funding sources were adequate for professional development, textbooks and instructional 

materials, or equipment. There was no formal assessment of funding needs from staff members 

in these areas. During the reexamination period (2003-2005), the EQA team was informed by 

both the superintendent and the district’s business manager that starting with the 2004-2005 

school year, 1 percent of the annual budget, or approximately $140,000, was earmarked for 

professional development, curriculum development and improving student assessment. Although 

this amount of funding has improved the situation in the area of professional development, 

according to principals, the budget was not sufficient to meet the needs of the district in its 

teacher staffing (human resources) or supervision areas. 

 

All interviewees admitted that funding for adequate staffing and supervision has not been 

realized yet and that the first and greatest need in this area was to hire a Dean of Students or 

Assistant Principal for the Park Ave. School so that principal could devote more time to being 

the instructional leader of the school. It was also stated that the numbers of special education 

teachers would have to be significantly increased, if the full inclusionary model recently adopted 

for all the district’s schools were to be successful. 

 

Funding for instructional technology was limited. As a result, little new technology was 

purchased and there was little maintenance support available. Some progress was made on the 
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purchase of new textbooks. Middle school math textbooks were purchased; however, according 

to administrators, 7th and 8th grade math textbooks were badly needed.  

 

Indicator 8: Instructional program articulation exists across Grades PreK-12 and is aligned with 

the state curriculum frameworks.  

EQA Rating from 2003: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2005: Needs Improvement  

 

Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), the district was in the process of 

instructional program articulation and alignment with the state curriculum frameworks. 

However, this process was not complete. During the reexamination period (2003-2005), the 

district curriculum guides were aligned with the Massachusetts frameworks for the most part. 

However, horizontal alignment of curriculum was inconsistent across grade levels and within 

content areas. In grades K-2, the curriculum was aligned. At the middle school, curriculum was 

horizontally and vertically aligned since teachers were following the Open Court and SFAW 

series.  

 

At the high school, department chairs had been working on course syllabi, so there was some 

alignment across individual courses. However, the departments had not yet developed 

departmental mid-terms and finals so there was no guarantee of horizontal alignment.  

 

Administrators recognized that vertical alignment of curriculum from school to school was 

problematic since there was little district-level coordination of curriculum. Principals could 

address vertical alignment within their buildings but not between their building and another. 
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Standards  Indicators   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total Total 
S4 - Professional Development         2003 2005 
  Excellent       N/A N/A 0 0 
  Satisfactory 2005 2003  2003 2003 2005 N/A N/A 3 5 
 Needs Improvement (2005)   2005      N/A 1 
  Poor 2003  2003   2003 N/A N/A 3 0 
  Unsatisfactory       N/A N/A 0 0 

 

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

collaboratively develop professional development programs and activities that will increase their 

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

committee and the community demonstrate support of sound professional development programs 

as vital to school reform and improvement of student learning.  

 

Indicator: 1. The district has implemented a professional development plan based on the 

analysis of student assessment, MCAS data, district and school improvement plans, observations, 

and program evaluations.  

EQA Rating from 2003: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2005: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), the district did not have a formal 

professional development plan and student performance data were not connected to district 

and/or school improvement goals. During the reexamination period (2003-2005), since the 2003 

EQA report, the district focused their professional development opportunities on the district-wide 

initiative related to the Research for Better Teaching (RBT) Skillful Teacher program. The 

initiative required all district teachers and administrators to complete the Skillful Teacher course 

within the 2005-07 timeline. By the start of the 2005-06 school year approximately one-half of 

the district’s teachers (85) and all the district’s administrators had completed the course. 

 

Principals had been instructed to organize professional development opportunities for their staff 

during the period under review with most or all of the following characteristics: integrated with 

the goals from the DIP and/or SIP, driven by assessment data, addressing specific school 

programs and/or needs and encouraging collaborative problem solving. 
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During the period under review, the district’s school-based professional development 

opportunities varied from short-term workshops and/or seminars to multi-session long-term 

programs. Examples of short-term programs offered by the district during the period under 

review were: Working Across the Curriculum and Teaching in an Inclusionary Classroom 

workshops for Jr. /Sr. high school teachers and Asperger Syndrome, Harassment, Behavioral 

training and Priority School Initiative for the K-6 teachers. Longer-term professional 

development programs offered by the district included an NEASC accreditation update 

committee at the high school, Reading First training for Park Ave. School teachers and 

Technology in the Classroom training for the middle school teachers. 

 

Although the list of professional development opportunities during the period under review was 

somewhat lengthy, widespread professional development on analyzing student achievement data 

and research-based practices had not yet been implemented, although teachers were engaged in 

some of these activities. 

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

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

EQA Rating from 2003: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2005: Needs Improvement  

 

Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), the district provided a list of courses 

available for teachers’ professional development. The courses offered were also posted in all 

schools. Nevertheless, other than surveys, there was no systematic process for evaluating the 

professional development needs of individual teachers or teachers as a group. During the 

reexamination period (2003-2005), on one hand, the district offered more focused offerings 

based on need such as Skillful Teacher and in-service through the Reading First grant. However, 

the district also continued to provide the teaching staff with a list of professional opportunities 

offered to them annually. The district also continued to support its staff financially in individual 

professional growth. Using the UMass course fee structure as the standard for reimbursement, 

according to interviewees, the district teachers had no limit to the number of courses they could 

take at local colleges and/or universities and be reimbursed, despite the general lack of funding 

in the district for staffing and other needs expressed by principals. 
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Additionally, teachers were encouraged to attend conferences and/or seminars that would 

enhance their instructional practices with the district paying for the registration fees and the cost 

for a substitute teacher. 

 

Indicator 6: The district offers incentives to staff for continued professional development and 

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

and beneficial programs are included. 

EQA Rating from 2003: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2005: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), stipends were offered to staff members for 

participating in professional development courses. The district also reimbursed staff members for 

participation in appropriate conferences or training workshops. The district offered an increase in 

a salary step for increased academic standing. Despite these incentives, there was poor 

attendance by the staff at these programs. The district did not have a formal professional 

development plan for the district. Professional development programs were not evaluated for 

their effectiveness and relevancy. During the reexamination period (2003-2005), the district had 

assessed its professional development plan annually since the last EQA review through teacher 

survey, to ensure that the offerings were the most useful and beneficial in improving the 

achievement of its students. The district’s professional development opportunities were primarily 

school based. According to interviewees, all professional development opportunities were geared 

to encourage the professional growth of the individual teacher. This was true whether it was a 

school-wide classroom behavioral seminar for all teachers at the Park Ave School, an Aspergers 

Syndrome Training session or a harassment seminar at the Middle School or Writing Across the 

Curriculum workshop for all teachers at Bartlett High School. 

 

Through the interview process, the EQA team learned that the district worked diligently in 

recognizing the good work of teachers by regularly acknowledging their accomplishments at 

school committee meetings that were broadcasted live by the local cable television station. There 

were also at least a page or two in the district newsletter devoted to teacher recognition and a 

QuoVadis grant of $1500 was awarded annually to an outstanding teacher in the district. 
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Standards  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total Total 
S5 – Academic Support Services         2003 2005 
  Excellent       N/A N/A 0 0 
  Satisfactory  2003 2005  2003 2003 N/A N/A 3 4 
 Needs Improvement (2005) 2005   2005     N/A 2 
  Poor 2003  2003 2003   N/A N/A 3 0 
  Unsatisfactory       N/A N/A 0 0 

 

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

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

comprehensive analysis of results from student performance assessments determines the content 

and scope of support services that are offered. 

 

Indicator 1: The district uses data from classroom teachers and standardized tests for Grades K-

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

them with supplementary and remedial services.  

EQA rating from 2003: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2005: Needs Improvement 

 

Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), the district’s efforts to use classroom and 

standardized test data to identify students who score below grade level were limited. The 

district’s MCAS test remediation sessions took place during the regular school day and in the 

summer. Each school did have a Classroom Assistance Support Team (CAST) whose job it was 

to establish practices to assist students towards greater academic success. These teams gathered 

input from various teachers and used this information to make determinations for students who 

were scoring below grade level on the MCAS test. However, the EQA found little evidence or 

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

 

During the reexamination period (2003-2005), although district administration used aggregated 

student achievement data to adjust instruction, the use of disaggregated MCAS data for subgroup 

populations was minimal in Webster. Furthermore, the skill to disaggregate MCAS student data 

was not widespread nor did teachers participate in the disaggregating of MCAS data. No formal 

training in Test Wiz was offered by the district and skills were primarily limited to those of the 

three principals, the Title I/Math consultant, and the department heads in ELA and mathematics 
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at the secondary level. Principals, primarily responsible for this task, told the EQA that they did 

not have formal training and “were on their own” in analyzing the data and using to adjust 

instruction for students. In general, since the MCAS scores of all students in every category were 

not making AYP in ELA and mathematics, an effort was made across the district to raise the 

achievement of all students, without respect to subgroup status.  

 

Conversely, school-wide training was begun in grades K-2 at the Park Ave. School and at grade 

3 at the Webster Middle School, to use formative and summative assessments to identify all 

students who did not meet reading expectations. The district researched and purchased one of the 

Reading First Grant’s recommendations, the SRA Open Court series, which is an example of a 

scientifically research based reading series for grades K-3. The district also hired a Literacy 

Coach and reading specialist to support teachers in the process of instructional change. For 2005, 

the district also restructured the Title I grant to put seventeen, .4 Title I tutors, all certified 

teachers, at each grade level to provide supplemental and/or remedial services in ELA, using 

interventions from Open Court, the Horizons Program or ERI program. At the time of the onsite 

visit, the latter two interventions were just beginning to be put into place. 

 

The school district also began the process of updating training and instruction in mathematics. 

The district began to purchase the Addison Wesley MCAS based Mathematics series, which was 

purchased for grades K, 3, 4 and 5 in 2004 and for grades 1, 2 and 6 in 2005. Supplemental funds 

from Title I were used to purchase math manipulatives and provide content and instructional 

training in mathematics in 2004. At the end of 2003, the district also hired a math consultant to 

guide, model and coach updated teaching strategies in mathematics at the elementary and middle 

schools.  

 

At grades 7 and 8, selected units from the Connected Mathematics Program were used but the 

number of units taught was far less than what was recommended to be completed each year by 

TERC and this prevented vertical alignment of the curriculum in mathematics. Secondly, when 

block scheduling was eliminated at the secondary level, the time spent learning mathematics at 

the middle grades was reduced to 45 minutes per day as grades 7 and 8 were forced into a high 

school schedule. 
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In 2003, the Superintendent created a Communication and Strategic Planning Task Force to 

address not only the ramifications of the November 2003 EQA report but also the 2003 probation 

status of the NEASC report at the high school level. Administrators in the district were 

encouraged to organize in order to write additional grants. One example of a community effort 

was the writing and receipt of a 21st Century Grant which among other interventions, created the 

PASS program which provided additional time for learning to students in grade 3 and 4 who 

were falling behind. At the middle level, Title I funds which had heretofore provided this 

assistance was shifted to focus on extra support for students in grades 5 and 6, which was 

beginning in 2005-2006. At the high school, a program called Homework Haven was begun for 

students who needed extra help and late busses were provided in each school so that students 

could take advantage of more time for learning after school hours. 

 

In June 2005, the district purchased a software system from NWEA for $23,000 that will provide 

formative and summative testing that can be accessed on school computers, to demonstrate 

student progress in all core subject areas. This program is advertised to correlate with MCAS 

testing. However, as of the onsite visit, this software was not yet up and running. Furthermore, 

according to interviewees and based on the current problems with the school network, (for 

example, the administrators that that they cannot even run Test Wiz this year) and based on the 

lack of technology support in the district articulated by administrators and teachers, , it will 

likely take some time to get new software installed and operational. 

 

 

Indicator 3: The district has developed a well-staffed, comprehensive support services program 

at all levels to address the needs of under-performing students.  

EQA Rating from 2005: Satisfactory 

EQA Rating from 2003: Poor  

 

Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), the district did not have comprehensive 

support service programs at all levels. However, the district did have seven Title I staff members 

and 49 certified special education staff members who were deployed in support roles in Grades 

K-12. 
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During the reexamination period (2003-2005), the district restructured the Title I program at the 

elementary level to provide support to serve more students. Based on the analysis of last year’s 

progress, the district implemented Tier 3 of its Reading First model and purchased deeper 

intervention packages that were correlated the SRA series. The Title I tutors were receiving 

ongoing training as they began to implement the program in 2005-2006. This additional 

intervention system was not yet up and running at the time of the EQA Onsite visit on October 

24-27, 2005. 

 

Both the elementary (K-2) and middle grade schools (grades 3-6) have implemented a CAST 

(Classroom Assistance and Support for Teachers) team in each school. These teams help 

classroom teachers choose and implement strategies from each school’s DCAP so that 

intervention practice has become more proactive. According to the principals, since 2003 when 

the schools reorganized so that special education teachers could provide more services in 

inclusionary settings, the expectation has been raised that students with specific or special needs 

are the responsibility of all teachers. According to the middle level principal, he emphasizes that 

“classroom teachers are the teachers of record” and at the middle level, resource rooms were 

eliminated in 2005 as places where students were pulled to get special interventions. At the K-2 

level and high school levels, inclusion was less widespread and was clustered in a couple of 

classrooms at each grade level. At the elementary level, teachers were able to meet during some 

common planning time to look at formative test scores and share strategies for intervention. 

 

According to the Title I Consultant/Coordinator, the district had contracted with Princeton 

Review for Title I Supplementary Services at grades 3 and 4 since the A.J. Sitkowski School, 

now the Webster Middle School, was a Title I school designated as ‘in need of improvement’ for 

more than two years. However, according to observations of the program in progress and the 

lack of student achievement results of enrolled students, the district was currently looking for 

another outside service provider of supplementary services. Since the district was ‘on watch’ 

status, the DOE had required the district to contract with an outside provider for Title I 

supplementary services instead of providing services with district personnel. 

 

The district primarily used grant funding to help students who failed MCAS in grade 10. Based 

on the results of MCAS testing in 8th grade, the district also offered pullout tutoring in ELA and 
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mathematics during the school day, to students in grades 8 and 9, in small group settings. 

Students were pulled out during ‘directed study time’, which was formerly called ‘study period.’ 

Secondary level students generally had four or five classes in a seven period per day schedule.  

 

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

programs. 

EQA Rating from 2003: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2005: Needs Improvement  

 

Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), the Webster Public Schools did not allocate 

funds to each school to specifically implement programs or address the needs of under-

performing students. The EQA found that the alignment between the budget process, program 

evaluation, and student assessment data lacked cohesion. During the reexamination period 

(2003-2005), although administrators stated that they met as a group and individually with the 

business manager to present budget proposals for school based needs, as a district, the needs 

were prioritized based on the bottom line budget figure for the school district. According to 

administrators, proposals were included in School Improvement Plans if they could be funded. 

Examples of stated needs that were not funded were the position of assistant principal at the 

elementary level and a literacy coordinator at the middle level. 



  67 

 
Standards  Indicators 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total 

Total 

S6 - Participation, 
Safety, and Discipline         2003 

 
2005 

  Excellent         0 0 
  Satisfactory 2005 2003  2005  2003  2003 3 5 

 
Needs Improvement 
(2005)   2005  2005  2005  

N/A 
3 

  Poor 2003   2003 2003  2003  4 0 
  Unsatisfactory   2003      1 0 

 

Standard 6. Participation, Safety, and Discipline: The district has documented attendance, 

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

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

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

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

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

  

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

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

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

EQA Rating from 2003: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2005: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), each of Webster’s schools had student 

handbooks. These handbooks contained a compilation of relevant district and school policies that 

were explained to all students. However, some expectations for attendance and promotion varied 

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

and some other district procedures were inconsistent with the schools’ procedures. 

 

During the reexamination period (2003-2005), Webster’s school handbooks contained important 

information regarding school rules and expectations for attendance and promotion/retention. The 

overall district retention rate increased from a rate of 1.4to 3.7 in 2003 and from a rate of 3.7 in 

2003 to 4.6 in 2004, when compared to the state rate of 2.6. According to DOE data, district 

level retentions in 2004 were 8.1 percent at grade 8, 11.4 percent at grade 9 and 10.2 percent at 
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grade 10. These percentages have increased over time from 2002 to 2004. The retention rates for 

minority students were 8.3for Asians, 3.6 for Afro-American students, 8.0 for Hispanic students, 

15.8 for Native American students when compared a rate of 4.0 for White students. When 

schools in the district were compared, the three-year retention rate from 2002-2004 was .9 for the 

middle school, 1.6 for the elementary school and 5.0 for Bartlett Jr. /Sr. High School. According 

to the high school principal, retentions in the lower grades created a pool of students who were 

getting to be 19 and 20 years old in high school and harder to prevent from dropping out of 

school.  

 

In response, the district passed a retention Protocol on May 17, 2005, which made it much harder 

to retain students. The new policy included a statement of purpose, preparatory steps, eligibility 

requirements and required documentation which needed to specifically include an ISSIP, 

Supplementary Academic Support Programming, An Authentic Assessment Folder in ELA and 

Mathematics, Evidence of skill differentiation by the child’s teacher, Light’s Retention Scale, 

completed by the teacher and a Strategic Academic Plan for year 2 in the same Grade.  

 

The overall suspension data for the district declined over time: in 2002, there were 167 out-of-

school suspensions, which resulted in a rate of 9.3 percent when compared to the state rate of 6.4 

percent. In 2003, there were 160 out-of-school suspensions, which resulted in a rate of 6.6 

percent when compared to a state rate of 6.1 percent. In 2004, there were 143 out-of-school 

suspensions, which resulted in a rate of 7.9 percent when compared to a state rate of 6.2 percent. 

However, although the out-of-school suspension rate declined in Webster over time, it was 

consistently higher than the state average.  

 

Out-of-school suspension was highest at grade 7 at 15.3 percent, grade 8 at 14.4 percent, grade 9 

at 10.6 percent and grade 10 at 12.6 percent. At the remaining grades, the out-of-school 

suspension rate was varied from one grade to the next. The district did not have provisions for in-

school suspensions. When asked about this, interviewees stated that the district did not have 

enough personnel to dedicate to supervise an in-school-suspension program. Interviewees also 

conceded that not having an in-house suspension program likely raised the rate of out-of-school 

suspensions at the secondary school level. The rate of exclusion in Webster remained unchanged 

and lower than the state average. 
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In grades K-6, the schools used the Second Step Violence Prevention Program and as of 2005 

had purchased adequate materials so that each teacher has them for classroom use. Other than 

interventions for behavior in each school’s DCAP, the interviewees could not cite other specific 

interventions to reduce its out-of-school suspensions. The Second Step violence prevention 

program used at the elementary and middle grades was purchased through a district mental 

health grant. 

 

 

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

and participation.  

EQA Rating from 2003: Unsatisfactory  

EQA Rating from 2005: Needs Improvement 

 

Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), the district lacked a coordinated student 

attendance and participation program across the school system. The officials at the high school 

monitored attendance and disciplined students with poor attendance in Grades 9 and 10 and used 

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

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

attendance.  

 

During the reexamination period (2003-2005), the district tracked attendance across the district. 

According to DOE Enrollment indicators, Webster had a 92.9 percent attendance rate compared 

to the state rate of 94.1 percent in 2004, which declined SY 2003 and 2004. The number of days 

absent in Webster was 11.4 when compared to the state average of 10.8 days. Beginning in grade 

6, the percent of students who were chronically absent rose to 10.2 percent and varied but 

remained in double digits to the high of 18.9 percent, chronically absent students in grade 11.  

 

The school district stated they had a policy that promoted the importance of student attendance. 

The attendance policy had been updated by the school committee and addressed the importance 

of school attendance but was vague with respect to quantifiable standards. School specific 

policies were listed in each school handbook and were more specific. Parents were expected to 
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call the school whenever a student was to be absent from school. According the principal, two 

clerks at the high school called the homes of every absent student within the first hour and a half 

of the school day. However nor program for rewarding good or improved attendance was cited. 

 

When asked about the attendance gap between white students and minority students, 

interviewees explained that at times, Hispanic student often took extended vacation, especially 

during the winter months. However, this did not seen to explain the DOE data, which stated that 

the 15.2 percent of white students were chronically absent when, compared to 21.1 percent for 

Native American students, 22.7 percent for Hispanic students and 21.8 percent for African 

American students in Webster. According to interviewees, there used to be an Attendance Task 

Force at the high school, according to interviewees, which no longer exists. 

 

According the elementary guidance counselor, even in the elementary grades, court petitions 

could be filed in juvenile court. At the high school level, interviewees stated that they recognized 

that chronic absenteeism was a barrier to student achievement. Although they cited 

circumstances when families of immigrant students took extended vacations, interviewees stated 

that all students were treated the same even though there were differences between subgroups 

with respect to student attendance. There was little evidence that the district had implemented 

ways to communicate to students and families that attendance was extremely important. 

According to policy created on February 10, 2004, the district had an updated policy with regard 

to serving homeless students. 

 

Indicator 4: The district tracks students who have ceased to participate in school programs and 

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

 

EQA Rating from 2003: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2005: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), students who dropped out of school received 

a packet of information detailing alternatives. The special education students who dropped out 

received more in-depth information and GED programs were available to all dropout students. 

However, the district did not specifically track dropout students, inform their parents, or offer 

assistance in returning to school.  
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During the reexamination period (2003-2005), the dropout rate for 2004 declined from a rate of 

7.64 to a rate of 3.07 in 2004. According to interviewees, there was little correlation between 

those students who have failed MCAS and those that drop out of school. In fact, many students 

who ended up dropping of school had passed MCAS. The Competency Determination rate for 

Webster in 2005 was 94 percent. The guidance department at the high school put together a Plan 

for Success packet for those students who stated their intention to drop out of Bartlett High 

School. Since 2003, the district had one School Resource Officer who worked with students to 

get them to attend school. The high school also worked with Job Corps located in Grafton and/or 

Ayer so that students could still get a high school diploma 

 

Indicator 5: The district maintains accurate records on attendance, suspension, discipline, and 

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

EQA Rating from 2003: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2005: Needs Improvement 

 

Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), individual schools in Webster kept 

attendance, suspension, discipline, dropout records, and submitted reports to the central office. 

However, it was not clear through the documentation and interviews that any analysis was done 

with the data.  

 

During the reexamination period (2003-2005), the district used SIMS-Chancery software to 

house and track student attendance. School principals or vice principals were expected to stay on 

top of attendance issues. When asked whether attendance was also monitored by administrators 

at central office interviewees were not certain. Using SIMS, principals and guidance counselors 

could print automated letters to parents at specific intervals as days absent increased. Letters 

were mailed home to parents at school-specific intervals and parents were contacted by guidance 

counselors or principals whenever necessary. A guidance counselor stated that even at the 

elementary level, the courts could be contacted and they used the state guideline regarding 

failure to attend. Also, the School Resource Officer could also visit homes and help track 

students in the event that there was a truancy problem. When unexcused absences became a 

problem at the high school, Saturday School was conducted on an as needed basis by the 
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Resource officer to deal with truancy for students in grades 8-12. Other agencies that contacted 

as needed were DYS, DSS, and the courts. Despite this follow though, the high school principal 

stated that attendance could be better at the high school and it continues to be a barrier to 

success.  

 

Indicator 7: The district makes a concerted effort to involve parents in the discipline of their 

children.  

EQA Rating from 2003: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2005: Needs Improvement 

 

Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), there was little evidence that students’ 

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

contact parents to inform them of actions taken regarding student discipline.  

 

During the reexamination period (2003-2005), little evidence was presented to indicate that 

parent involvement has increased in the school discipline process. At grades K-6, the schools 

used the Second Step Violence Prevention Program and as of 2005 had purchased adequate 

materials so that each teacher had them for classroom use. Other than interventions for behavior 

in each school’s DCAP, the interviewees could not cite other specific interventions to reduce its 

out-of-school suspensions or increase parental involvement. 
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Standards  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total Total 

S7 - Vision and Planning         2003 
 

2005 
 Excellent         0  
 Satisfactory 2005 2003 2005    2003  2 4 
 Needs Improvement (2005)    2005 2005   2005 N/A 3 
 Poor 2003   2003    2003 3 0 
 Unsatisfactory   2003  2003 2003   3  
       2005    1 

 

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

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

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

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

community. 

 

Indicator 1: The leaders in the district have articulated a vision that reflects the values of the 

community and the educational needs of students. 

EQA Rating from 2003: Poor 

EQA Rating from 2005: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), only in FY 2002-2003, did the district have a 

district improvement plan, mission statement, stated set of values, and a formal document stating 

their commitment to education reforms. These documents provided some details about the 

district’s plan for improvement, but they were general in nature. They listed ‘ideal’ goals, but 

they did not address student’ needs. 

 

Evidence: During the two-year period under reexamination 2003-04 and 2004-05, the Webster 

Public Schools had vision for the district. Leadership personnel who were interviewed by 

members of the EQA team stated that the District Educational Improvement Plan (DEIP) was 

prepared during a series of work sessions by a Strategic Planning Task Force (SPTF) which 

included the superintendent of schools, two teachers, two parents, two community members, a 

student and a facilitator. In addition, the leadership personnel stated that they worked closely 

with the SPTF to develop the DEIP. 
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The DEIP included the District Educational Values, Webster’s Commitment to Education, and it 

identified three-year goals in each of the following areas: (a) student assessment, (b) curriculum, 

(c) technology, (d) student diversity, (e) community relations/communications, (f) finance and 

facilities, (g) personal safety, and (h) strategic planning. Each of the goals listed a person or 

persons responsible for the goal along with a measure or measures to determine if the goal was 

attained. Also, the DEIP had three Quality Indicators, namely, academic, program, and climate 

which were accompanied by points of quality. 

 

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

EQA Rating from 2003: Unsatisfactory 

EQA Rating from 2005: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), the EQA found that the district began to 

build capacity in the area of district planning. However, during most of the years under 

examination the district planning process was not comprehensive. Only in the final year under 

examination, were the beginnings of a cooperative effort between the school committee, 

administrative team, and the superintendent evident. 

 

During the reexamination period (2003-2005), the DEIP was developed by the SPTF subsequent 

to the last EQA visit. Then, the DEIP was shared with and reviewed by leadership personnel at 

Administrative Team meetings. Following the review, the superintendent presented the DEIP to 

the school committee at one of its regular meetings. School committee members, the 

superintendent, the administrators and the members of the SPTF who were interviewed 

confirmed this process for the development of the DEIP. 

 

The members of the SPTF who were interviewed by EQA team members also reported that they 

met monthly to review progress towards the attainment of the goals in the DEIP. In addition, the 

SPTF members stated that they met every year with each school council to review the DEIP and 

to provide assistance to the principals with aligning the DEIP with the SIPs. Principals who were 

interviewed commented that the alignment of the DEIP and the SIPs was also discussed at 

Administrative Team meetings. 

 



  75 

School committee members who were interviewed by EQA team members stated that the 

principals informed them about the status of the goals in the SIPs. Furthermore, the school 

committee members indicated that the superintendent apprised them of the progress made on the 

goals in the DEIP during each of the years under review. 

 

Indicator 4: The District Improvement Plan (DIP) and the School Improvement Plan (SIP) reflect 

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

implementation, and change of educational strategy. 

EQA Rating from 2003: Poor 

EQA Rating from 2005: Needs Improvement 

 

Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), the District’s DIPs and SIPs were linked to 

each other, but they were not clearly linked to the analysis of student MCAS test data. During the 

reexamination period (2003-2005), The DIPs and SIPs incorporated the philosophy of the 

Webster Public Schools and the mission statement. The DIPs and SIPs were also aligned with 

one another during the most recent period under review. 

 

Administrators and members of the SPTF who were interviewed commented that the analysis of 

student achievement data was used in grades K-6 and resulted in educational program changes at 

that level. However, the administrators and secondary level teachers who were interviewed 

reported that at the junior and senior high school, only the ELA department used aggregated 

student achievement data to revise its curriculum compendium and to implement Writing Across 

the Curriculum. These individuals stated that the mathematics and science departments did very 

little with student achievement data to modify existing programs or to implement new programs. 

 

According to the superintendent, the math consultant disaggregated student assessment data and 

shared it with the leadership personnel in the school system. However, individuals who were 

interviewed by EQA team members were unable to recall any instances during the period under 

review when disaggregated student achievement results were shared with and interpreted for the 

teachers. When questioned, the superintendent was not certain if there were any professional 

development programs about using aggregated and disaggregated student assessment data for 

administrators and teachers during the period under review. One administrator who was 
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interviewed about such training said “We are on our own.” Also, representatives of the Webster 

Teachers’ Association who were interviewed commented that there was no training on the use of 

data analysis provided to teachers at the middle and high school. 

 

Indicator 5: Based on an analysis of student performance assessments, administrators and staff 

evaluate progress on the DIP and SIP goals of each school. 

EQA Rating from 2003: Unsatisfactory 

EQA Raring from 2005: Needs Improvement 

 

Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), the district did not evaluate its progress on 

the DIP and SIP goals based on an analysis of student performance assessments. As a result, 

necessary changes in goal setting and program revision were not made based on student data. 

 

During the reexamination period (2003-2005), administrators stated that they monitored the 

progress towards attainment of the goals in the DEIP and SIPs throughout each of the last two 

years under review. The principal at the primary elementary school and the principal at the upper 

elementary school used student achievement results to evaluate progress on their SIP goals and 

some program changes were made at these two schools. However, this was not the case at the 

junior and senior high school. As previously stated, according to the principals and teachers who 

were interviewed, the district provided no training for staff members on the use of aggregated 

and disaggregated student assessment data. Also, since disaggregated assessment results of 

students at the junior-senior high school were not shared with and interpreted for the teachers, 

not much was done at this level to improve student achievement during the period under review. 

 

At the Bartlett Jr.-Sr. High School, the ELA department did revise its curriculum guide and 

implemented Writing Across the Curriculum. However, there was no evidence presented to EQA 

team members of any changes to the mathematics and science programs to improve student 

achievement during 2003-04 and 2004-05. 

 

Indicator 6: Job accountabilities for the administrators and teachers are established in 

implementing the goals in district and school action plans. 

EQA Rating from 2003: Unsatisfactory 
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EQA Rating from 2005: Unsatisfactory 

 

Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), the district goals were in the administrators’ 

contracts and the individual schools’ goals were in the teachers’ contracts. However, neither the 

administrators nor the teachers were held accountable for implementing the goals. 

 

During the reexamination period (2003-2005), the instrument, which the superintendent used to 

evaluate the central office administrators and principals, included the following categories: (1) 

instructional leadership, (2) organizational leadership, (3) school/district management, (4) 

professional responsibilities, and (5) community relations. In addition, there was a list of future 

goals for the Administrator.  

 

The evaluations of the principals written by the superintendent for each of the years under review 

were not based on student achievement. This was also confirmed by principals who were 

interviewed by EQA team members. Furthermore, there were several instances in the evaluations 

written by the superintendent when either the exact or basically the same statements were made 

under various categories for both of the years under review. 

 

All but one central office administrator was evaluated annually by the superintendent. These 

evaluations, which were written by the superintendent, were also not based on student 

achievement. There was one central office administrator who had been in the district for eighteen 

years but did not have any evaluations in his personnel folder. When questioned, the 

superintendent stated that this administrator had not been evaluated. 

 

EQA team members reviewed the personnel files and examined the evaluations of forty-two 

teachers. Very few teachers had comments about student achievement in their evaluations, which 

were written by the principals. This was confirmed by teachers who were interviewed by EQA 

team members. 

 

 

Indicator 8: the school committee is highly involved in the planning process and gives high 

priority to the goals of the district and school improvement plans in the annual budget. 
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EQA Rating from 2003: Poor 

EQA Rating from 2005: Needs Improvement 

 

Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), one or two members of the school committee 

were on the district task force, which developed the district improvement plan. Nevertheless, it 

was not clear that the school committee gave high priority to the goals in the DIPs and SIPs in 

the annual budget. 

 

During the reexamination period (2003-2005), the school committee members who were 

interviewed commented that the DEIP and SIPs were presented to them each year. Although the 

school committee members stated that they gave some consideration to the goals in the DEIP and 

SIPs during the review of the budget proposals, they had to give priority to the bottom line of the 

budget given to them each year by the finance committee. None of the school committee 

members stated any examples of high priorities given to goals in the DEIP and SIPs. These 

school committee members emphasized the importance of the non-negotiable impact items such 

as class size, contractual obligations, mandated programs and services, professional development 

and technology which were presented by the superintendent and the “numbers budget’ which 

was presented by the assistant to the superintendent for business. In addition, the school 

committee members pointed out the lack of financial resources in the community to meet the 

needs of all the students in the school district. 

 

School committee members and all the administrators who were interviewed stated that the 

school system became aggressive in pursuing both entitlement and competitive grants to 

supplement the annual school budget. 
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Standards  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total Total 
S8 - Organizational Structures, 
Policies, and Practices         2003 

 
2005 

 Excellent         0 0 
 Satisfactory 2003 2003 2003  2003  2005 2003 5 4 
 Needs Improvement (2005)    2005     N/A 1 
 Poor    2003   2003  2 2 
 Unsatisfactory      2003   1  
       2005    1 

 

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

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

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

achievement. An ongoing analysis of student performance data and the improvement of the 

curriculum and instruction are the focal points of district leadership. 

 

Indicator 4: The district publishes and makes available to all staff a current organizational chart 

that indicates lines of responsibility and job descriptions. 

EQA Rating from 2003: Poor 

EQA Rating from 2005: Needs Improvement 

 

Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), the district had current organizational charts 

that demonstrated lines of responsibility. However, there were few job descriptions 

accompanying those charts. 

 
During the reexamination period (2003-2005, the superintendent reported that there was a 

Webster Public Schools Table of Organization along with organizational charts for both the 

Bartlett Jr.-Sr. High School and the Anthony J. Sitkowski School in the policy manual. However, 

none of the organizational charts had a date when the charts were adopted by the school 

committee. In addition, there was no organizational chart for the Park Avenue Elementary 

School. 

 

When questioned about the availability of job descriptions for all the positions in the school 

system, the superintendent stated that “We have work to do in that area.” In addition, the 

superintendent reported that job descriptions were updated when positions became vacant in the 
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school district. A review of the job descriptions presented to EQA team members showed that 

the vast majority were sample job descriptions prepared by the National School Boards 

Association dated 1987. 

 

Indicator 6: The superintendent and all administrators are annually evaluated based on DIP and 

assessment data. This performance report served as a basis for subsequent improvement goals, 

professional development and the superintendent’s annual salary increase. 

EQA Rating from 2003: Unsatisfactory 

EQA Rating from 2005: Unsatisfactory 

 

Evidence: In the final year of the initial examination, 2003, the school committee developed an 

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

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

superintendent based on achievement of the district’s goals. During the majority of the time 

under examination, the superintendent was not evaluated. During the reexamination period 

(2003-2005), the instrument, which the school committee used to evaluate the superintendent, 

included the following categories: (A) planning and organization, (B) administration, (C) 

supervision of staff and evaluation of programs, (D) communication with the school committee, 

(E) communication with the community, (F) relationship with staff, (G) preparation and 

professional development, and (H) achievement of yearly goals. Two goals for the 

superintendent for each of the years under review were to move the district from ‘Watch’ status, 

and to attain success with MCAS and achieve AYP. There was no evidence that the evaluations 

prepared by the school committee of the Superintendent during the years under review, were 

based upon the DEIP and student assessment data. 

 

Not all the administrators in the district were evaluated on the goals in the DEIP and SIPs and 

assessment data. A review of the evaluations written by the superintendent showed that they 

were not based on student achievement. There were a few statements in a few evaluations about 

MCAS and progress towards goal attainment in the DEIP and SIPs. In addition, there were 

several instances in the evaluations written by the superintendent when either the exact or 

basically the same statements were made under various categories during the period under 

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

practices are improved.  
EQA Rating for 2003: Poor  

EQA Rating for 2005: Satisfactory 

 
 
Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), there was evidence that school leaders were 

beginning the practice of organizing schools around revising and improving instructional 

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

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

during a majority of the time under examination.  

 

During the reexamination period (2003-2005), as a result of analysis of student achievement 

data, the Webster School District made a number of adjustments in the allocation of instructional 

time in the tested content areas during the period under review. These moves were intended to 

improve proficiency rates of all students. 

 

 Kindergarten moved from half day to full day, and a 90-minute reading block was mandated at 

the elementary school along with mandated learning centers. At the middle school in 2004-2005, 

the principal promoted more focused ELA and math instruction by collecting and sharing with 

teachers data on their students’ progress. 

 

The delivery of instruction for Title I students grades k – 6 was reorganized. Half time Title I 

tutor positions filled by certified teachers team taught in regular education classes. Special 

education students were gradually being included in regular education classes rather than taught 

in resource rooms.  
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Standards  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total Total 
S9 Budget Planning and 
Development         2003 

2005 

  Excellent       N/A N/A 0 0 
  Satisfactory 2003 2003 2003 2005  2003 N/A N/A 4 5 
 Needs Improvement (2005)         N/A 0 
  Poor    2003   N/A N/A 1 0 
  Unsatisfactory    

 
2003  N/A N/A 1 

1      2005     
 

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

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

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

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

budget meets the educational needs of all students. 

 

Indicator 4: The district allocated its resources to accomplish targeted initiatives and objectives 

at the district and school levels to improve student achievement.  

EQA Rating from 2003: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2005: Needs Improvement  

 

Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), the EQA found that the district was 

beginning align student achievement data with financial planning. This was particularly evident 

as it related to grant applications, and to a lesser degree professional development.  

 

During the reexamination period (2003-2005), the district allocated a limited amount of financial 

resources to accomplish targeted initiatives and objectives to improve student achievement. The 

superintendent stated that a summer professional development program was instituted because of 

low-test scores. In addition, a series of math textbooks and workbooks were ordered for the fiscal 

2005 school year. A math consultant was also retained by the school system. A late bus was 

instituted for students who stayed for help. 

 

The superintendent stated to EQA that one percent of the budget, approximately $140,000 was 

set aside for curriculum and professional development to address EQA concerns. In a review of 

school committee meeting minutes by the EQA it was noted that at a budget introduction, the 
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superintendent stated to the committee that the budget contained dedicated EQA/Tier II funds for 

curriculum and teacher training. The superintendent further stated that MCAS assessment data 

has been analyzed. 

 

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

initiatives, and activities as part of the budget process. 

EQA Rating from 2003: Unsatisfactory  

EQA Rating from 2005: Unsatisfactory 

 

Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), there was no evidence of a district-wide 

system to evaluate programs and initiatives. In particular, there was little to no connection 

between the assessment of the school system’s programs and the budget process. During the 

reexamination period (2003-2005), the district did not employ a cost-effective process in 

evaluating all of its programs, initiatives, and activities as part of the budget process during the 

period under review. EQA inquired of school administrators as to why the percentage of 

education expenditures for special education increased from 15.8 percent of the budget in fiscal 

year 1996 to 27.9 percent of the budget in fiscal year 2004 and the special education director 

reported to EQA that the number of students in the special education category decreased from 25 

percent of the student population in school year 2000 to 16 percent of the student enrollment in 

school year 2005. EQA reviewed an invoice for special education transportation from a vendor 

for transportation performed in the summer month of July. The invoice exceeded $40,000. 

Administrators stated that the district had 38 Comprehensive Program Review violations, which 

are now corrected. 
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Standards  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total Total 
S10 - Financial Accounting and 
Reporting         2003 

 
2005 

  Excellent        N/A   
  Satisfactory 2005 2003 2005 2005  2003 2003 N/A 3 6 
 Needs Improvement (2005)     2005    N/A 1 
  Poor 2003  2003 2003    N/A 3 0 
  Unsatisfactory     2003   N/A 1 0 

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

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

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

accountability.  

 

Indicator 1: School committee policies and administrative procedures establish clear processes 

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

budget.  

EQA Rating from 2003: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2005: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), the school committee updated its policy 

manual, which articulated budgetary responsibilities and authority. This manual, which was 

updated two years ago, set forth expectations and recognized the superintendent as being 

responsible for the district’s overall financial management.  

During the reexamination period (2003-2005), school committee policies and administrative 

procedures established clear processes and expectations regarding management of the district 

budget. The policy states that the superintendent serves as the budget officer but may delegate 

portions of this responsibility to staff. The policy stated that the school committee will “engage 

in thorough advance planning, with staff and community involvement in order to develop budget 

and guide expenditures in a manner that will achieve the greatest educational returns and 

contributions to the educational program in relation to dollars expended.”  

 

The transfer of funds between accounts is determined by school committee policy. The 

committee requires that any transfer between accounts must be presented to them at a school 

committee meeting. A review by EQA of the minutes of school committee meetings detailed a 
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number of instances when the administration requested of the school committee a transfer of 

funds between accounts and the request was voted on by the committee. 

 

One practice observed by EQA was the control of purchase order forms. The procedure as 

described allowed blank purchase orders to be in the custody of each school principal and in the 

central administrative office, four separate locations. Control of purchase is best secured by 

keeping them in a secured place in one location. 

 

Indicator 3: Required local, state, and federal financial reports and statements are filed in a 

timely and accurate manner.  

EQA Rating from 2003: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2005: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), an independent auditor’s report stated that 

the district lacked procedures to prepare and file reports with the DOE, which the EQA also 

found to be true in the Webster Public Schools. However, during the final years under 

examination, the district strengthened some of its reporting capabilities, and there was some 

evidence that required reports were being filed in a timely manner.  

 

During the reexamination period (2003-2005), EQA reviewed financial management reports 

developed by the districts’ software program and determined that it provides timely and accurate 

financial information to stakeholders. EQA also reviewed minutes of school committee meetings 

and confirmed that the assistant to the superintendent for business submitted reports to the 

committee in a regular and timely manner. At an interview with the school committee, they 

confirmed that they were satisfied with the timeliness and quality of the reports. 

 
Interviews with school administrators found that some stated they received financial reports on a 

regular basis and some indicated that they rarely saw financial reports. School administrators 

cannot access the status of their account through computer terminals.  

 

EQA reviewed independent auditors findings and finding for untimely submissions of reports 

were not prevalent. There was one finding relative to account coding in accordance with the 
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Department of Education requirements. This was a matter that needed to be programmed by the 

district’s software program provider and has now been implemented.  

 

Indicator 4: The district has efficient accounting technology that integrates district level financial 

information with the financial information of each school, and allows financial managers and 

principals to accurately track spending against the budget on a regular basis.  

EQA Rating from 2003: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2005: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), the district had only adequate accounting 

technology. The system serviced both the municipality and the school district. There was a sound 

working relationship between the school business manager and the town accountant. While the 

district managers had access to financial reports, they did not receive them on-line in their 

buildings.  

 

During the reexamination period (2003-2005), the district used efficient accounting technology 

that integrated the district-level 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. District administrators were able to regularly and accurately track spending 

and other financial transactions.  

 

Interviews with school administrators found that some stated they received financial reports on a 

regular basis and some indicated that they rarely saw financial reports. School administrators 

cannot access the status of their account through computer terminals 

 

Indicator 5: The district reviews student achievement data and such reviews are reflected in its 

financial decisions.  

EQA Rating from 2003: Unsatisfactory  

EQA Rating from 2005: Needs Improvement 

 

Evidence: In the initial review period (1999-2003), there was no systemic process that the 

district employed to analyze student achievement data in relation to its financial decisions. There 
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was some evidence that student achievement data was utilized in grant applications to target 

certain student deficiencies and/or tutoring needs, but the district did not apply for many non-

entitlement grants.  

 

During the reexamination period (2003-2005), there was limited evidence that the district 

reviewed student achievement data and that such reviews were reflected in its financial 

decisions. According to the superintendent, the team reviewed district improvement plans, school 

improvement plans and then set initial goals and priorities. He further reported that the principals 

had school-based meetings with their staff and with their parent councils. The superintendent 

stated that a summer professional development program was instituted because of low-test 

scores. In addition, a series of math textbooks and workbooks were ordered for the fiscal 2005 

school year. A math consultant was also retained by the school system. A late bus was instituted 

for students who stayed for help. 

 
The superintendent stated to EQA that one percent of the budget, approximately $140,000 was 

set aside for curriculum and professional development to address EQA concerns. In a review of 

school committee meeting minutes by the EQA it was noted that at a budget introduction, the 

superintendent stated to the committee that the budget contained dedicated EQA/Tier II funds for 

curriculum and teacher training. The superintendent further stated that MCAS assessment data 

has been analyzed. To solicit budget information.  
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Part IV: Tier II Domain Findings and Summary 

I. Leadership, Governance, and Communication: School committee, district leadership, and 

school leadership established, implemented, and continuously evaluated the cost effectiveness 

and efficiency of policies and procedures that were standards-based, focused on student 

achievement data and designed to promote continuous improvement of instructional practice 

and high achievement for all students. Leadership actions and decisions related to the 

attainment of district and school goals were routinely communicated to the community and 

promoted public confidence, financial commitment and community support needed to achieve 

high student and staff performance.  

 

Standard Summary for Leadership, Governance and Communications 

During the period under review, the Webster Public Schools had a standards based District 

Educational Improvement Plan (DEIP), which was prepared by a Strategic Planning Task Force. 

The individual School Improvement Plans (SIPs) which were developed by the school councils 

were aligned with the DEIP. Although the analysis of student achievement data resulted in some 

program changes in grades Kindergarten through 6, it did not result in any program changes at 

the Bartlett Junior-Senior High School. According to the superintendent, the math consultant was 

responsible for disaggregating the student assessment data and sharing the information with the 

principals. The principals of the grades K-2 and grades 3-6 schools stated that they shared the 

assessment results with their teachers. In addition, the principal of the junior-senior high school 

stated that he shared the assessment results with his department chairs and they, in turn, shared 

them with the teachers in their departments. However, the principals who were interviewed 

commented that they “were on their own” in the interpretation of the student assessment results. 

In addition, administrators and teachers reported that the district did not provide them with 

professional development training on the use of student assessment data. 

Each fall, the superintendent shared with school committee members non-negotiable “impact 

items” for inclusion in the development of the proposed budget. In addition, the district focused 

on two subgroups in the development of the budget: the low income and special education 

subgroups. In November, the assistant superintendent for business (ASB) held meetings with the 

budget subcommittee of the school committee to discuss the proposed budget. In early January, 

the ASB presented the “numbers budget” to the school committee, which they reviewed at 



  89 

question and answer sessions during this month. In accordance with a provision in the town 

charter, the school committee approved an initial draft budget by February 1. Principals stated 

that they had minimal involvement in the budget development and review process. At the 

secondary level, there were no indications that student achievement results were used in the 

preparation of the budget. Furthermore, there was a difference of opinion between the ASB and 

two administrators as to what information, if any, was available to principals and program 

directors to monitor their budgets. 

The superintendent did not evaluate all administrators in the district during the period under 

review. One administrator who was in the district for eighteen years did not have an evaluation 

in his personnel file. Overall, the evaluations were not based on student achievement results. In 

addition, there were several instances in the evaluations prepared by the superintendent when 

essentially the same statements were made under the various categories. A review of the Webster 

Public Schools Policy Manual indicated that it was in the process of being updated. However, the 

vast majority of positions in the district lacked job descriptions to which the superintendent 

commented that “We have work to do in this area.” In addition, there was a strained relationship 

between the Webster Teachers Association and both the school committee and superintendent 

that resulted from collective bargaining sessions being postponed and communication being 

committed to writing.  

Preliminary Findings:  

• Although the Webster Public Schools had a standards-based District Educational 

Improvement Plan (DEIP), changes to programs at the junior/senior high school did not 

result from an analysis of student achievement data.  

• School committee members were knowledgeable about the Education Reform Act and used 

the results from the MCAS tests along with information from the DEIP and School 

Improvement Plans (SIPs) in the decision-making process.  

• Data-driven decision-making with its subsequent initiatives occurred predominantly from 

Kindergarten through Grade 6. 

• Even though the SIPs were aligned with the DIP, the junior/senior high school’s SIP was not 

based on the analysis of student achievement data. 
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• Administrators who were interviewed reported that since the district focused on the low 

income and special education subgroups, limited resources were available for other 

subgroups, such as the First Language not English (FLNE) subgroup. 

• The annual budget prepared for the district was not primarily based on student achievement 

results and included minimal involvement from the principals in its development and review. 

• Progress towards goal attainment in the DIP and SIPs was presented at school committee 

meetings, which were telecast on cable television in the community. 

• Although principals and department chairs shared aggregated student achievement data with 

teachers, the district did not provide professional development training on data use. 

• Administrators reported that they monitored student achievement during the year, but that 

they were left on their own to determine the use of this important information. 

• Not all the administrators in the district were evaluated each year during the review period as 

required by law. 

• Principals acknowledged that they fundamentally understood their roles and responsibilities, 

but that the creation of job descriptions for all positions in the district was a task that needed 

to be accomplished. 

• The most recent negotiations between the school committee and teachers association began 

in a collaborative atmosphere, but this changed to a strained relationship between the parties. 

Indicators: 
1. The district and school leaders had a clearly understood vision and/or mission, goals, and 

priorities included in the District Improvement Plan (DIP). The standards-based plan and the 

analysis of student achievement data drove the development, implementation, and modification 

of educational programs. 

 

Evidence: During the two year review period, 2003-04 and 2004-05, the Webster Public Schools 

had a standards based District Educational Improvement Plan (DEIP). Leadership personnel who 

were interviewed by the EQA team members stated that the DEIP was developed by a Strategic 

Planning Task Force that consisted of the superintendent, two teachers, two parents, two 

community members, a student, and a facilitator as well. In addition, the leadership personnel 
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reported that the Strategic Planning Task Force worked closely with the school district’s 

administrative team to prepare the DEIP, which included a mission statement and a statement of 

district values. 

 

In addition, the DEIP identified three-year goals, those responsible for their accomplishment 

goals and the following areas were measured: (a) student assessment, (b) curriculum, (c) 

technology, (d) student diversity, (e) community relation/communications, (f) finance and 

facilities, (g) personal safety, and (h) strategic planning. Furthermore, the DEIP had quality 

indicators and were listed as academic, program, and climate, each of which were accompanied 

by points of quality. 

 

According to the members of the Strategic Planning Task Force and the administrators who were 

interviewed, the analysis of student achievement data was used in grades K-6 and was 

instrumental in the changes made to educational programs at that level. At the junior/senior high 

school, the ELA department used aggregated student achievement data and revised its 

curriculum compendium. However, very little was done with the student achievement data in the 

math and science departments. A review of the DEIP, September 2004 to June 2007, revealed 

that the first goal under student assessment was “To consistently use the results of MCAS tests, 

other standardized test results, and classroom teacher assessment to improve curricula, 

instructional practices, develop targeted support and remedial programs.” Under the curriculum 

section, the first goal was “To develop and implement standards-based articulated curricula 

aligned with state standards.” Although these goals were included in the DEIP, as of the end of 

the review period, these goals were not accomplished.  

 

2. School committee members were informed and knowledgeable about their responsibilities under 

the Education Reform Act, and relied on student achievement data and other educationally 

relevant data as the foundation of their policy-making and decision-making. 

 

Evidence: School committee members who were interviewed stated that they were informed and 

knowledgeable about their responsibilities under the Education Reform Act from going on the 

Massachusetts Association of School Committees (MASC) website, from MASC newsletters, 

from attending MASC seminars, and from talking to other MASC members. In addition, the 
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school committee members commented that the superintendent provided them with timely 

educational materials every week. It was also stated that new members attended the MASC 

orientation session for new school committee members.  

 

School committee members indicated in interviews that they had received reports on the MCAS 

test results and were looking for improvement in the scores and attainment of AYP in all 

subgroups. One school committee member stated that the need to improve MCAS test scores was 

a goal stipulated in the evaluation of the superintendent. A review of the superintendent’s 

evaluation dated June 14, 2005, section H, Achievement of Goals from FY05, item two read, 

“Attain success with the MCAS and achieve AYP.” Furthermore, school committee members 

stated that student achievement results assisted them in the process of improving programs, 

adopting textbooks, and providing services to meet the needs of the students in the district. 

School committee members also referenced the goals in the DEIP and SIPs and their significance 

in the decisions made by the committee during the review period. 

 

3. The district was highly effective at data selection, data generation, data gathering and 

interpretation, data use, and data-driven decision-making. 

 

Evidence: School committee members, the superintendent, principals, teachers in focus groups, 

and teacher association representatives who were interviewed reported that the district was data-

driven in its decision making. The superintendent provided the EQA team members with the 

following list of data driven administrative team initiatives that occurred during the review 

period: (1) pursuit of approval of Technology Enhancement Grant (DOE data), (2) pursuit and 

approval of Reading First Grant (local assessments), (3) pursuit and approval of Full-Day 

Kindergarten Grant (demographic data), (4) pursuit and approval of 21st Century After-school 

Grant (demographic data), (5) reorganization of Title I services (MCAS, Title I, and 

demographic data), (6) establishment of Academic Support Services (MCAS data), (7) 

refinement of Individual Student Success Plans (MCAS data), (8) presentation and approval of 

new construction project (MCAS data, AYP determinations, and DOE technology assessments), 

(9) establishment of data-driven evaluation goals (MCAS data, local assessments, and classroom 

observations), (10) introduction of Research for Better Teaching Skillful Teacher training for all 

professional staff (classroom observations, MCAS data, GRADE data, and District Report Card), 
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(11) retention/promotion policy and administrative protocols (MCAS and dropout data), (12) 

establishment of curriculum/training/assessment budget set aside (MCAS data, Tier II review, 

and DOE CPR review), (13) creation of two Reading First Literacy Coordinator positions 

(MCAS data and local assessments), (14) creation of a Title I Coordinator position (MCAS data 

and local assessments), (15) creation of Title I Literacy Coordinator position (MCAS data), and 

(16) contract with Princeton Review for Title I Supplementary Services (MCAS and 

demographic data). These initiatives were verified by the EQA team members during interviews 

with school committee members, administrators, teachers, and parents. 

 

The successful implementation of data selection, generation, gathering, interpretation and use 

was evident from the interviews with the elementary (K-2) and middle (3-6) school principals 

who cited initiatives from the list. 

 

However, the use and implementation of data-driven decision-making was not evident from the 

interview with the principal of the junior-senior high school who reported that teachers did not 

receive disaggregated student achievement data. This administrator also reported that the ELA 

curriculum guide was revised and the Writing across the Curriculum initiative was implemented, 

but that there were no significant changes to the math and science programs during the review 

period.  

 

4. Each school used an approved School Improvement Plan (SIP) that was aligned with the DIP and 

was based on the analysis of student achievement data. (Only for multi-school districts) 

 

Evidence: The individuals on the Strategic Planning Task Force informed the EQA team 

members that they met every year with each school council to review the DEIP and to provide 

assistance with aligning the SIPs with the DEIP. In addition, each of the principals who were 

interviewed stated that the alignment of the DEIP and the SIPs was discussed at administrative 

team meetings. This was also confirmed by the superintendent. 

 

The Park Avenue Elementary School (grades K-2) Improvement Plan FY2004-FY2005 had two 

district goals: to develop standards-based articulated curricula aligned with state standards and to 

develop standards for students’ performance for each separate grade. In addition, its school goal 
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number one was to enhance academic development in the elementary school child. Also, quality 

indicators and measures, and targets were identified. 

 

The Anthony J. Sitkowski School (grades 3-6) School Improvement Plan FY2004-FY2005 had a 

district goal, to improve student performance. Its primary school goal was to meet or exceed the 

state expectations for adequate yearly progress. Quality indicators and measures, and targets 

were listed for the goals. 

 

The Bartlett Junior/Senior High School (grades 7-12) School Improvement Plan FY2004-

FY2005 included a district goal, student success. The accompanying school goal number one 

was to ensure every student is known well by at least one adult in the building and to provide 

additional mentoring of academic performance. Quality indicators and measures, and targets 

were listed for the goals. 

 

However, as previously stated, since disaggregated student assessment results of the 

junior/senior high school students were not shared with the teachers, very little was done to 

improve student achievement at this level during the review period.  

  

5. The district leadership promoted equity by treating schools’ populations and allocations 

differently and allocating more and better resources to their students and schools with greater 

needs. 

 

Evidence: Although the district undertook some initiatives to meet Adequate Yearly Progress in 

2003-04, in ELA it failed AYP for the aggregate and all subgroups; and in math, it failed AYP 

for all subgroups. In 2004-05, in both ELA and math for all subgroups, the district failed AYP. 

  

The Massachusetts Department of Education Directory Profile for Webster 2004-05 indicated the 

following enrollment by race and ethnicity: African American 4.2 percent; Asian 1.6 percent; 

Hispanic 8.6 percent; Native American 1.9 percent; and White 83.6 percent. In the same profile, 

selected populations were First Language not English 6.8 percent; Limited English Proficient 2.7 

percent; low-income 34.3 percent; and special education 15.8 percent. During the interview with 

the EQA team members, the superintendent stated that the math consultant disaggregated the 
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student assessment data and shared it with members of the administrative team. The 

superintendent stated that “There were no major differences regarding race and gender when the 

data was disaggregated.” Also, the superintendent stated, “Based upon the MCAS results, the 

school district focused only on the low income and special education subgroups.” 

  

The superintendent and the principals in grades K-2 and grades 3-6, stated that all students had 

an Individual Student Success Plan (ISSP). In addition, the superintendent reported and the 

principals confirmed that in 2003-04, there was a Title I reorganization in the district. The 

superintendent commented that seven Title I teaching positions were eliminated (two retirements 

and five reassignments) and that seventeen part-time (3.5 hours) Title I tutors were hired. 

 

In addition, the superintendent indicated that in 2003-04, the district began the process of moving 

to full inclusion. Another administrator who was interviewed stated that in 2003-04 at the 

junior/senior high school, each of the two teams at Grade 7 had a special education teacher and a 

special education aide. Furthermore, this same administrator stated that a special education 

teacher and a special education aide were assigned to each of the grades 8-11.  

 

6. The superintendent annually recommended and the school committee annually approved 

educationally sound budgets based primarily on the analysis of student achievement data and 

advocated for these budgets with the appropriating authority and community. 

 

Evidence: According to central office administrators and principals who were interviewed, the 

budget process began in early October at administrative team meetings. Interviewed 

administrators stated that administrative team meetings were held every Wednesday throughout 

the year. At the administrative team’s budget meetings, topics such as priorities, programs, 

staffing and student assessment results were discussed. Also during October, the principals 

sought input from supervisory staff members in the schools in order to prepare their proposed 

budgets. 

 

Furthermore, in the fall of each year, the superintendent shared “impact items” with the school 

committee, which was considered for inclusion in the development of the proposed budget. The 

superintendent reported that non-negotiable “impact items” included: (1) staffing levels, (2) 



  96 

professional development, (3) technology, (4) class size, (5) student assessment, (6) curriculum 

development, (7) mandated obligations, and (8) contractual obligations. Although student 

assessment was cited, neither the superintendent nor the principal of the junior/senior high school 

was able to identify how the analysis of student achievement data at the secondary level resulted 

in proposals to modify programs.  

 

In November, the assistant to the superintendent for business (ASB) met with the budget 

subcommittee of the school committee, which consisted of its chair and vice chair, to discuss the 

proposed budget. According to the ASB, during November and December, the principals and 

other program supervisors met with the budget subcommittee about proposed budget requests. 

However, principals who were interviewed commented that the ASB prepared the budget and 

met with the budget subcommittee, but did not involve the principals to any significant extent in 

the development and review of the proposed budget. 

 

At the school committee meeting on the first Tuesday in January, the assistant to the 

superintendent for business presented the annual proposed school budget, referred to as the 

“numbers budget.” During the month of January, the school committee conducted question and 

answer sessions on the budget. School committee members indicated that they considered 

student achievement results and the goals in the DIP and SIPs during their budget deliberations. 

Both school committee members and central office administrators who were interviewed stated 

that a draft school budget was submitted by the end of January in accordance with the February 1 

deadline in the Town Charter. The budget was then presented to the Finance Committee, then the 

Board of Selectmen and, finally, to the Annual Town Meeting for approval. The school 

committee and central office administrators attended these meetings to advocate for the school 

budget.  

 

The members of the school committee and the superintendent indicated that all school committee 

meetings, including budget work sessions, were on live cable television. The superintendent 

stated that many people in the community watched the meetings on cable television and that “it 

was the best show in town.” This was the major means of advocating for the school budget in the 

community. 
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School committee members, central office administrators, and principals acknowledged that they 

became aggressive in pursuing both entitlement and competitive grants to supplement the annual 

school budget. 

 

During interviews with administrators, there were differences of opinions about the monitoring 

of the budget throughout the year. On the one hand, the assistant to the superintendent for 

business stated that he provided leadership personnel in the district with periodic updates on the 

budget every four to six weeks. On the other hand, two administrators stated that they did not 

receive periodic updates on the budget.  

  

7. The leadership periodically reported to the school committee, staff, and community on the extent 

of its attainment of the goals in the DIP and the SIPs, particularly regarding student achievement.  

 

Evidence: The school committee and superintendent stated that during the year, principals 

updated them on the status of the goals in the SIPs. The superintendent indicated that he 

informed the school committee about the progress made on the goals in the DIP throughout the 

year. 

 

A review of each of the SIPs for FY2004-FY2005 revealed that all three schools had a section on 

attainment of goals. The Park Avenue Elementary School goal number one for FY2004-FY2005 

was to offer programs to enhance literacy development in the elementary school child. Objective 

number one was to increase early intervention support from 10 percent to 20 percent of the 

readers at high risk. However, the SIP stated that this goal was not attained. “The key action of 

increasing the number of Reading Recovery Teachers from 2 to 4 did not result.” 

 

The Anthony J. Sitkowski School Improvement Plan 2004-2005 also included a section entitled 

Attainment of 2003-2005 Goals. Goal number one was to meet or exceed the State Expectations 

for improvement of MCAS scores. Objective number two was to decrease the percentage of 

students in the warning and needs improvement categories of MCAS. As of January 2004, the 

degree of attainment for the effort to support students in the ‘Warning’ or ‘Needs Improvement’ 

categories of the MCAS tests  was that two new Title I teachers were appointed during the 2002-

03 school year. These positions, along with the original three Title I positions, were terminated at 
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the close of the same school year. The Title I program was completely reorganized for the 2003-

04 school year with the hiring of 13 part time Title I certified teachers. A math coordinator’s 

position was created for the next school year. The coordinator provided professional 

development, courses, and support for teachers two days a week. Teacher efforts were evident in 

their plan books and observed in their rooms as they instituted and followed the coordinator’s 

directives to improve student learning and future scores. Unfortunately, due to lack of time and 

financial support, the morning tutoring program and the Grade 6 homework program were no 

longer in place.  

 

The Bartlett Junior/Senior High School Improvement Plan FY2004-FY205 included a section on 

attainment of goals 2000-2003. The goal on safe schools/student success, indicators of 

improvement stated that their MCAS goals were 99 percent graduation for Grade 12 and for 

grades 7, 8, 10, making AYP; decreasing discipline incidents by 44 percent for grades 9–12, and 

decreasing by 6.8 percent for grades 7 and 8; decreasing 2002–03 suspensions by 50 percent for 

grades 9 to 12, and decreasing by 20 percent for grades 7and 8. 

  

8. District and school leadership used and effectively implemented practices that required all staff 

to regularly use aggregated and disaggregated student assessment data to improve instructional 

programs and services for all student populations. 

 

Evidence: The superintendent reported to the EQA team members that the math consultant 

disaggregated student assessment data and shared it with the leadership personnel in the district. 

However, individuals who were interviewed by the EQA team were unable to recall any 

instances during the review period when disaggregated student achievement results were shared 

with teachers. Also, the superintendent was not certain whether or not there were any specific 

professional development programs provided for the use of aggregated and disaggregated student 

assessment data for administrators and teachers. When questioned about such training, one 

administrator stated, “We are on our own.” In addition, during the interview with representatives 

of the Webster Teachers Association, the EQA team members were informed that there was no 

training provided to teachers on the use of data analysis at the middle and junior/senior high 

schools. 

 



  99 

One principal stated that he met individually with teachers to review the MCAS test scores of 

their students. Another principal stated that he shared the MCAS test results with the department 

chairs and that they, in turn, met with the teachers in their departments to review the scores of 

their students.  

 

9. District and school leaders monitored student achievement data throughout the year, considered 

the goals identified in the DIP and the SIPs, and implemented or modified programs, policies, 

and services as required. 

 

Evidence: During interviews with the superintendent and the principals, they informed members 

of the EQA team that central office administrators, principals, and department chairs monitored 

student achievement data throughout the year. One administrator stated that at the junior/senior 

high school, the results of mid-year and final exams were discussed at team meetings and at 

department meetings. In addition, the superintendent and the principals reported that both student 

achievement results and progress towards attainment of the goals in the DIP and SIPs were 

discussed at administrative team meetings, which were held every Wednesday throughout the 

school year. However, there was no disaggregated student achievement data shared with teachers 

nor was there any professional development training on how to use the student achievement data 

provided to either the administrators or the teachers by the district.  

 

Furthermore, the superintendent and the principals commented about the continuous 

improvement plan, goal formation, and instructional evaluation procedure implemented in the 

district during the second year of the review period. It consisted of (1) goal setting conference, 

(2) ongoing classroom observation, (3) student assessment, mid-year data, (4) goal progress 

conference, mid-year, (5) ongoing classroom observation, (6) end-of-year student assessment, (7) 

data analysis conducted, (8) evaluation, (9) student assessment analysis, baseline, and (10) data 

based needs analysis conducted. However, the lack of classroom observations, especially at the 

K-2 level, raised doubt about the implementation of this plan and procedure. 

 

10. The performance of the superintendent, administrators, and principals was annually evaluated 

based on MCAS results, other student achievement data, and the attainment of the goals in the 

DIP and the SIPs.  
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Evidence: The personnel files of the superintendent and the principals submitted by the district 

and reviewed by members of the EQA team revealed that they were evaluated annually during 

the review period. However, there were no evaluations in the personnel folder for one of the 

other central office administrators who had been in the district for eighteen years. A request was 

made by a member of the EQA team to see the evaluations of this central office administrator, 

but none were produced. In a later interview, the superintendent stated that evaluations were not 

done of this central office administrator. 

 

The instrument that the school committee used to evaluate the superintendent included: (a) 

planning and organization, (b) administration, (c) supervision of staff and evaluation of 

programs, (d) communication with the school committee, (e) communication with the 

community, (f) relationships with staff, (g) preparation and professional development, and (h) 

achievement of yearly goals. School committee members also had the opportunity to comment 

about areas of strength and areas needing improvement. Two of the goals for the superintendent 

for each of the years under review were (1) to move the district from ‘Watch’ status and (2) to 

attain success with MCAS and achieve AYP.” 

 

The other central office administrators and principals who had evaluations in their personnel files 

were evaluated by the superintendent each of the two years under review using an instrument 

entitled administrator evaluation criteria and key indicators. This instrument consisted of (1) 

instructional leadership, (2) organizational leadership, (3) school/district management, (4) 

professional responsibilities, and (5) community relations. In addition, there was a list of future 

goals for the administrator. The same five point rating scale, which was used in the evaluation of 

the superintendent, was also used in the evaluations of the other central office administrators and 

principals; areas of strength and areas needing improvement were also included. Under each 

category, the superintendent wrote a narrative, along with recommendations, if needed. The 

superintendent stated in an interview with members of the EQA team that “prior to 2000, the 

administrators in the district were not evaluated.” 

 

A review of the evaluations written by the superintendent and shared with the EQA team 

members showed that there were some comments about the MCAS test results and progress 
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toward DIP and SIP goal attainment. However, the evaluations were not based on student 

achievement. In addition, there were several instances in the evaluations written by the 

superintendent when basically the same statements were made under the various categories 

during the review period.  

  

11. The superintendent effectively delegated the educational and operational leadership of the 

schools to the principals and program directors and used student achievement data to assess the 

success of their leadership. 

 

Evidence: The superintendent stated in an interview with the EQA team members that he 

delegated the educational and operational leadership of the schools to the principals and their 

supervisory personnel. In addition, the superintendent indicated that principals were made aware 

of their duties and responsibilities at individual meetings with the superintendent and at 

administrative team meetings. In addition, the superintendent stated that there were yearly goals 

identified in the evaluations of each principal. Furthermore, the superintendent reported that 

there was a Webster Public Schools Table of Organization, along with Organizational Charts for 

both the Bartlett Junior/Senior High School and the Anthony J. Sitkowski School in the Policy 

Manual. A review of the policy manual confirmed the statement of the superintendent. However, 

none of the organizational charts included a date when the chart was adopted by the school 

committee nor was there an organizational chart for the Park Avenue Elementary School.  

 

When questioned about the availability of job descriptions for all the positions in the school 

district, the superintendent commented, “We have work to do in that area.” The superintendent 

stated that a job description for a position was updated when the position became vacant. A 

review of the job descriptions presented to the EQA team indicated that the vast majority were 

sample job descriptions prepared by the National School Boards Association and dated 1987. 

There were a few job descriptions, which included a job goal and performance responsibilities, 

but they were neither designated as belonging to the Webster Public Schools nor dated.  

 

The assessment of the leadership skills of each administrator was performed by the 

superintendent in his yearly written evaluation of every principal and central office 
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administrator. The one exception was the central office administrator who did not have any 

evaluations in his personnel file.  

  

12. The school committee and superintendent created a culture of collaboration and developed 

contracts and agreements, which encouraged all stakeholders to work together to support and 

sustain improved student achievement. 

 

Evidence: The school committee members commented that the atmosphere of its recent 

negotiations with the Webster Teachers Association was collaborative, but that there were 

financial issues. According to the school committee members interviewed, it was their intent to 

provide the best possible education for every student in the district and to negotiate fair contracts 

with each school employee association, all within the financial limitations of the community. 

The superintendent and another central office administrator characterized the negotiations with 

the teachers’ association as “professional, positive, and progressive.” 

 

During the interview with teacher association representatives, comments were made to the EQA 

team members that their focus in negotiations was “student interests first” and “do what will 

benefit the students.” One teachers’ association representative stated that the initial phase of 

negotiations was initially collaborative and interest based, but later took the traditional approach. 

Another teachers’ association representative indicated that there was still one issue, which 

needed to be resolved for the final year of the three-year contract, namely, the stipends to be paid 

to supervisors of extracurricular activities and to coaches. As a group, the teachers’ association 

representatives expressed frustration because collective bargaining meetings were postponed and 

communications between the school committee and the teachers association and between the 

superintendent and the teachers association were now written rather than spoken. 

 

Both the superintendent and the principals who were interviewed reported that the atmosphere 

for the discussions about individual administrator contracts was professional and cordial. 

Principals were given three-year contracts with basically the same benefits other than salary. 
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II. Curriculum and Instruction: The curricula and instructional practices in the district were 

developed and implemented to attain high levels of achievement for all students. They were 

aligned with components of the state curriculum frameworks and revised to promote higher 

levels of student achievement. 

 

Standard Summary for Curriculum and Instruction 

District curriculum documents in ELA, mathematics, and science had been produced in 2001. 

These documents were limited in their comprehensiveness and had only been updated in ELA 

grades 7 to 12. The elementary and middle schools adopted the benchmarks from their ELA and 

math programs and monitored them using the DIBELS, GRADE, and the math diagnostics from 

Scott-Foresman Addison Wesley. Curriculum was less well documented at the junior/senior high 

school, particularly in math and science. The departments were moving toward common mid-

term and final exams, which could serve as benchmarks once the written curriculum had been 

completed. 

During the period, the district was on ‘Watch’ status, the elementary and middle schools had 

moved toward horizontal alignment of what was taught at each grade in ELA and math. Much 

work needed to be done at the junior/senior high school to guarantee horizontal alignment of 

courses. Vertical alignment of curriculum was not in evidence between grades 2 and 3, 6 and 7, 

and within content areas at the junior/senior high school, in part because there was no district-

wide coordination of curriculum. 

Assessment results presented to teachers were aggregate scores and item analyses. As a result, 

regular education teachers had a limited knowledge of the low student achievement of special 

education and low-income students. Only gradually during the period under review did special 

education and Title I students gain fuller access to the curriculum. As the district moved toward 

inclusion, general education teachers needed professional development in the inclusion of 

subgroup populations in regular education settings, and special education staffing needed to 

Preliminary Findings: 

• The Webster School District did not have a complete and aligned curriculum with 

measurable outcomes or assessments and instructional strategies in ELA, math, and science 

for Kindergarten through Grade 12. 
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• Horizontal alignment of curriculum varied at different grade levels and within particular 

content areas. There was little evidence of vertical alignment of curricula from building to 

building. 

• Principals at the elementary and middle schools monitored the effectiveness of the delivery 

of the curriculum in their buildings. At the high school, systems were not in place to make 

monitoring possible.  

• Curriculum revisions in response to assessment results were based upon item analyses and 

analysis of aggregate rather than disaggregated scores. 

• Teachers seldom used technology as an instructional tool since there was limited availability 

and little technical support for maintenance. 

• The resources, professional development, and support provided to teachers were not 

sufficient to address the instructional needs of students as revealed by formative and 

summative assessments.  

• Classroom observations revealed that instruction was effective approximately 50 percent of 

the time. 

Indicators: 
  

1. The district implemented curricula for all grade levels in tested core content areas that clearly 

addressed all the components of the state curriculum frameworks. The curricula document 

contained, at a minimum, components that addressed: objectives, resources, instructional 

strategies, timelines, articulation maps, and measurable outcomes or assessments. 

 

Evidence: The Webster School District did not have curriculum in ELA, math, and science at all 

grade levels that was aligned with the Massachusetts frameworks and which contained 

measurable outcomes or assessments and instructional strategies.  

 

The Webster School District published curriculum guides in 2000 and 2001 in ELA, math, and 

science. These guides listed each Massachusetts learning standard along with district grade level 

objectives, assessments, activities, and resources. However, these guides were only actively used 

in two locations. At Park Avenue Elementary School (grades K–2), the principal distilled the 
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ELA and math information from the bulky curriculum guide into more manageable sheets which 

updated some of the content of the 2001 curriculum guide. In the second instance, the English 

department head for grades 7 to 12 updated the 2001 curriculum guide in 2003 so that it reflected 

the content currently in use in classrooms. Beyond that, administrators for grades 3–12 and the 

math and science department heads for grades 6–12 referred to the curriculum guides as 

“outdated” and agreed that they seldom made reference to them.  

 

At the same time, there were segments of curriculum in place in the elementary, middle, and 

junior/senior high school. At the elementary school, teachers used objectives and benchmarks 

from Open Court in ELA and Scott-Foresman Addison Wesley (SFAW) in math. Assessments 

used at that level at the beginning, middle, and end of the year included the Dynamic Indicator of 

Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS), the Group Reading Assessment and Diagnostic 

Evaluation (GRADE) in ELA, and the Math Diagnostics in SFAW. Teachers followed the 

timelines included with these programs. The elementary school also had developed a writing 

program complete with rubrics. For the science curriculum, the school relied upon kits at each 

grade level.  

 

At Webster Middle School (grades 3–6) in ELA, Grade 3 continued with the Open Court reading 

series as required under the Reading First grant. Grades 4–6 teachers used Houghton Mifflin for 

ELA. SFAW was partially implemented during the 2004-2005 school year and fully 

implemented for grades K–6 in 2005-2006. Before the implementation of SFAW, grades 3-6 

used Mimosa, a math series that administrators and teachers agreed did not adequately address 

Massachusetts learning standards. In any case, however, the middle school had moved away 

from reference to the 2001 district curriculum guides, so alignment to the state standards of 

Houghton Mifflin and SFAW was not documented. The middle school, like the elementary 

school, used the DIBELS and GRADE to assess student progress in ELA and the SFAW Math 

Diagnostics in math. Teachers from the middle school during the summer of 2004 and 2005 had 

also produced a writing curriculum for the school, complete with objectives and rubrics for 

various types of writing. Teachers in grades 3–6 used a Holt textbook for science, but 

administrators could only report that it “seemed to be aligned.”  
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At Bartlett Junior/Senior High School, again there were pockets of curriculum development. In 

ELA for grades 7-12, as previously noted, the district curriculum guide had been revised in 2003 

and saw further revisions during the 2005 summer curriculum work, so there was an up-to-date 

aligned curriculum document complete with district grade level objectives, assessments, 

activities, and resources. And the department had developed common mid-year and final exams 

for each course.  

 

 In math, however, the district aligned curriculum guides were not in use. Teachers in grades 7 

and 8 relied upon four units of Connected Math, which were amply supplemented with 

worksheets to ensure coverage of state learning standards. Only in the summer of 2005 were 

these worksheets for grades 7 and 8 assembled into a somewhat useful compilation so a packet 

could be made available for each teacher for the 2005-2006 school year. At grades 9 through 12 

in math, curriculum was more defined by a textbook; there was also one large binder of resource 

materials for each course, not each teacher. During the summer of 2005, curriculum guides were 

developed for some math courses, specifically Grade 7 Math, Algebra I Honors, Algebra I 

College, and Algebra I for Grade 8. These guides were limited since they included only the texts 

in use, additional resources, reference materials, and, in some cases, a detailed course outline and 

timeline with references to state standards. Presumably “guides” for the remaining courses would 

be developed in the future. Also common mid-year and final exams were developed for high 

school math courses during the review period.  

 

Curriculum for science was less well developed. Once again, the district curriculum guide was 

not considered a useful document. During the spring of 2005, the science department head 

worked with teachers in grades 5, 6, 7, and 8 to eliminate redundancies and fill gaps in the 

curriculum. That work consisted of decisions about the location of each state learning standard at 

a particular grade. Similar alignment discussions had not yet taken place for high school science 

courses. During the review period, common exams had not been developed for science courses.  

 

The high school had developed a rubric for the evaluation of five paragraph essays, which was in 

use across all subject areas. In addition, writing folders were in place in each classroom across 

the curriculum, and students selected some of their best work, most frequently but not always 

writing samples, for inclusion in the folders. Department heads examined each teacher’s writing 
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folders each quarter, and the principal did so once a year. These folders were passed along each 

year to the student’s next teachers.  

 

2. The district’s curricula in all tested areas were aligned horizontally and vertically. 

 

Evidence: Although the district had horizontal and vertical alignment at some grade levels and 

in specific content areas, horizontal alignment of curriculum was inconsistent across grade levels 

and within content areas. However, at the elementary school during the review period, most 

teachers followed timelines laid out in the Open Court and SFAW series. To insure this, the 

principal monitored the alignment in classrooms and moved to a more closely prescriptive 

timeline for the 2005-2006 school year when she determined that the curriculum in all 

classrooms was not in alignment. There was little attention to horizontal alignment of curriculum 

in grades 3–6 during the 2003-2004 school year. In 2004-2005, the new principal began 

monitoring the achievement of students on the DIBELS, GRADE, and SFAW assessments. This 

helped the teachers understand the expectation that students at particular grade levels master 

specific content. For the 2005-2006 school year, the principal formalized the daily schedule so 

that it was clear when and for how long ELA and math were to be taught. However, horizontal 

alignment in science for grades 5 and 6 were not complete, and the science department head 

discovered redundancy and gaps when he and teachers examined the science curriculum in place 

in the spring of 2005. 

 

At the high school in ELA, the department head and teachers revised the district curriculum 

guide in 2003 and further refined the revisions during the 2004 and 2005 summers. As a result, 

content expectations were clear, and the department head reported that she monitored this 

alignment. This monitoring was a challenge, however, since she taught four periods a day 

herself. During the review period, horizontal alignment of math courses was not in place. While 

math teachers in grades 7 and 8 taught four units of Connected Math in common, they depended 

for the remainder of their curriculum on a single department collection of worksheets that was to 

be used to address the state frameworks. Only in the summer of 2005 was there an attempt to 

organize these worksheets to establish alignment with the frameworks and to ensure the 

possibility that each teacher have a set. At the high school, math teachers used common 

textbooks in for courses and developed common exams during the review period. In addition, 



  108 

there was only one resource book available for each math course taught which teachers had to 

share. This made it difficult to align the curriculum horizontally in math. The new math 

department head, appointed for the 2005-2006 school year, had not had the opportunity to 

examine the results of these common exams. In science for grades 5 through 8, the establishment 

of horizontal alignment was at the preliminary level of locating where each state learning 

standard was to be taught. Little had been done to develop common examinations for high school 

science courses.  

 

During the site visit administrators and teachers agreed that the Webster School District had not 

yet vertically aligned its curriculum. There was some attention paid to this issue. Administrators 

reported that they addressed the matter at their weekly district administrative team meetings. 

However, there was little evidence that these discussions resulted in improved vertical alignment 

of the curriculum. In fact, there was no single individual charged with oversight of the 

curriculum K to 12. Principals acknowledged curriculum leadership within their buildings and 

so, particularly within the K–2 building and within the 3–6 building, vertical curriculum 

alignment was in place for math and ELA at the elementary school during the review period and 

by the 2005-2006 school year at the middle school. Vertical alignment within the junior/senior 

high school was in place in ELA because of curriculum work during the review period. 

However, in math at grades 7 and 8 the curriculum was undefined. And vertical alignment from 

course to course in math in grades 9 through 12 depended upon the assumption that what was 

taught from the textbook in one course followed what had been taught in a previous year. None 

of the written curriculum work done during the review period guaranteed this. Within schools in 

science the use of specific kits brought some alignment from the kindergarten to grades 1 and 2. 

Although Holt textbooks were available in science at the middle school, the science department 

head and middle and junior high school teachers found little vertical articulation of science 

curriculum when it was examined in the spring of 2005. At the high school, beyond the 

collection of syllabi for each section of each course, little had been done to address vertical 

alignment from course to course within the high school department. 

 

Vertical alignment of curriculum as students moved to new buildings at grades 3 and 7 was, for 

the most part, not in evidence. Some exceptions were that when Grade 2 students moved up to 

the middle school they continued with the Open Court reading series for Grade 3. Further ELA 
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alignment from elementary to middle school was in place because a single reading specialist was 

assigned to work with grades 2 and 3. In addition, with the completion of the purchase of the 

SFAW math series at the end of the review period, vertical progression of grades K to 6 would 

be more likely starting in the 2005-2006 school year. Also, the math consultant, although located 

primarily at the middle school, did spend some time at the elementary school. In science, as 

students moved from the use of kits at the elementary school to a textbook for grades 3 to 6, 

there was no evidence of an attempt to connect the Grade 2 kits to the textbooks at the middle 

school. The alignment of curriculum as students moved from the middle school to the 

junior/senior high school was an even greater challenge. As already noted, the science 

department head was working late in the 2004-2005 school year to sort out what was to be taught 

at grades 5, 6, 7 and 8. In addition, there was no established curricular connection between what 

was taught in grades 6 and 7 in math and ELA. Curriculum monitoring shifted from the principal 

at grades 3 to 6 to department heads for grades 7 to 12. These separate entities had little 

awareness of what was taught in the other building.  

 

3. Each school in the district had a curriculum leader who oversaw the use, alignment, consistency, 

and effectiveness of delivery of the district’s curricula that focused on improvement for all of its 

students. 

 

Evidence: The three building principals in the Webster School District reported that they were 

the curriculum leaders in their buildings. The junior/senior high school principal added that he 

was the curriculum leader with the support of the department heads.  

 

The elementary principal reported that she monitored the use, alignment, and consistency of 

curriculum through frequent walk-throughs. She also coordinated the summer curriculum work 

for her building, which resulted in the development, among other things, of a K–2 writing plan 

and a Kindergarten transition program. In addition, she worked with teachers to develop a 

detailed timeline for curriculum content in math and ELA. Finally, she actively monitored the 

effectiveness of the delivery of the curriculum by analyzing DIBELS, GRADE, and Math 

Diagnostics assessment results. Her reading teacher reviewed the results with each classroom 

teacher for approximately 45 minutes. The principal would then also meet with each teacher 

individually concerning the results and to develop a plan to address student needs.  
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The middle school principal was in place for the second year of the review period. He kept 

detailed records of the achievement of the students in each teacher’s class. He also worked 

closely with the Title I coordinator in his building to introduce the Scott-Foresman Addison 

Wesley math series. The result was that both special education and low-income students at the 

middle school met their improvement targets in math and made Annual Yearly Progress (AYP) 

in 2005.  

 

The high school principal relied upon the department heads to monitor the use, alignment, 

consistency, and effectiveness of the delivery of the curriculum. This situation posed two 

difficulties. First, each department head taught either four or five classes a day, which did not 

allow either opportunity or time to monitor classrooms by means of walk-throughs. And, second, 

the minimally developed curriculum, particularly in math and science, did not provide a solid 

base for monitoring. An additional issue at the junior/senior high school was that the science 

department lacked the common mid-term and final exams, which would have provided the 

assessment information about the effectiveness of the delivery of curriculum. Also, only in 

English was the department head beginning to analyze final exam results. The math department 

head was newly appointed, and in science the department head did not have results to analyze. 

 

The three building principals, in their oversight of curriculum in the buildings, focused on 

improved achievement for all students by gradually moving toward fuller inclusion of special 

education students in mainstream classes. The middle school principal did so in his first year 

(2004-2005), and the high school principal made the move for the 2005-2006 school year. At the 

elementary school, however, special education students remained concentrated in two 

classrooms. 

 

4. Each school provided active leadership and support for effective instructional strategies, 

techniques, and methods grounded in research and focused on improved achievement for all 

students. 

 

Evidence: During the review period, all administrators and 50 percent of the teachers in the 

district attended the Skillful Teacher course. This provided administrators and teachers across the 
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schools with a common set of strategies and terms. Administrative support for effective 

instruction for all students was seen in professional development in differentiated instruction. 

During the review period, this was offered at the elementary and middle schools. In 2005-2006, 

the principal planned to provide training in differentiated instruction for junior/senior high school 

teachers. In addition, teachers received a day of professional development in inclusive teaching. 

 

At all levels, there was an increased focus on writing strategies during the review period. Both 

the elementary and middle schools developed and documented writing programs complete with 

rubrics for evaluation of student work. At the high school, writing across the curriculum model 

was introduced with one day of professional development in the John Collins Writing Program. 

In addition, a rubric for the evaluation of the five-paragraph essay was developed and mandated 

for use across the disciplines at least once a year. At all three levels, the principal periodically 

checked the writing folders.  

 

Some support for instructional strategies came from specialized personnel. A literacy coach in 

grades K–3 supported and guided literacy instruction. A math consultant in grades K–6 coached 

and modeled effective instructional strategies for teachers. Stipended grade level coordinators in 

grades K–6 provided teachers with opportunities to share their challenges and successes. The 

literacy specialist for grades 3-6 served as a liaison between the principal and the teachers and 

helped the principal monitor the achievement of students in each classroom. Finally, the 

department heads in grades 7–12 provided guidance and support to teachers in their content 

areas. 

 

5. The district had an established, documented process for the regular and timely review and 

revision of curricula that was based on valid research, the analysis of the MCAS test results, and 

other assessments, and focused on improved achievement for all subgroups.  

 

Evidence: During the review period, the school committee adopted a Curriculum Development 

Schedule policy, which detailed the major curriculum revisions for the next five years. The 

schedule also listed a chronology of summer refinements in 2004 and 2005. However, 

department heads were not aware of the schedule, and it did not match the specific curriculum 

efforts underway. In effect, the district curriculum needs were so great that work was underway 
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in several disciplines at once. The math department head did note, however, that she badly 

needed textbooks in grades 7 and 8, and her principal had told her that according to the plan she 

would have them in 2006, a need that did match the schedule.  

 

At the elementary and middle schools, teachers were well informed about the progress of their 

students as measured by the DIBELS and GRADE. Principals, grade level coordinators, literacy 

specialists, reading teachers, and Title I tutors worked to support teachers as they adjusted what 

they taught. 

 

During the 2003-2004 year, the district curriculum coordinator reported the 2003 MCAS test 

results to the teachers in the middle and junior/senior high school. The data he shared was an 

item analysis for each assessment; MCAS test data for subgroup achievement levels was not 

included. Administrators and teachers reported that in 2003-2004 they did adjust what was taught 

to address the needs the item analyses had highlighted. In 2004-2005, there was no longer a 

district curriculum coordinator, so the responsibility for analysis of assessment results fell to the 

administrators and teachers in each building. Although the Grade 3 reading test reflected the 

learning of students in grades K-3, the elementary principal reported that she and her teachers did 

not analyze the results. Instead, the middle school principal might report to her a need that his 

analysis of the Grade 3 results revealed. At the middle school in 2004-2005, the principal 

analyzed the MCAS test results and then brought the information to grade level team meetings. 

After each meeting, teachers were expected to adjust what they taught. The information he 

brought did not include analysis of subgroup results. At the high school, the principal analyzed 

the results and shared them with all staff at a faculty meeting. He then turned the information 

over to the English and math department heads, who did an item analysis with their teachers. 

Again, no analysis by subgroups was done at the junior/senior high school.  

 

Both the middle and junior/senior high school principals at that time were gradually moving 

special education students toward fuller inclusion in mainstream settings but without the support 

of additional special education staff. This move was, in part, a result of a study at district 

administrative staff meetings of low achievement of special education and low income students. 

Also, according to special education personnel, the move resulted from convictions developed by 

the special education director and special education teachers at an inclusion workshop during the 
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2004-2005 school year. However, regular education teachers reported discomfort and a lack of 

understanding about the district’s move toward fuller inclusion between 2003 and 2005. These 

teachers had not had the opportunity to review subgroup achievement data. 

 

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

content areas that focused on improved rates of proficiency for all students. 

 

Evidence: As a result of analysis of student achievement data, the Webster School District made 

a number of adjustments in the allocation of instructional time in the tested content areas during 

the review period. These moves were intended to improve proficiency rates of all students. 

 

Kindergarten moved from a half day to a full day, and a 90-minute reading block was mandated 

at the elementary school along with mandated learning centers. At the middle school in 2004-

2005, the principal promoted more focused ELA and math instruction by collecting and sharing 

with teachers data on their students’ progress. Also at this level, due to the receipt of a Twenty-

first Century grant, at-risk students in grades 3 and 4 were serviced in an after school PASS 

program. This program was expanded to cover grades 5 and 6 in 2005-2006. 

 

The delivery of instruction for Title I students in grades K–6 was reorganized. Half time Title I 

tutor positions, filled by certified teachers, team taught in regular education classes. Special 

education students were gradually being included in regular education classes rather than taught 

in resource rooms.  

 

Also students in Grade 7 were required to take a half-year reading class in addition to their full 

year of English. Further, the high school added MCAS test remediation classes in ELA and math 

for Grade 9 students who had failed the Grade 8 assessment and for grades 11 and 12 students 

who had not yet passed the Grade 10 MCAS test assessments.  

 

By contrast, however, when the high school moved away from block scheduling, students in 

grades 7 and 8 lost instructional time in math. Also during the move and because of staffing 

needs, grades 7 and 8 had to be scheduled on the same seven-period day as the high school. 
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These grades moved away from the middle school scheduling model and only common planning 

time remained in Grade 7.  

 

7. Appropriate educational technology was available and used as an integral part of the 

instructional process. 

 

Evidence: During the review period, instructional technology was available. However, it was not 

always in good condition, and there was little technical support for maintaining the technology 

that was available. As a result, teachers seldom used technology as an integral part of the 

instructional process.  

 

For the most part, the limited instructional technology available in the buildings was second-

hand equipment received from local businesses donations. In addition, until the middle of 2004-

2005 there was no regular technical support. One teacher reported waiting three years to have 

software installed on her computer. The one major exception was that each teacher in grades 3 

through 6 received a laptop in 2004 as part of a technology grant received in anticipation of the 

school moving into a new and technologically well-equipped building. Also the math department 

head reported that math teachers had graphing calculators for use for Algebra II and more 

advanced courses. The high school principal reported that his building had computers in the 

library and one computer lab for technology-related courses that was available to teachers three 

periods a day.  

 

8. District and school leaders actively monitored teachers’ instruction for evidence of practices that 

reflected high expectations for students’ work and mastery. 

 

Evidence: Principals at all three levels reported their regular presence in classrooms whether for 

informal walk-throughs or for formal observations. Each one had a form for providing teachers 

with informal written feedback. Department heads at the junior/senior high school were expected 

to monitor instruction as well; however, their ability to do so was limited by the fact that each 

one taught either four or five classes. 
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In addition, at the junior/senior high school the principal and the department chairs reviewed the 

writing folders maintained in each classroom. At the middle and elementary schools, principals 

and literacy specialists reviewed benchmark assessment results with teachers individually and at 

length. Also the math consultant, who was based primarily at the middle school, played an active 

role by coaching teachers and modeling instructional practices in classrooms.  

 

The principals reported that the practices they looked for in classrooms as evidence of high 

expectations for student work included questioning that provided students opportunities to be 

successful, expectations that students complete tasks, teachers interaction with students as they 

work, evidence from student work, clarity of directions, and modeling reading and writing 

behaviors.  

 

9. Through the ongoing use of formative and summative student assessment data, the district 

monitored the effectiveness of teachers’ instruction and provided resources, professional 

development, and support to improve and maintain high levels of instructional quality and 

delivery.  

 

Evidence: At the elementary and middle schools, the principal and teacher leaders monitored the 

effectiveness of teachers’ instruction through the use of formative assessments like the DIBELS 

and GRADE in ELA and Math Diagnostics in math. The middle school also used MCAS test 

results as summative assessments. The junior/senior high schools had common final exams in 

English and math but not in science. The results from these final exams could serve as formative 

assessments; however, only the English department was beginning to use them in that way. 

MCAS test results were used primarily by the English and math teachers as summative 

assessments.  

 

During the review period, the district set aside one percent of its budget to fund needs brought to 

light by the 2003 EQA review. These monies as well as Reading First and Title I funds went 

toward the purchase of the Open Court series for grades K-3 and the Scott-Foresman Addison 

Wesley math texts for grades K-6. The district also used available funds to create the math 

consultant position and funded the reading teacher position at the middle school. The district also 

supported a number of summer curriculum workshops.  
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While the district’s formative and summative assessments highlighted serious needs in classroom 

instruction, the district provided a limited amount of professional development for teachers 

during the review period, other than the Research for Better Teaching Skillful Teacher course for 

all administrators and teachers. At the middle school, a grant supported workshops for teachers 

on using technology to deliver instruction, although the second year of that professional 

development did not get underway until April.  

 

Beyond the professional development noted above, most support consisted of one-day 

workshops. Special education teachers attended a workshop on differentiated instruction (DI). 

However, teachers in grades 4–12 were exposed only gradually to DI. At the junior/senior high 

school, teachers received a one-day workshop on teaching in an inclusive setting. Teachers at 

that level also attended a workshop on the John Collins Writing Program. Special education 

students’ results and teacher anxiety about inclusion indicated a need for more teacher support 

for inclusion. 

 

10. Random observations of classrooms revealed that teachers used a variety of effective techniques 

and strategies to address differences in learning style, and that instruction was student-focused, 

reflected high expectations, and called for engaged learning and participation on the part of 

students.  

 

Evidence: The EQA team made 35 random classroom observations during its site visit: six at 

grades K–2, 15 in the middle school, and 14 at the junior/senior high school. Of these 

observations, 21 were in ELA, 11 in math, and 3 in science classrooms. 
Summary of Classroom Observations  
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Examiner: ___Webster _Public Schools_ Level: ___Summary Data____ 

(Elementary, K/8, Middle, High School) 

Classrooms observed and scored: 

 ELA Math Other Total 

Elementary 5 1 0 6 

Middle  10 4 1 15 

High School 6 6 2 14 

 

Items per 

category 

2 11 4 6 3 

 

Category 

Classroom 

Management 

Instructional 

Practice 

Expectations Student Act. & 

Behavior 

Climate 

 3 12 4 1 2 

 9 38 12 19 11 

 11 37 5 22 15 

 6 14 7 9 3 

 14 41 16 25 15 

 4 15 4 9 6 

Total Checks 53 175 56 96 62 

Max Possible 70 385 140 210 113 

Tot. in 

Percent 

76 percent 45 percent 40 percent 46 percent 55 percent 

 

The instruction observed varied widely with some pockets of excellence. Good classroom 

management was noted in 76 percent of the instances. At the same time, instructional practices 

such as appropriate pacing, planning, clarity of instructions, and activities that required student 

engagement were observed in only 45 percent of the classrooms. High expectations for students 

were observed in 40 percent of the classrooms. Engaged student activity and behavior was 

observed 46 percent of the time; and finally, positive instances of classroom climate were in 

evidence 55 percent of the time. 
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III. Assessment and Program Evaluation: The district and school leadership used student 

assessment results, local benchmarks, and other pertinent data to improve student achievement 

and inform all aspects of its decision-making including: policy development and 

implementation, instructional programs, assessment practices, procedures, and supervision. 

 

Standard Summary for Assessment and Program Evaluation 

The Webster School district effectively administered a variety of assessments for use in 

evaluating student performance and instructional effectiveness. The elementary level (K-2) was 

the most effective school in satisfying this need. The use of DIBELS and a variety of ancillary 

assessments were used to measure student progress. Results were also used in goal setting with 

staff and in staff evaluations. At the Middle School (3-6), the DIBELS and MCAS were used 

during the period under review, although the student performance on the MCAS was virtually 

unchanged. At the high school (7-12), assessments were not widely used to improve student and 

programmatic performance, although MCAS scores in Grade 10 showed an increase in 

performance during the period under review.  

District wide the use of data. had an impact on instructional programs and student resources. At 

the elementary level, the principal and the Title I coordinator used data to affect change. The 

principal gave teachers schedules and pacing charts to insure proper content coverage, and 

teacher goals and evaluations were connected to these assessments. A Reading Readiness grant 

resulted in the adoption of the SRA Open Court program in ELA, which was closely connected 

to state frameworks. 

The Title I program went through a restructuring period during the period under review. A 

reallocation of resources expanded Title I coverage and benefited more students. At the middle 

school, changes in the school day, a common planning time, and the introduction of benchmarks, 

specifically in the writing program, were the result of assessment data. In grades K-6 the 

Addison Wesley program in mathematics was adopted because of its close alignment with the 

state frameworks. 

At the high school, common midyears and finals in math and ELA, writing across the 

curriculum, and workshops in the long essay and open-ended questions were the results of 

assessment data. A change in the school day from block scheduling to 7, 45-minute periods 
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provided students with more academic contact time, although the time specifically devoted to 

math went from 90-45 minutes. District inclusion replaced the former pull out programs at all 

three levels. Support programs at the Middle School (PASS) and High School (Homework 

Haven and MCAS Tutor) addressed some students needs. 

A lack of professional development in the area of data analysis and a coordinated K-12 scope 

and sequence hindered alignment with State Frameworks and MCAS assessment. Data analysis 

responsibility was fragmented. In grade K-6 the principals and Title I director were responsible, 

while at the high school department chairs were the primary analysts. Results were not shared 

from level to level. This lack of vertical articulation further hindered progress in instructional 

and assessment programs. In most instances, interpretation was restricted to item analysis.  

Some positive changes were made, however, during the period under review. Improvements at 

the K-6 level, as stated, included the adoption of the SRA Open Court program in ELA in grades 

K-2 and the Addison Wesley Mathematics program in grades K-6. 

At the high school, there were attempts at narrowing the alignment gap with the introduction of 

common midyears and finals in English and math; a writing across the curriculum initiative; and 

the inclusion of MCAS skills in all content areas. The district had initiated the Research for 

Better Teaching model; external and internal audits; and an induction /mentoring program to 

narrow the gap in alignment of curriculum and improve performance in MCAS assessment. 

Although there were published curriculum guides in grades 3-12 in ELA, math and Science, the 

absence of K-12 benchmarks, course outlines and curriculum/assessment coordination prevented 

meaningful horizontal and vertical articulation.  

Preliminary Findings: 

• The district did not have benchmarks that were aligned with the curriculum frameworks in 

ELA, science, and math.  

• The district lacked an articulated curriculum in ELA, math, and science with benchmarks, 

vertical and horizontal articulation, and connections to the MCAS test frameworks in grades 

K-12. 

• The absence of a K-12 curriculum coordinator greatly hindered action steps at individual 

schools in complying with state frameworks and assessment.  
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• There was a lack of professional development by staff and administrators in assessment 

analysis present in the district. 

Indicators: 
1. District assessment policies and practices were characterized by the continuous collection, 

analysis, and use of student assessment results by district and school leadership.  

Evidence: Since the last evaluation, the district increased the practice of collection, analysis and 

use of students’ assessment results by district and school leadership. 

 

At the Park Elementary school, grades K-2, DIBELS was administered three times a year; 

GRADE was given two times a year; and the Scott Foresman Addison Wesley Massachusetts 

Math Diagnostic assessment two times a year. 

 

According to the interviewees, all second language learners in Kindergarten were screened upon 

entering the school through the use of the Dial 3 R program. In addition, the Massachusetts 

English Language Assessment-Oral (MELA-O) and special education programs were also used 

to assess second language learners in grades K-2. 

 

At the middle school level, grades 3-6, the MCAS test was the dominant assessment. In addition, 

the DIBELS and the Scott Foresman-Addison Wesley Math Diagnostic were used in grades 3, 4, 

and 5 and in ELA, Houghton Mifflin was used, along with the Horizons program in grades 3-6. 

  

At the high school, grades 7-12, the MCAS test was supplemented by several in house and 

external assessments. Although they purchased the Northwest Evaluation Association 

Assessment Program, which provided assessments in English, math, social studies, and science, 

the program was not administered during the review period. 

. 

At Grade 9 the ACT Explore was given to all students, while the PSAT, SAT, ACT, and 

Advanced Placement tests (AP) were taken on an elective basis. The English and math 

departments also had common mid-year and final examinations that were written by the 

respective departments. The ELA department’s assessments were reflective of some of the types 

of questions asked on the MCAS test. The Math mid-year and final examinations showed little 

correlation to the MCAS assessments. More problematic was the lack of effective analysis of 
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these assessments in the area of student achievement. The district had not had sufficient 

professional development in the area of assessment analysis. 

 

2. District and school leadership required all students to participate in all appropriate assessments. 

 

Evidence: The percentage of students taking the MCAS test matched the state average and 

showed an increase within Webster over the previous review period of 2001-2002. The 2005 

MCAS test results had yet to be provided by the state to Webster at the time of writing for this 

report 

 

For example, on the MCAS ELA test, participation for Grade 3 special education students 

reached 100 percent, compared to a previous range of 87-95 percent. And for LEP students, 

participation also reached 100 percent, compared to a previous range of 33-50 percent. On the 

Grade 8 MCAS math test, participation levels for all students ranged between 99 and 100 

percent, compared to the range of 94-100 percent in 2000-2002. 

 

3. Through the use of district-generated reporting instruments and report cards, district and school 

leaders implemented assessment systems to measure the attainment, progress, and effectiveness 

of goals. These assessment reports were focused on student achievement and were 

communicated to all appropriate staff and community members. 

 

Evidence: The use of assessment data varied from school to school. At the Park Elementary 

School, new curriculum programs in ELA and math were assessed on a regular basis. As stated, 

the DIBELS were administered three times a year; student achievement on this assessment was 

shared with teachers after each administration by a reading specialist and the K-2 elementary 

principal. The purpose of these conferences was to provide teachers with individual and group 

student achievement, enabling them to make the proper modifications.  

The Title I program coordinator in grades K-6 had been quite aggressive in analyzing and using 

data to affect instruction. The results of the MCAS assessment were broken down into different 

categories including: 1) areas of weakness, 2) patterns of weakness, and 3) areas of strength. 
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Student achievement data were then shared with classroom teachers, and a formal report was 

made to the school committee. In addition, student achievement data reflected in the results of 

the DIBELS, Horizons Program, Addison Wesley math program, and Houghton Mifflin ELA 

program were analyzed on a regular basis. 

At the middle school student achievement reflected in the MCAS test, DIBELS, Horizons, 

Addison Wesley math, and ELA Houghton Mifflin were shared with staff. The introduction of 

common planning time at each grade, and the expansion of the writing/reading block to 90 

minutes were positive consequences of this data. 

 

At the Bartlett Junior/Senior High School, the principal indicated that their three-year goal was 

to align the ELA, math, and science curriculums with the Massachusetts Frameworks. The 

change in curriculum, according to the high school principal, was 80 percent data driven. MCAS 

tests were analyzed and shared with staff at department meetings. Areas of weakness were 

highlighted and funds were provided to work on these weaknesses during summer curriculum 

workshops. The newly adjusted, or modified curriculum, was then shared with the rest of the 

staff in early September of the following year.  

  

A major issue in assessment analysis in grades K-12 was the lack of training and reporting across 

the curriculum. The analysis of data varied from level to level; at the K-6 level, the elementary 

principal, Title I director, and middle school principal were responsible. At the high school level, 

department chairs, not adequately trained in data analysis, were only doing an item analysis with 

their staff members. 

  

4. In addition to the MCAS test, the district and school leadership regularly used local benchmarks 

and other assessment tools to measure student progress and analyzed and disseminated the 

results in a timely manner to appropriate staff. 

 

Evidence: As stated, a number of formative and summative assessments were used to focus on 

student achievement; however, these reports were limited to item analysis and were not 

adequately disaggregated. Information shared with the community was not always accurate. For 
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example, the superintendent, in his monthly newsletter, reported district wide MCAS test results, 

which proved to be only preliminary data. 

At the K-2 level the Open Court in ELA and the Addison Wesley program in math provided 

benchmarks that paralleled their units and were used by the staff as benchmarks. In grades 3-6, 

the Addison Wesley program in math and the Houghton Mifflin program in ELA were used to 

provide benchmarks. In addition, the middle school began to write benchmarks in grades 3-6, 

specifically in the area of writing. 

Curriculum guides in grades 3-12 in the areas of ELA, math, and science consisted of goals and 

assessments that reflected the state frameworks in each content area, but lacked comprehensive 

benchmarks. 

At the high school level, the CMP was used in grades 7 and 8 and could have provided 

appropriate benchmarks, but the district used only four of the ten prescribed units. Common mid-

year and final examinations were written by members of the ELA and math departments, but had 

very little in common with the MCAS assessment. The high school principal did indicate, 

however, that MCAS test alignment was now the goal of all new curriculum documents and 

summer curriculum workshops. An examination of the accepted proposals for summer 

curriculum, however, revealed a mosaic of non-aligned topics. The high school also administered 

the PSAT, SAT, SAT II, ACT, and AP assessments on an elective basis, but the results of these 

national exams were not analyzed. In summary, there was a lack of district-developed 

benchmarks, the exception being the writing benchmarks in grades 3-6. In addition, there was an 

absence of vertical and horizontal articulation, and an additional lack of a content based scope 

and sequence in grades 3-12.  

 

5. The district and school leadership used student assessment results and other pertinent data to 

measure the effectiveness of instructional and support programs. 

 

Evidence: The use of student assessment results was used to measure the effectiveness of 

instructional and support programs. At the K-6 level, mandatory programs such as the SRA Open 

Court used in grades K-3 were evaluated by state mandate. The results of the Open Court audit 

were very helpful and included the recommendations: 1) to purchase an intensive intervention 
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model; 2) to provide more professional development in the area of assessment; 3) to integrate 

technology into the curriculum and; 4) to expand coaching positions in the classroom. 

 

Beyond mandatory evaluations, instructional programs were evaluated informally by in house 

personnel. As stated, the Addison Wesley Math, Open Court, and Houghton Mifflin ELA 

programs had built in assessment models to analyze student comprehension.  

 

The restructured Title I grades K-6 program increased the presence of Title I staff by expanding 

to 17 part time Title I teachers. At the middle school, DIBELS, GRADE, Horizons, and PASS 

were used to provide student support. 

 

At the high school level, MCAS Tutor and Homework Haven provided additional support. 

MCAS tutor was a remedial program for students who needed additional help based on the 

results of the grades 7 and 10 MCAS tests. Homework Haven was an after school support 

program staffed by volunteer teachers that lasted for one hour. A late bus was provided for those 

students who took advantage of this offering. 

  

According to interviewees, there was no support program for non-white students that would 

motivate them to take the more rigorous honors and AP courses. Interviewees also stated that 

additional guidance support was needed in Grade 7 to help student make informed decisions, 

especially in choices in the math and science curriculum. 

 

6. The district and school leadership regularly engaged in internal and external audits or 

assessments to inform the effectiveness of its program implementation and service delivery 

systems. The data from these assessments were provided to all appropriate staff. 

 

Evidence: The district engaged in a number of mandated and voluntary audits. Mandated audits 

included The Reading First Grant and Full Day Kindergarten Grant in grades K-2. At the middle 

school, The 21ST Century Grant and the reorganization of the Title I program were evaluated. 

  

There was a voluntary technology audit done by Fresh Pond-Sun Associates, which, in essence, 

provided a blueprint for hardware and software needs in the Webster School System. 
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Contributions from local businesses and a state technology enhancement grant helped to meet the 

goals of this needs assessment. During this review period, however, there was no full time 

coordinator for technology in the Webster School district. Consultants and part time technicians 

attempted to meet the technology needs of the district.  

 

In grades 3-6, an internal assessment was done of the health curriculum by a faculty member. An 

educational consultant conducted an audit of the Title I program. Since January of 2004, the Title 

I director indicated that they did not have an external audit done, and instead, relied on their own 

internal audits. According to the Title I director the results of these internal audits were presented 

to the superintendent and school committee, outlining assessment results and recommendations 

for improvement. As a result, for the year 2004, the Title I coordinator highlighted the need for 

programs in math and ELA for parents who had limited ability in these areas. The goal was to 

get parents to have some ownership of the curriculum so they could help their children at home. 

 

At the high school, informal internal audits were customary in ELA and math. In ELA, it was 

decided to incorporate long essays and open-ended questions into department assessments 

because of the poor performance of students in these areas on the MCAS test. Two instructors 

from South County Association of Middle Schools (SCAMS) conducted workshops for grades 7-

12. In addition, John Collins was contracted to provide content in the area of writing across the 

curriculum. According to the high school principal, this resulted in requiring a five-paragraph 

essay two times a year and for ELA staff five times a year.  

 

7. The district and school leadership annually reviewed student assessment results and other 

pertinent data to maximize effectiveness in assigning staff, prioritizing goals, and allocating time 

and resources. 

 

Evidence: Assessment results were not a consideration in assigning staff in grades K-12. They 

were used, however, to reallocate staff and to allocate time and resources.  

 

A major staff development offering that included assessment and instruction was the Research 

for Better Teaching program. More than fifty percent of the Webster staff was enrolled in Phase I 
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of this program; the remainder of the staff will be trained during Phases II and III. All 

administrators were trained. 

 

At the K-2 level, the principal indicated that in the spring of 2005 she formulated schedules for 

the fall of 2005. Prior to this time teachers did not have schedules and spent as much time on 

specific areas as they deemed necessary. These elementary schedules were prescriptive and 

allocated specific time periods for each content area. In addition, teachers were also provided 

with pacing charts. The principal also indicated that the school went to a pure inclusion model, 

which enabled special education resources to be divided among all classes. 

 

The elementary guidance counselor indicated that resources were also allocated for parent 

support programs in Spanish and Portuguese, because of the rise in citizens from Latin America. 

 

As stated, the Title I director indicated that six full time Title I teachers were increased to 17 part 

time teachers, each working three and a half hours per day. This reallocation enabled superior 

coverage of classrooms in grades K-6. This was also necessitated by the fact that the middle 

school went to a pure inclusion model. The 17 part time Title I staff were all certified. Funding 

was also provided for an ABA autism expert to serve the K-6 population. Two reading first 

literacy coordinators were hired for grades K-3. 

 

At the middle school, the principal indicated that all grade level teachers had a common planning 

time. In addition, math and ELA instruction were expanded to 90-minute blocks. A collaborative 

after school program with adult education provided services for students at risk in grades 3 and 

4. In addition, the PASS program was also implemented as a result of a 21st Century grant. A 

literacy and math consultant were also employed by the system to focus specifically on MCAS 

test results. 

 

At the high school, the principal indicated that the school had gone from block scheduling to 

seven 45-minute periods per day. The reason was a lack of adequate staff to support block 

scheduling. In some instances grades 7 and 8 students were taking only two courses a day and 

were placed in 90-minute studies. A consequence of this change was that math instruction was 

reduced from 90 minutes to 45 minutes in grades 7 and 8. An additional semester course in 
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reading was added to support the ELA program. Additional programs were also instituted at the 

high school in support of students; for example, Homework Haven was added to the school day. 

The high school also conducted a program with Job Corps in which students could leave school 

and go work at Job Corps and earn their high school diploma through Webster. For students who 

dropped out of school before graduation, an exit interview was held, appraising students of their 

options. The director of adult education was also part of the exit team, informing students of 

requirements for the GED program. 

 

8. District and school leadership routinely used program evaluation results to initiate, modify, or 

discontinue programs and services to continuously improve the delivery of instruction and 

student achievement. 

 

Evidence: District and school leadership used program evaluation to improve the delivery of 

instruction. However, as indicated by interviewees, the lack of program evaluations in math, 

science and ELA and a cogent scope and sequence hindered efforts towards alignment with the 

State Frameworks. 

 

As stated, at the K-2 level, a Reading First grant was awarded to the district and the SRA Open 

Court program was chosen to implement this program. At the K-6 level, the Addison Wesley-

Scott Foresman program was implemented because it corresponded with the Massachusetts State 

Frameworks; the previous Mimosa program was deemed inadequate. A program in differentiated 

instruction was introduced to improve the delivery of content at the K-3 level and in special 

education classrooms for grades 4-12. All K-3 staff was provided with training, along with 

special education staff in grades 4-12. The PASS Program was implemented in grades 3-12. 

  

A Title I restructuring grant resulted in increased Title I support in grades K-6. The Princeton 

Review was also hired by the Title I program to provide support for students specifically in the 

area of MCAS math. The Houghton Mifflin ELA program proved ineffective in grades 3-6 and 

the principal and staff were reviewing options. MCAS tutor was added at the high school to 

respond to low MCAS test scores in grades 7-10.  
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IV. Human Resource Management and Professional Development: The district identified, 

attracted and recruited effective personnel, and structured its environment to support, develop, 

improve, promote and retain qualified and effective professional staff who were successful in 

advancing achievement for all students. 

 

Standard Summary for Human Resource Management and Professional Development 

The Webster School district followed an established process in recruiting and hiring the best 

possible candidates for the vacancies that existed during the period under review. EQA 

examiners found that all the administrators and 153 of the 154 teachers in the district possessed 

Department of Education licenses. The district had received waivers for the two teachers 

instructing outside their area of certification and the teacher who had not yet been licensed and 

encouraged all three to work toward certification. 

The district had a mentoring program in place for the teachers new to Webster during the period 

under review but no official induction program existed for new administrators. EQA examiners 

also found that Webster placed high priority on retaining its effective teachers by regularly 

recognizing their accomplishments and promoting from within its ranks. Professional 

development opportunities were school-based except for the district-wide initiative of Successful 

Teacher training. There was, however, a lack of training and/or professional development 

opportunities in data analysis. 

The administrative evaluations were goal-oriented, but there was no evidence in the evaluations 

that the principals were accountable for the improvement of student achievement. Teacher 

evaluations were not timely and generally lacked instructive comments especially in the areas of 

student achievement and professional development plans. The funding for both supervision and 

professional development was not sufficient. 

Preliminary Findings: 

• The EQA examiners found that all of the administrators and 153 out of the 154 teachers in 

the district possessed DOE licenses; a waiver had been received for the teacher who did not 

possess licensing and who had been encouraged to acquire proper licensure. 

• Teachers had a formal mentoring program, but new administrators’ mentoring was informal. 



  129 

• The district regularly recognized teacher accomplishments and promoted them from within 

its ranks. 

• The district’s professional development program did not include data analysis or the use of 

item analysis and/or the analysis of disaggregated data. 

• Teacher evaluations were generally not instructive, most comments were descriptive or 

congratulatory in nature, and few had statements about ways to improve professionally and in 

overall effectiveness. 

• Administrative evaluations were goal-oriented, but did not hold principals accountable for 

improvement of student achievement.  

 

Indicators: 

1. The district’s policies and practices for the identification, recruitment, and selection of 

professional staff resulted in the employment of an effective teaching force that advanced student 

achievement. 

 

Evidence: The district believed that the process of identifying, recruiting, and selecting 

professional staff resulted in the hiring of an effective teaching and administrative force. 

 

Policy File GCE, Professional Staff Recruiting, indicated that it was the responsibility of the 

superintendent to determine the personnel needs of the school system and the responsibility of 

the principals, in consultation with the superintendent, to determine the staffing needs of their 

school. During the interview process with the superintendent and the three district principals, the 

superintendent indicated that the hiring philosophy was to “think of an upgrade” and hire the best 

possible person. The principals agreed that financial constraints were not placed on them during 

the hiring process. 

 

Once a vacancy was determined, the district advertised locally and through the regional 

Worcester Telegram and Gazette, as well as through the Internet and principals’ networking 

channels for potential candidates to apply through the central office. Once all applications were 

received, the superintendent eliminated those not certified or not qualified for the position and 

forwarded all remaining candidates to the respective principal. At the elementary school and the 
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middle school, the principals formed grade level “interview teams,” who reviewed the resumes, 

and then interviewed the best candidates, eventually sending the “candidate of choice” to the 

superintendent. At the junior/senior high school, the principal reviewed the candidate pool, 

interviewed promising candidates with the respective department head, and sent the “candidate 

of choice” to the superintendent. The superintendent then interviewed the final candidate, 

performed a credentials and CORI check, and officially appointed the candidate at the 

appropriate salary level. The superintendent informed the EQA team that he always kept the 

school committee members informed of his choices by his weekly newsletter and/or regular bi-

weekly meetings. He also stated that the qualities he looks for in his new staff were academic 

preparation, experience, ability to motivate students, and quality of references. Principals 

assigned new teachers and attempted to match the teacher’s strengths with the specific 

assignment. 

 

The superintendent informed the EQA team that when a vacancy existed for a principal position 

in the district, a screening committee of parents, teachers, and community members was formed 

who selected and interviewed the candidates. After selecting the top two or three candidates, the 

administrative team then conducted the final interviews and recommended the finalist to the 

superintendent. The final candidate was then visited at his/her school by a representative group 

of people before the final decision was made. 

 

2. All professional staff had appropriate Massachusetts licensure. 

 

Evidence: The district data on certification of its professional staff showed that 153 of the 154 

teachers in the district possessed appropriate Massachusetts licensure. Two certified teachers 

were teaching in areas in which they were not certified. These two teachers and the teacher 

working without certification had been granted appropriate waivers for the past two years.  

 

All eight district administrators had appropriate licensure and 13 of the district’s 39 instructional 

aides or paraprofessionals were “highly qualified.” 
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3. In the event of unfilled positions, professional staff members were hired on professional waivers 

and were provided mentoring and support to attain the standard of substantial annual progress 

toward appropriate licensure. 

 

Evidence: When asked by the EQA team what support the district had given the individuals not 

yet certified in their teaching area, the superintendent indicated that each had been provided a 

mentor during their first year of employment, in the same way that all new teachers were 

provided mentors. However, no other specific district support, financial or otherwise, was 

offered to these people other than moral support that each do his/her best in acquiring licensure 

as soon as possible.  

 

4. The district provided teachers and administrators who were new to the district or their 

assignments with coaches or mentors in their respective roles and included an initial orientation 

which addressed the importance of the assessment and use of student data. 

 

Evidence: During interviews, the district’s administrators stated the district had had a mentoring 

program during the review period. After a teacher was hired, he/she was invited to an all day 

orientation program conducted before the start of classes by the respective principal and the 

newly assigned mentor. At that meeting, they addressed the importance of assessment and use of 

student data.  

 

The assignment of the specific mentor was the responsibility of the principal. Each school varied 

in its matching rationale. At the junior/senior high school, the mentor was purposely not a 

member of the teacher’s department. At the elementary school, the mentor was matched by grade 

level, and at the middle school, the mentor was not a grade level teacher. In each case, however, 

the mentor and mentee were required to meet at least once a week throughout the school year to 

review the week; both would also regularly meet with the respective principal. 

 

The district provided stipends for the mentors and differentiated the stipends by trained or not-

trained status. The high school mentors had gone through a three-day training program and the 

mentors at the other two schools had not yet had specific mentoring training. The EQA team was 
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also informed that ideally a mentor was assigned only one mentee but, in the past, several 

mentors had to be assigned more than one mentee for a given school year. 

 

The mentoring program for administrators new to the district was informal; however, the EQA 

team was informed by the superintendent that these individuals had their mentoring needs met by 

regular meetings with him and by working closely and regularly with all of the other members of 

the administrative team. 

 

5. The district’s professional development programs included development of data analysis skills 

and the use of item analysis and disaggregated data to address all students’ achievement. 

 

Evidence: The district’s professional development programs did not include any programs that 

trained teachers or administrators in data analysis. In addition, there were no official professional 

development programs available in the use of item analysis or the analysis of disaggregated data.  

 

During the interview process, however, the district administrators indicated that they felt 

comfortable analyzing assessment data and stated that they shared their knowledge with teachers. 

The EQA team was told that the literacy coach at the middle school and the reading specialist at 

the elementary school had knowledge of TestWiz and shared this knowledge with the respective 

teachers. Also, the new middle school principal indicated he had been trained in data analysis in 

his previous district. 

 

Nonetheless, there was little evidence that the district’s disaggregated data, that of its two major 

subgroups, low income comprising 48 percent of the student population and special education, 

making up 16 percent, was analyzed on a regular basis. The single exception was the K-6 Title I 

coordinator. 

 

6. The district’s human resources policies and practices encouraged professional growth and 

recognition and placed high priority on retaining effective professional staff and on creating 

promotional opportunities for effective teachers. 
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Evidence: Several policy files found in the district’s Policy Manual encouraged administrators in 

the district to recruit, hire, and retain qualified and competent personnel. Some of these policies 

were: GCE- Professional Staff Recruiting; GCF- Professional Staff Hiring; GBD- School 

Committee- Staff Communications; GA- Personnel Policies Goals; and GBA- Equal 

Employment Opportunity. 

  

The district’s professional development opportunities during the review period were primarily 

school-based wit the exception of the district-wide initiative of the Skillful Teacher through 

Research for Better Teaching (RBT). All professional development opportunities, however, were 

geared towards encouraging the professional growth of the individual teacher. This was true 

whether it was a school-wide classroom behavioral seminar for all teachers at the Park Avenue 

School, an Asperger’s Syndrome Training session, a harassment seminar at the middle school, or 

writing across the curriculum workshop for all teachers at the junior/senior high school. 

 

Through the interview process, the EQA team learned that the district worked diligently in 

recognizing the good work of teachers by regularly acknowledging their accomplishments at 

school committee meetings, which were broadcast on the local cable television station. Also, the 

district newsletter provided one or two pages of teacher recognition, and a QuoVadis grant of 

$1,500 was awarded annually to an outstanding teacher in the district. 

 

The EQA team learned that the district turnover during the review period was about six percent, 

or ten teachers per year, and the superintendent indicated that the majority of those were from 

teachers retiring from the district. The team was also informed that the district provided 

promotional opportunities within the professional staff in recent years and all the lead teachers, 

curriculum specialists, department heads, and assistant principals came from within the teaching 

staff.  

  

7. The district’s professional development program was informed by most or all of the following: 

the instructional program content; student, teacher, and administrator needs as indicated by 

program assessments; research-based practices; the staff evaluation process; and student 

achievement data. 
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Evidence: As a result of the 2003 EQA report, the district focused their professional 

development opportunities on the district-wide initiative in the Research for Better Teaching 

(RBT) program. The initiative required all district teachers and administrators to complete the 

Skillful Teacher course within the 2005-07 timeline. By the start of the 2005-06 school year, 

approximately half of the district’s teachers (85) and all of the district’s administrators had 

completed the course. 

  

Principals had been instructed to organize professional development opportunities for their staff 

during the review period based on goals from the DIP and/or SIP, assessment data, specific 

school needs, as well as, those that encouraged collaborative problem-solving. 

  

During the review period, the district’s school-based professional development opportunities 

varied from short-term workshops or seminars to multi-session long-term programs. Examples of 

short-term programs offered by the district during the review period included workshops on 

working across the curriculum, teaching in an inclusionary classroom for junior/senior high 

school teachers, training in Asperger’s Syndrome, training in harassment, behavioral training, 

and the Priority School Initiative for the K-6 teachers. Longer-term professional development 

programs offered by the district included an NEASC accreditation update committee at the high 

school, Reading First training for teachers at Park Avenue School, and technology in the 

classroom training for the middle school teachers. 

 

The district continued to support its staff financially in individual professional growth. Using the 

University of Massachusetts course fee structure as the standard reimbursement amount, district 

teachers had no limit to the number of courses that they could take at local colleges and/or 

universities and the reimbursement amount. 

  

Although the list of professional development opportunities during the review period was 

somewhat lengthy, emphasis on analyzing student achievement data and research-based practices 

were absent. 
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8. Changes in the expectations for programs and practice were monitored and supported by 

changed supervision and evaluation standards and in the professional development plans of 

professional staff.  

 

Evidence: The EQA team found through both the review of district documents and from 

interviews with district administrators and teachers that changes were made during the review 

period that reflected systemic shifts in the district. Examples of these changes include a change 

in  the teacher contract that mandated that goal setting was based on data from student 

assessments; teachers also were required to enumerate how they were to achieve the goals they 

had set for themselves; the Reading First initiative was implemented at the Park Avenue School; 

training in the Successful Teacher program was mandated for all the district’s professional staff; 

and a walk-through process with feedback sheets was initiated by all the district’s principals. 

 

9. The district’s evaluation procedure for administrators’ performance was aligned with the 

requirements of the Education Reform Act, was informative and instructive, and was used to 

promote individual growth and overall effectiveness. Compensation and continued employment 

were linked to evidence of effectiveness, as measured by improvement in student performance 

and other relevant school data.  

 

Evidence: The district’s administrative evaluation procedure was based on the requirements of 

the law and included each of the qualities of Effective Administrative Leadership defined in the 

statute. Space was provided for comments on areas needing improvement; the summary section 

included space for commendations and recommendations. In a review of teachers’ evaluations, 

the EQA found that few comments were instructive and that most were descriptive, but generally 

did not have statements about improvement and overall effectiveness. 

  

During the interviewing process, the superintendent reported to the EQA team that he met with 

each administrator in June of each year to establish goals for the upcoming year. In September, 

those goals were reaffirmed, and the superintendent observed, both formally and informally, the 

work of each administrator in the succeeding months. He stated that continued employment for 

each administrator was based on accomplishing the goals set earlier in the year. Salary increases 

were conditioned on performance according to an incremental scale from one percent to five 
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percent. The superintendent also stated that each administrative evaluation was “exclusively 

based on data analysis of student achievement;” however, there was little evidence in the review 

of all the administrative evaluations that student achievement scores were directly linked to 

salary increases or continued employment in the district.  

  

Administrators expressed general satisfaction with the evaluation procedure used by the 

superintendent and felt it was conducted in a fair and objective manner. They were also aware 

that if an administrator failed to improve, he/she would not have his/her contract renewed. 

 

The superintendent was aware that an evaluation for the district’s business manager had never 

been completed. He also was aware that many of his comments on the administrative evaluations 

were reiterations of previous evaluations, but he felt that they were valid statements. 

 

10. The district’s evaluation procedure for teachers’ performance was aligned with the requirements 

of the Education Reform Act and was informative and instructive and used to promote individual 

growth and overall effectiveness. The district provided opportunities for additional professional 

development and support to struggling teachers. After following due process, the district took 

action against persistently low-performing teachers. 

 

Evidence: The evaluation procedure used for teachers during the review period was aligned with 

the requirements of Education Reform. According to district administrators, all non-professional 

status teachers were evaluated each year until they reached professional status, and professional 

status teachers were evaluated every other year. However, of the 42 teacher folders randomly 

selected for the EQA review and reviewed by the EQA team, only 14 were timely in nature. Of 

the eight non-professional status teachers in the sample, only three had been evaluated both years 

of the review period. In four cases, no evaluations were found for teachers who had been in the 

district from four to eight years. And in four cases, professional status teachers had not been 

evaluated since at least 2001. 

 

In the folders of teachers who had been evaluated during the review period, only seven 

evaluations included instructive comments. Most of the comments were descriptive or 
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congratulatory and few had statements about improvement of professional growth and overall 

effectiveness. 

 

Although the principals stated during the interview sessions that evaluations for district teachers 

were data driven and that they had met and established goals with all of their teachers, the 

personnel folders did not show evidence of those claims. 

 

Principals stated that struggling teachers had been helped in several different ways during the 

review period, from mandating attendance at a classroom management seminar to changing the 

grade level taught to better use his or her skills. 

 

The EQA team was also informed that several low-performing teachers were not rehired or were 

“counseled to retire” during the review period. Each principal stated that each teacher who did 

not return had an exit conference with the principal. The district submitted an exit interview 

procedure with its paperwork prior to the on-site visit that included a sample write-up of the 

interview conducted by the principal. However, exit interview paperwork could not be found and 

district’s principals stated that they ordinarily did not write-up their exit interviews. 

  

11. Administrators in the district were held accountable for improving student achievement in their 

respective assignments as reflected in performance reviews and for the implementation of an 

effective staff supervision program that considered student performance and student achievement 

data.  

 

Evidence: Administrators stated in interviews that during the review period their performances 

were largely based on improvement of student achievement scores. The superintendent stated 

that his administrators knew the parameters of their respective performance reviews and that 

their salary increases were based on performance related to attaining the goals they each had set.  

 

However, in the review of the evaluations of all the district’s administrators and of the 42 

teachers, little evidence was found that principals were held accountable for improving student 

achievement scores in their evaluation from the superintendent. In addition, little evidence was 
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found that the principals considered student performance and student achievement data in writing 

the evaluations of their teachers.  

 

12. The district’s employment (human resources), supervision, and professional development 

processes were linked and supported by appropriate levels of funding. 

Evidence: The EQA team was informed by both the superintendent and the district’s business 

manager that starting with the 2004-05 school year one percent of the annual budget, or 

approximately $140,000, was earmarked for professional development, curriculum development, 

and improving student assessment. Although this amount of funding has improved the 

professional development budget, it was not sufficient to meet the needs of the district in its 

staffing or supervision areas. 

 

All interviewees admitted that funding for adequate staffing and supervision has not been 

realized and that the first and greatest need in the area was to hire a dean of students or assistant 

principal for the Park Avenue School so that the principal could devote more time to being the 

instructional leader of the school. It was also stated that the number of special education teachers 

would have to be significantly increased in order for the full inclusionary model, recently 

adopted for all the district’s schools, to be successful. 
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V. Access, Participation, and Student Academic Support: The district provided quality 

programs for all students that were comprehensive, accessible and rigorous. Student academic 

support services and district discipline and behavior practices addressed the needs of all 

students. The district was effective in maintaining high rates of attendance for students and 

staff and retained the participation of students through graduation. 

 

Standard Summary for Access, Participation and Student Academic Support 

Although the administration and staff used aggregated MCAS data and item analysis, 

administrators and teachers generally did not disaggregate MCAS data by subgroup. Webster’s 

two major subgroups were economically disadvantaged students and students with special needs. 

The district increased the number and quality of formative assessments given at grades K-6, but 

the district continued to rely on teacher-made formative assessments in grades 6-12 which lacked 

consistency and formality.  

Discipline referrals, suspensions, and retentions were high, yet the district has not yet analyzed 

their student data to determine whether the practices were fair and equitable for subgroup 

populations. The district’s reliance on out-of-school suspensions in grades 6-12 further increased 

students’ rates of absenteeism and the need for retention in the upper grades. Although the 

district has made efforts to make improvement in the aggregate, the district has not yet focused 

on efforts to close the achievement gap between student subgroups. 

Teachers in grades K-2 did not generally collaborate with grade three teachers to analyze MCAS 

results in reading proficiency at the end of Grade 3. The district primarily focused on how to 

raise the performance of low achieving students and made little progress in challenging more 

students at the high end of the performance spectrum. The district has not yet begun to analyze 

the impact of high staff absenteeism on improved student achievement.  

Preliminary Findings: 

• Although the administration and staff used aggregated MCAS data item analysis, 

administrators and teachers generally did not disaggregate MCAS data by subgroup. 

• Discipline referrals, suspensions, and retentions remained high, yet the district had not yet 

analyzed student data to determine whether practices were fair and equitable for subgroup 

populations. 
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• Interviewees indicated that the district’s lack of in-school suspension significantly raised out-

of school suspension rates and further increased student absenteeism; although efforts had 

been made to make improvement in the aggregate, efforts were not focused on closing the 

achievement gap between student subgroups. 

• The district did not analyze the impact of high teacher absenteeism on student performance 

and achievement. 

 

Indicators: 

 

1. The district administration and staff used aggregated and disaggregated student achievement data 

on student participation and achievement to adjust instruction and policies for at-risk populations 

and provided additional programs and supports to assist their progress and academic 

achievement. 

 

Evidence: Although district administration used aggregated student achievement data to adjust 

instruction, the use of disaggregated MCAS test data for subgroup populations was minimal in 

Webster. Furthermore, the skill to disaggregate MCAS test data was not widespread. Teachers 

did not participate in disaggregating MCAS data. No formal training in TestWiz was offered by 

the district, and skills were primarily limited to the principals, the Title I and math consultant, 

and the ELA and math department heads at the secondary level. Principals, primarily responsible 

for this task, told the EQA examiners that they did not have formal training and “were on their 

own” in analyzing the data and using it to adjust instruction for students. In general, since the 

MCAS test scores of all students in every category were not making AYP in ELA and math, an 

effort was made to raise the achievement of all students, without respect to subgroup status.  

 

In grades K-2, much effort was made through a Reading First Grant to develop teacher skills by 

the end of 2005, in the use of administering and analyzing the DIBELS and GRADE assessments 

or VAT data. By analyzing this VAT data, the district personnel could demonstrate that students 

were making progress in ELA through Grade 3. According to DOE data, the percentage of 

students who scored in the ‘Proficient’ category in Grade 3 reading increased from 44 percent in 

2001 to 59 percent in 2004.  
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Overall, according to the MCAS Four-Year Overview written by the superintendent and sent to 

the administrative team and the school committee, dated October 6, 2005, MCAS test data in 

ELA showed a ‘relatively flat improvement line’ beginning in Grade 3, continuing to Grade 4, 

and appearing again in Grade 7. According to this document, progress in Grade 10 could be seen 

in both the reduction in the percent of students in the ‘Warning’ category and the increase of 

students in the ‘Proficient’ category. This could also be seen in the reduction in the percent of 

students in the ‘Warning’ category from 18 percent in 2002 to 2 percent in 2005, in the increase 

in the percent of students in the ‘Proficient’ category from 33 percent in 2002 to 49 percent in 

2005 and in the increase in the percent of students in the ‘Advanced’ category from 7 percent in 

2002 to 12 percent in 2005. 

 

However, in math, progress in grades 3-10 was weak from 2002 to 2005. Improvement could 

been seen at grade 4 where students in the ‘Advanced’ category increased from 1 percent to 11 

percent; those in the ‘Proficient ‘ category increased from 13 percent to 24 percent; and those in 

the ‘Warning’ category decreased from 37 percent to 18 percent. Progress in grade 6 continued 

and students in the ‘Advanced’ category increased from 1 percent to 5 percent; students in the 

‘Proficient’ category increased from 11 percent to 25 percent; and students in the ‘Warning’ 

category decreased from 58 percent to 28 percent. According to MCAS scores, little change 

occurred in Grade 8 from 2002-2005. In Grade 10, students in the ‘Advanced’ category increased 

from 14 percent to 26 percent; those in the ‘Proficient’ category increased from 24 percent to 33 

percent; and those in the ‘Failing’ category decreased from 30 percent to 10 percent. In science, 

the pattern of improvement across grades 5 and 8 was relatively flat. 

 

2. At each grade level, the district used formative assessments and summative data to identify all 

students who did not meet expectations and provided these students with supplementary and/or 

remedial services that resulted in improved academic achievement and MCAS test proficiency. 

 

Evidence: School-wide training began in grades K-2 at the Park Avenue School and at Grade 3 

at the Webster Middle School, in the use of formative and summative assessments to identify all 

students who did not meet reading expectations. The district researched and purchased one of the 

Reading First Grant’s recommendations, the SRA Open Court series, an example of a 

scientifically research based reading series for grades K-3. The district also hired a literacy coach 
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and reading specialist to support teachers in the process of instructional change. For 2005, the 

district restructured the Title I grant to put seventeen part time Title I tutors, all certified, at each 

grade level to provide supplemental or remedial services in ELA, using interventions from Open 

Court, the Horizons Program, or the ERI program.  

 

In addition, the school district began the process of updating training and instruction in math. 

The district started to purchase the Addison Wesley MCAS based math series for grades K, 3, 4, 

and 5 in 2004 and for grades 1, 2, and 6 in 2005. Supplemental funds from Title I were used to 

purchase math manipulatives and, in 2004, to provide content and instructional training in math. 

At the end of 2003, the district also hired a math consultant to guide, model, and coach updated 

teaching strategies in math at the elementary and middle schools.  

 

At grades 7 and 8, selected units from the Connected Mathematics Program were used, but the 

number of units taught was far fewer than what was recommended by TERC; this prevented 

vertical alignment of the curriculum in math. Secondly, when block scheduling was eliminated at 

the secondary level, the time spent for learning math at the middle school was reduced to 45 

minutes per day, and grades 7 and 8 were forced into a high school schedule. 

 

In 2003, the superintendent created a communication and strategic planning task force to address 

not only the ramifications of the November 2003 EQA report but also the 2003 probation status 

of the NEASC report at the high school level. Administrators in the district were encouraged to 

organize in order to write additional grants. One example of a community effort was the writing 

and receipt of a 21st Century Grant which, among other interventions, created the PASS program 

which provided additional time for learning to students in grades 3 and 4 who were falling 

behind. At the middle school level Title I funds were shifted to focus on extra support for 

students in grades 5 and 6, beginning in 2005-2006. At the high school, a program called 

Homework Haven was begun for students who needed extra help, and late buses were provided 

in each school so that students could take advantage of more time for learning after school hours. 

 

In June 2005, the district purchased a software system from NWEA for $23,000 that provided 

formative and summative testing and could be accessed on school computers to demonstrate 
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student progress in all core subject areas. This program correlated with MCAS testing. However, 

as of the onsite visit, this software was not yet up and running.  

 

3. Early intervention programs in literacy were provided at the primary education level to ensure 

that all students were reading at the ‘Proficient’ level on the MCAS test by the end of Grade 4. 

 

Evidence: Webster provided integrated preschool services in both half and full day sessions 

through the special education department. These services have always been located at the high 

school. Webster was able to provide full time Kindergarten for all students; the district was in the 

process of seeking NAYEC or the equivalent certification to support the Kindergarten program 

at the time of the visit. According to the elementary principal, the Kindergarten program was 

restructured starting in 2003, from the furniture through the curriculum to provide an appropriate 

developmental experience for Kindergarten students. The district issued a home-language survey 

for all families entering the school system and switched from using the Brigance Screening to 

DIAL-3 to ascertain additional information on all Kindergarten students.  

 

The district purchased and implemented the SRA Open Court ELA program in 2003. As required 

by the Reading First grant, the district trained teachers to implement a system of formative and 

summative assessments in reading to be administered frequently to ascertain which students need 

interventions, a function also provided in the Open Court series. By restructuring the Title I 

program and rewriting the grant, the district was able to employ seventeen certified Title I tutors 

who work 3.5 hours per day, instead of seven full time Title I teachers. Based on the analysis of 

last year’s progress, the district implemented Tier 3 of its Reading First model and purchased 

deeper intervention packages that correlated with the SRA series. The Title I tutors receive 

ongoing training as they begin to implement the program in 2005-2006. Unfortunately, this 

additional intervention system was not yet implemented at the time of the EQA onsite visit on 

October 24-27, 2005. 

 

Although all Grade 3 students were located at the new Webster Middle School, which was just 

opened in 2005, all Grade 3 teachers participated in the Open Court implementation training. 

Based on classroom observations, the teachers in Grade 3 were beginning to change instructional 

practices including the strategies described in a ‘guided reading system.’ The teachers used the 
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Developmental Reading Assessments (DRA) to assess reading levels and WRAP to create a 

reading/writing profile at grades 4-6. Teachers wrote an Individualized Student Support 

Improvement Plan (ISSIP) for each student, whether or not they were at risk according to MCAS 

testing. According to the principal, reading scores dipped at Grade 3 in 2004-2005. In addition, 

the principal noted that based on the analysis of Grade 3 reading scores, the teachers lengthened 

reading blocks and added more direct vocabulary instruction using strategies from Isabel Beck’s 

book, Bringing Vocabulary to Life. Word walls were evident in classroom observations and 

teachers were dedicating more time to direct instruction of reading comprehension and writing 

skills for both the long essay and open-ended questions. In math, 2003 was the first year of 

updated content training and training in the best teaching strategies. In grades K-6, the teachers 

were beginning to use the Addison Wesley/Scott Foresman Massachusetts Diagnostic 

Interventions to assess progress. However, even though the Addison Wesley/Scott Foresman 

Program recommended the use of math manipulatives, teachers did not have them for classroom 

use until they were purchased with Title I funds for 2005. It had also been impossible to create 

learning centers in the old facility because of the lack of space, a problem remedied by the move 

to the new school facility in the fall of 2005. 

 

Classroom observations verified that the new middle school had the room, furniture, and 

classroom materials, including computer technology, to implement the new ELA and math series 

as recommended. On the other hand, the classrooms at the Park Avenue School were very small 

and overcrowded which made it almost impossible to create flexible grouping learning centers 

and accommodate extra help from special education teachers or reading tutors in each classroom. 

The use of technology integrated into the curriculum in order to provide differentiated instruction 

was rare, due to lack of useable equipment. The problem of overcrowding in classrooms at Park 

Ave. was exacerbated by the fact that the school did not have a library/media center and 

classroom libraries were required, but this exacerbated the overcrowded situation in regular 

classrooms. 

 

Both the elementary (K-2) and middle grade schools (grades 3-6) have implemented a CAST 

(Classroom Assistance and Support for Teachers) team in each school. These teams in each 

school help classroom teachers choose and implement strategies from each schools’ DCAP so 

that intervention practice has become more proactive. According to the principals, since 2003 
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when the schools reorganized so that special education teachers could provide more services in 

inclusionary settings, the expectation has been raised that students with specific or special needs 

are the responsibility of all teachers. According to the middle level principal, “classroom 

teachers are the teachers of record” and resource rooms were eliminated in 2005 as places where 

students were pulled to get special interventions. At the K-2 level, according to interviews and 

observations, inclusion was less widespread and was clustered in a couple of classrooms at each 

grade level. Teachers were able to meet during some common planning time to look at formative 

test scores and share strategies for intervention. 

 

According to the Title I Consultant/Coordinator, the district had contracted with Princeton 

Review for Title I Supplementary Services at grades 3 and 4 since the A.J. Sitkowski School, 

now the Webster Middle School, was a Title I school designated as ‘In Need of Improvement’ 

for more than two years. However, according to observations of the program in progress and the 

lack of student achievement results of enrolled students, the district was currently looking for 

another outside service provider of supplementary services. Since the district had been ‘On 

Watch’ status, the DOE had required the district to contract with an outside provider for Title I 

supplementary services.  

 

4. District administration and staff helped all students make effective transitions from one school, 

grade level, or program to another. This assistance was focused on maintaining or improving 

levels of student performance. 

 

Evidence: According to all principals, the administration and staff helped all students to make 

transitions from one school or grade level to another, and assistance was focused on maintaining 

or improving levels of student performance. Teachers met to talk about transferring students and 

usually, in addition, visited the new school. The elementary school had a School Readiness 

Committee which administered DIAL 3R (Developmental Indicator Assessment of Learning) to 

all students. At the end of August, Parents and teachers were given the information about a 

potential delay or intervention needed and a parent meeting would then be held. When 

Kindergarten students transitioned to Grade 1, Title I teachers went to the Kindergarten 

classroom to test students using the DIBELS. This enabled teachers to use a three-tiered model 

that divided students into three categories: those who were able to enter the core program in 
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Grade 1, those that were “at some risk” and eligible for intervention, and those that were “at 

risk” and needed intervention such as ERI in Grade 1.  

 

Based on a home language survey, students were screened with the IDEA oral language 

assessment and pre-Language Assessment Scales Reading/Writing (LAS R/W). Students with 

limited English proficiency received pullout services from ELL teachers at each school. At the 

middle school, students were primarily in an English Immersion program. When needed they 

were tested using the MELA-O and the MEPA and received small group pullout services from 

an ELL teacher. Only the one ELL teacher in each building was trained to administer these 

screenings. Of the 52 students needing ELL services in Webster, 12 students attended Bartlett 

Junior/Senior High; 17 attended Webster Middle School; and 23 attended the Park Avenue 

School. The native languages at Park Avenue included Spanish, Polish, Romanian, Portuguese, 

Twi, Arabic, and Farsi. The district used the Second Step violence prevention program at the 

elementary and middle schools, purchased through a district mental health grant. This screening 

was available in Spanish, Portuguese, and English.  

 

All students in K-2 had ISSP’s, and testing portfolios were filed with a record of formative tests 

that transitioned students to Grade 3 at Webster Middle School. Because of the opening of the 

new middle school, students were not able to visit the school at the end of 2003-2004 but as a 

matter of course, visits will resume in the future. According to the principal, students entering 

Webster Middle School were heterogeneously grouped for Grade 3. According to interviewees, 

although Grade 3 teachers looked at the Grade 3 reading results, teachers from grades K-2 at the 

Park Street School were generally not involved in the analysis their former students in their 

Grade 3 MCAS test scores. 

 

Students transition to Bartlett Junior/Senior High School at the end of Grade 6. Prior to 2003, 

students’ ISSP’s were not adequately developed at the middle school level to transition students 

to Grade 7; since then ISSP’s were developed for each student. Guidance counselors at each 

school facilitated the process of transitioning students from school to school.  

 

Based on formative testing in the Addison Wesley math program at the middle school level and 

parent/teacher recommendations at the end of Grade 6, students were placed in either the college 
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or honors track in math at Grade 7, the start of secondary school in Webster. However, 

administrators could not state whether there was representative minority representation in the 

honors level classes. The number of students who were placed in Algebra II at Grade 9 stayed 

consistent over time at about 32 students per year. According to the math department head, there 

was little correlation between a student’s placement and scoring at or above the ‘Proficient’ level 

on MCAS testing. Although the district disaggregated the students in AP classes with respect to 

gender, the district did not analyze the same with respect to ethnicity or subgroup representation. 

 

5. The district had fair and equitable policies, procedures, and practices to reduce discipline 

referrals, grade retention, suspension, and exclusion.  

 

Evidence: According to the high school principal, a “data-driven goal” for 2005 for each 

secondary teacher was that “10 percent or less of the students on a teacher’s course roster will 

fail the course for the school year.” Therefore, teachers were required to state in their yearly 

goals, what changes they were going to make in instructional practice, support, or procedures in 

order to accomplish this goal. When asked if this could artificially inflate grades, the principal 

agreed it was possible and confirmed that teachers in grades 7-12 had never correlated final 

course grades to MCAS test performance, nor did teachers have any idea how students fared on 

MCAS tests with respect to these grades. 

  

The overall district retention rate increased from a rate of 1.4 to 3.7 in 2003 and from a rate of 

3.7 in 2003 to 4.6 in 2004, when compared to the state rate of 2.6. According to DOE data, 

district level retentions in 2004 were 8.1 percent at Grade 8; 11.4 percent at Grade 9; and 10.2 

percent at Grade 10. These percentages increased over time from 2002 to 2004. The retention 

rates for minority students were also reported by subgroup: 8.3 percent for Asian; 3.6 percent for 

African-American; 8.0 percent for Hispanic; 15.8 for Native American; and 4.0 percent for 

White students. When schools in the district were compared, the three-year retention rate from 

2002-2004 was 1.6 percent for the elementary school, .9 percent for the middle school, and 5.0 

percent for Bartlett Junior/Senior High School. According to the high school principal, retentions 

in the lower grades created a pool of students who were reaching 19 and 20 years old in high 

school and harder to prevent from dropping out of school.  
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In response, the district passed a retention protocol on May 17, 2005, which made it much harder 

to retain students. The new policy included a statement of purpose, preparatory steps, eligibility 

requirements, and specific required documentation: ISSIPs; Supplementary Academic Support 

Programming; an authentic assessment folder in ELA and math; evidence of skill differentiation 

by the child’s teacher; Light’s Retention Scale completed by the teacher; and a strategic 

academic plan for year two in the same grade.  

 

The overall suspension data for the district declined over time. However, although the out-of-

school suspension rate declined in Webster, it was generally higher than the state average: in 

2002, there were 167 out-of-school suspensions, a rate of 9.3 percent when compared to the state 

rate of 6.4 percent. In 2003, there were 160 out-of-school suspensions, a rate of 6.6 percent when 

compared to a state rate of 6.1 percent. In 2004, there were 143 out-of-school suspensions, a rate 

of 7.9 percent when compared to a state rate of 6.2 percent.  

 

Out-of-school suspensions were highest at Grade 7 at 15.3 percent, Grade 8 at 14.4 percent, 

Grade 9 at 10.6 percent, and Grade 10 at 12.6 percent. At the remaining grades, the out-of-school 

suspension rate varied from one grade to the next. The district did not have provisions for in-

school suspensions. When asked about this, interviewees stated that the district did not have 

enough personnel to supervise an in-school-suspension program. Interviewees also conceded that 

not having an in-house suspension program significantly raised the rate of out-of-school 

suspensions at the secondary school level. The rate of exclusion in Webster remained unchanged 

and lower than the state average. 

 

6. The district had policies, procedures, and practices to prevent or minimize dropping out, and to 

recover dropouts and return them to an educationally appropriate placement. 

 

Evidence: In Webster, the dropout rate for 2004 declined from a rate of 7.64 percent to 3.07 

percent in 2004. According to interviewees, there was little correlation between students who 

failed the MCAS tests and those that dropped out of school. In fact, many students who dropped 

out of school had passed the MCAS tests. The Competency Determination rate for Webster in 

2005 was 94 percent. 
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The guidance department at the high school put together a Plan for Success packet for those 

students who stated their intention to drop out of Bartlett Junior/Senior High School. Since 2003, 

the district has had one school resource officer which worked with students to get them to attend 

school. The high school also worked with Job Corps, located in Grafton and/or Ayer, so that 

these students can still obtain a high school diploma. 

 

The high school worked closely with the ESOL teacher who headed a regional adult learning 

center, located in Webster. The Adult Learning Center, in partnership with the Webster 

Community for Success Council and the Webster Public Schools, wrote and received a 21st 

Century Learning Grant. The director of this adult education program, as a member of the 

Community Partnership Committee was also a member of the Webster Public Schools 

administrative team at the invitation of the superintendent of schools. According to interviewees, 

the learning center closed a learning gap that has existed in Webster, where only two-thirds of 

the parents of the children in the school system had completed high school.  

 

7. The district implemented policies and programs that addressed the needs of transient and 

homeless students and provided them with timely and equitable access to quality programs. 

 

Evidence: According to a policy created on February 10, 2004, the district had an updated policy 

for homeless students. According to interviewees, although Webster made an effort to address 

these issues and the needs of transient and homeless students, they were not always aware that 

such a situation existed. When the school department was aware of such issues, they tried to 

make it easier for students to stay in the current placement during times of transition of family 

members. Many times they found out indirectly that students were living with relatives from 

casual conversations with children. The district worked with the New Hope battered woman’s 

shelter in town, Department of Social Services (DSS), and the juvenile courts to make sure 

students were attending school.  

 

8. District and school policies and practices promoted the importance of student attendance, and 

attendance was continuously monitored, reported, and acted upon. 
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Evidence: According to DOE Enrollment indicators, Webster had a 92.9 percent attendance rate 

compared to the state rate of 94.1 percent in 2002, and declined for school 2003 and 2004. In 

Webster in 2004, the average number of days absent for students was 11.4 compared to the state 

average of 10.8 days. Beginning in Grade 6, the percent of students who were chronically absent 

rose to 10.2 percent; this rate varied but remained in double digits, with a high of 18.9 percent 

chronically absent students in Grade 11.  

 

The school district had a policy that promoted the importance of student attendance. The 

attendance policy had been updated by the school committee and addressed the importance of 

school attendance, but was vague with respect to quantifiable standards. School specific policies 

were listed in each school handbook and were more detailed. Parents were expected to call the 

school whenever a student was to be absent from school. At the high school, according to the 

principal, two clerks called the homes of every absent student within the first hour and a half of 

the school day.  

 

The district used SIMS-Chancery software to house and track student attendance. School 

principals or vice principals were expected to stay on top of attendance issues. When asked 

whether attendance was also monitored by administrators at the central office, interviewees were 

not certain. Using SIMS, principals and guidance counselors could print automated letters to 

parents at specific intervals as days absent increased for students. Letters were mailed home to 

parents at school-specific intervals and parents were contacted by guidance counselors or 

principals whenever necessary. A guidance counselor stated that even at the elementary level, the 

courts could be contacted and they used the state guideline regarding failure to attend school.  

 

The school resource officer could also visit homes and help track students in the event that there 

was a truancy problem. When unexcused absences became a problem at the high school, 

Saturday School was conducted on an as needed basis by the resource officer to deal with 

truancy for students in grades 8-12. Other agencies that contacted, as needed, were the 

Department of Youth Services (DYS), Department of Social Services (DSS), and the courts. 

Despite this follow through, the high school principal stated that attendance could be better at the 

high school.  
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When asked about the attendance gap between White students and minority students, 

interviewees explained that at times, Hispanic students often took extended vacations, especially 

during the winter months. However this did not seem to explain DOE data pertaining to absentee 

rates: 15.2 percent of White students were chronically absent when compared to 21.1 percent for 

Native American students, 22.7 percent for Hispanic students and 21.8 percent for African-

American students in Webster. There had been an Attendance Task Force at the high school, 

according to interviewees. 

 

According to the elementary school’s guidance counselor, even in the elementary grades, court 

petitions could be filed in juvenile court. At the high school level, interviewees stated that they 

recognized that chronic absenteeism was a barrier to student achievement.  

 

9. District and school policies and practices promoted and tracked the importance of staff 

attendance and participation, and appropriate provisions were made to ensure continuity of the 

instructional program. 

 

Evidence: According to principals, staff attendance was tracked and the district had no 

contractual limitations on bringing the matter of poor attendance up to employees, either verbally 

or in written goals for the year. In general, administrators did not believe that staff attendance 

was a problem and were surprised when presented with the following data. 

 

According to Attachment C, completed by the school district in 2004-2005, at the Park Avenue 

Elementary School, the average number of days absent for teachers was 15, and excluding 

professional days, the average was 12.92 days. At Webster Middle School, the average number 

of days absent for teachers was 10.91, and excluding professional days, the average was 9.97 

days. At Bartlett Junior/Senior High School, the average number of days absent was 9.5; 

excluding professional days, the average was 8.0 days. 

 

10. District and school leadership implemented policies, procedures, and practices to increase 

proportionate subgroup representation in advanced and/or accelerated programs, in order to close 

the achievement gap. 
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Evidence: Although interviewees stated that taking advanced classes was an option of parental 

and student choice at the secondary level, it was clear that the tiered pathways for acceleration in 

mathematics started in Grade 7. As cited, placement resulted from testing at the end of Grade 6, 

teacher recommendations, or parents’ requests. On the other hand, it was clearly stated by 

interviewees that those who took Algebra II at Grade 9, were not necessarily scoring in the 

‘Proficient’ or above category on the Grade 8 MCAS tests.  

 

Interviewees at the middle and high school could not cite specific efforts to increase subgroup 

representation in advanced or accelerated programs, or to provide extra support for those who 

took a risk to take them, in order to close the achievement gap. 
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VI. Financial and Asset Management Effectiveness and Efficiency: The district engaged in a 

participative, well-documented, and transparent budget process that used student achievement as 

a factor in the overall budget. The district acquired and used financial, physical, and competitive 

capital resources to provide for and sustain the advancement of achievement for all students 

enrolled in the district. The district regularly assessed the effectiveness and efficiency of its 

financial and capital assets and had the ability to meet reasonable changes and unanticipated 

events.  

 

Standard Summary for Financial Asset Management, Effectiveness and Efficiency 

The Town of Webster funded its school’s operating budget at the rate of 68% of the total 

municipal budget. During the period under review, the district also constructed a new grades 3 

through 6 school, which opened during the period under review, and the town meeting funded 

$349,000 for capital repair projects. The town administrator stated to EQA examiners that initial 

increases in budget requests by the school committee exceeded the total amount of new revenue 

the entire community could raise by law for the budget year. 

 

The superintendent stated that operating funds for the annual school budget were not sufficient to 

fund the necessary programs of the school district, and he encouraged staff to apply for federal 

and state grants to meet budgetary needs for programs. Each year for the period under review the 

amount of grants obtained by the district increased.  

 

The school district had accounting systems that allowed it to identify its resources by cost center 

in accordance with Department of Education requirements, to monitor expenses, to forecast its 

operating budget, to stay within allocated funds, and to meet all requirements of the bidding and 

procurement laws and regulations. 

 

Preliminary Findings: 

• Total annual school district expenditures were approximately 68 percent of the funds 

available to the town, and vacant municipal positions were not filled to accommodate the 

school budget.  
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• The town growth revenue was not sufficient, the stabilization fund was low, non-recurring 

funds were required to meet the operating budget, and the town’s outstanding debt position 

was a concern. 

• There was a limited correlation between analysis of aggregated and disaggregated data and 

budget requests.  

• Although the school department budget was developed through an open participatory process 

and was clear and understandable, it did not present information on all fund sources such as 

federal and state grants, and revolving accounts.  

• There was no evidence of an evaluation based review process as part of the budget analysis.  

• Special education expenditures increased to approximately 28 percent of the operating 

budget while the number of special education students decreased from 25 percent to 

approximately 16 percent of the student enrollment.  

 

Indicators: 

 

1. The district’s budget was developed through an open, participatory process, and the resulting 

document was clear, comprehensive, complete, current, and understandable. The budget also 

provided accurate information on all fund sources, as well as budgetary history and trends. 

 

Evidence: Although the district’s budget was developed through an open, participatory process 

and the resulting document was clear, it did not provide information on all fund sources. The 

budget did not contain data on revenues and expenditures for federal and state grants and on 

revolving accounts. Budget history was presented to the EQA team for two years prior to the 

current budget request. The district had a formal policy for the development of the school 

budget; the policy stated that the superintendent served as the budget officer but may delegate 

portions of this responsibility to staff. The policy further stated that the school committee would 

“engage in thorough advance planning, with staff and community involvement in order to 

develop budget and guide expenditures in a manner that will achieve the greatest educational 

returns and contributions to the educational program in relation to dollars expended.”  
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The EQA also reviewed a budget calendar prepared by the school administration. This calendar 

listed 14 specific milestones, beginning with the initial administration team budget meeting in 

early October and ending with the town meeting in May. The superintendent stated to the EQA 

examiners that the process began with administrative team meetings, and includes the 

superintendent, assistant to the superintendent for business, school principals, and directors. 

 

According to the superintendent, the administrative team reviewed the District Improvement 

Plan, School Improvement Plans, and then set initial goals and priorities. He further reported that 

the principals had school-based meetings with their staff and parent councils to solicit budget 

information. The initial budget was developed during these administrative meetings, which 

continued through December. The school committee had a budget sub committee consisting of 

two members of the school committee. These members met with the superintendent and assistant 

to the superintendent for business, and the budget until the final budget was presented to the full 

school committee in early January. The superintendent stated to the EQA examiners that he 

presented the “impact” budget to the school committee, which included the goals and objectives 

of the budget and his assistant presented the “numbers’ budget. A review of school committee 

minutes indicated that the assistant to the superintendent for business presented the budget to 

them. School committee meetings were attended by the public, shown on cable television, and 

reported on by two local newspapers. Also, copies of the budget were available at the town 

library.  

 

Principals and department heads interviewed by the EQA examiners stated that they were asked 

by the administration to compile a list of supplies required for classroom use and a priority needs 

list; it was also noted that since the original EQA review there had been changes but not in the 

budget process. They had infrequent budget updates and printouts.  

 

Town requirements directed the superintendent to submit a draft budget to the town accountant 

by February 1. Budget meetings continued through March with meetings held with the finance 

committee and the board of selectmen; finally the budget was presented to the open town 

meeting.  
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The EQA reviewed the district’s budget document for the review period. This document 

contained the budget calendar; a letter of introduction titled, “Budget Procurement Policies and 

Procedures” submitted by the assistant to the superintendent; a document titled, “Budget 

Narrative” summarizing the budget submission as presented to the finance committee; and a 

similar document summarizing the budget as presented to the Board of Selectmen. The budget 

also contained printouts from a PowerPoint presentation and another document, which also listed 

Chapter 70 and other revenues, received in the present and previous fiscal year.  

 

The summary portion of the budget document contained budget history for the approved 2003 

and 2004 fiscal years, an adjusted budget for fiscal year 2004, and a requested budget for fiscal 

year 2005, a total of two years of historical data.  

 

The budget was developed by each of the three schools and for the administration. Each school’s 

budget contained salary, expenses, and fixed costs such as health insurance for that school. 

 

2. The budget was developed and resources were allocated based on the ongoing analysis of 

aggregate and disaggregated student assessment data to assure the budget’s effectiveness in 

supporting improved achievement for all student populations. 

 

Evidence: The budget was developed and resources were allocated based on the limited analysis 

of aggregate and disaggregated student assessment data. The superintendent stated that a summer 

professional development program was instituted because of low-test scores. In addition, a math 

series of textbooks and workbooks were ordered for the fiscal 2005 school year. A math 

consultant was also retained by the school system. A late bus was instituted for students who 

stayed for help after school. 

 

The superintendent stated to the EQA that one percent of the budget, approximately $140,000, 

was set aside for curriculum and professional development to address the EQA concerns. In a 

review of school committee meeting minutes by the EQA it was noted that at a budget 

introduction, the superintendent stated to the committee that the budget contained dedicated 

funds for curriculum and teacher training. The superintendent further stated that MCAS 

assessment data had been analyzed.  
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3. The district's budget and supplemental funding were adequate to provide for effective 

instructional practices and to provide for adequate operational resources. The community 

annually provided sufficient financial resources to ensure educationally sound programs and 

facilities of quality, as evidenced by a sufficient district revenue levy and level of local spending 

for education.  

 

Evidence: The district’s operating budget during the review period increased by 1.6 percent 

from fiscal year 2003 to fiscal year 2004, and by 4.7 percent from fiscal year 2004 to fiscal year 

2005 according to the district’s budget records. The superintendent initially asked for an 8.9 

percent increase in the budget for fiscal year 2005. 

 

The district exceeded their Net School Spending (NSS) requirements in both years under review. 

In fiscal year 2004 it exceeded requirements by $1,706,600, and in fiscal year 2005 it exceeded 

requirements by $1,752,733. The school district’s operating budget increased by $243,024 (2 

percent) from fiscal year 2003 to fiscal year 2004, and by $605,954 (4.7 percent) from fiscal year 

2004 to fiscal year 2005. The district did not have any operational overrides during the review 

period, but constructed a $21,300,000 middle school, which went on line September 2005. The 

school committee also received $349,000 for capital repairs and $40,000 for technology from 

town meeting at the fiscal year 2004 annual town meeting. 

 

The district received $127,956 in fiscal year 2004 and $139,982 in fiscal year 2005 for Medicaid 

reimbursement; and $380,065 in fiscal year 2004 and $758,523 in fiscal year 2005 for circuit 

breaker reimbursement. 

 

The EQA team met with town officials, specifically the town administrator, the town accountant, 

and the town treasurer about the school district’s budget and funds. The town administrator 

reported that the total educational budget, including fixed costs for expenses such as health 

insurance and retirement, was approximately 68 percent of the entire town’s budget and that the 

district’s initial budget requests exceeded the 2.5 percent tax levy limit. There was very little new 

growth in the community. The town administrator stated that in FY2005 the municipal budget 

was reduced by $180,000, resulting in unfilled vacated police and fire positions in order to fund 
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the school budget. One town official reported that the town’s stabilization fund was very low, 

that some non-recurring receipts were used for recurring expenditures, and that the town’s 

outstanding debt remained a concern.  

 

The EQA team reviewed a document prepared by the town administrator dated February 26, 

2004 called “Budget Report” in which the administrator discussed a “significant financial 

shortfall for fiscal year 2005” caused by increasing expenses such as health insurance and non-

recurring costs used to balance the fiscal year 2004 budget. 

 

4. The district, as part of its budget development, implemented an evaluation-based review process 

to determine the cost effectiveness of all of its programs, initiatives, and activities. This process 

was based, in part, on student performance data and needs.  

 

Evidence: The district, as part of its budget development process, did not implement an 

evaluation-based review to determine the cost effectiveness of its programs. The EQA examiners 

inquired of school administrators why the percentage of educational expenditures for special 

education increased from 15.8 percent of the budget in fiscal year 1996 to 27.9 percent of the 

budget in fiscal year 2004; the special education director reported to the EQA team that the 

number of students in the special education decreased from 25 percent of the student population 

in school year 2000 to 16 percent of the student population in school year 2005. The EQA 

reviewed an invoice for special education transportation from a vendor for transportation 

performed in the summer month of July; the invoice exceeded $40,000. In addition, 

administrators stated that the district had 38 Comprehensive Program Review violations, but had 

corrected them all. 

 

5. The district and community had appropriate written agreements and memoranda related to 603 

CMR 10.0 that detailed the manner for calculating and the amounts to be used in calculating 

indirect charges levied on the school district budget by the community.  

 

Evidence: The district and community had appropriate written agreements and memoranda 

related to 603 CMR 10.0. This written agreement detailed the manner for calculating the 

percentage of municipal costs to be used in assessing indirect charges levied on the school 
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district budget by the town. This written agreement was dated October 21, 2004 and was 

executed by the town accountant, town administrator, superintendent, and assistant to the 

superintendent for business. 

 

The EQA examiners reviewed the agreement and determined that it contained a method of 

percentage assessment for calculating administrative services and actual costs according to 

verifiable records for maintenance, employee benefits, insurance, tuition, and other town 

expenses, all allowable as valid expenses in Schedule 19 of the End of the Year Pupil and 

Financial Report. 

 

At an EQA interview, the superintendent and his assistant stated this was the first written 

agreement and that the town’s independent auditors had reviewed it. This agreement was not 

revised for the fiscal year 2005 End of the Year Pupil and Financial Report. The town 

accountant, in an interview with the EQA examiners, confirmed that fiscal year 2004 was the 

first year of a written agreement and did not propose that it needed to be revised.  

 

6. The combination of Chapter 70 Aid and local revenues, considering justified indirect charges, 

met or exceeded the Net School Spending (NSS) requirements of the education reform formula 

for the period under examination. 

 

Evidence: The district exceeded Net School Spending (NSS) each of the two years of the review 

period. In fiscal year 2004, the required NSS for the district was $13,361,569. The actual NSS by 

the district was 15,068,169 or $1,706,600 over requirements. In fiscal year 2005 the required 

NSS for the district was $14,122,573. The actual NSS by the district was $15,875,306 or 

$1,752,733 over requirements. 

 

Chapter 70 aid was decreased from $7,128,461 in fiscal year 2003 to $6,607,929 in fiscal year 

2004, a reduction of 7.3 percent. In fiscal year 2005 Chapter 70 aid was $6,923,221, an increase 

of 4.8 percent over fiscal year 2004, but still less than fiscal year 2003. 
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In fiscal year 2003, Chapter 70 funding was 48.8 percent of actual NSS. In fiscal year 2004 

Chapter 70 funding was 43.9 percent of actual NSS. In fiscal year 2005 Chapter 70 funding was 

43.6 percent of actual NSS. 

 

7. Regular, timely, accurate, and complete financial reports were made to the school committee, 

appropriate administrators and staff, and the public. In addition, required local, state, and federal 

financial reports, and statements were accurate and filed on time. 

 

Evidence: The EQA reviewed financial management reports developed by the district’s 

software program and determined that it provided timely and accurate financial information to 

stakeholders. The EQA also reviewed minutes of school committee meetings and confirmed that 

the assistant to the superintendent for business submitted reports to the committee in a regular 

and timely manner. At an interview with the school committee, members confirmed that they 

were satisfied with the timeliness and quality of the reports 

 

In interviews with school administrators, some stated they received financial reports on a regular 

basis while other administrators indicated that they rarely saw financial reports. School 

administrators could not access the status of their account through computer terminals.  

 

The EQA reviewed independent auditors’ findings, and findings for untimely submissions of 

reports were not prevalent. There was one finding relative to account coding in accordance with 

the Department of Education requirements. This was a matter that needed to be programmed by 

the district’s software program provider and had been implemented.  

 

8. The district used efficient accounting technology that integrated the district-level 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. District administrators were 

able to regularly and accurately track spending and other financial transactions.  

 

Evidence: The district used efficient accounting technology that integrated the district-level 

financial information of each school and program. The district’s software allowed the district to 

budget salary, expenses, and other budget categories by school and met Department of Education 
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reporting requirements. The EQA reviewed a budget projection spreadsheet that was part of the 

district’s software; this spreadsheet projected salary and benefits for all categories of employees 

and was easy to adjust during the year if necessary. The budget management report generated by 

the software program allowed administrators to track spending and other financial transactions 

accurately. 

 

The transfer of funds between accounts was determined by school committee policy. The 

committee required that any transfer between accounts must be presented to them at a school 

committee meeting. A review by the EQA examiners of school committee meeting minutes 

detailed a number of instances when the administration requested of the school committee a 

transfer of funds between accounts and the request was voted on by the committee. 

 

One practice observed by the EQA team was the control of purchase order forms. The procedure, 

as described, allowed blank purchase orders to be in the custody of each school principal and in 

the central administrative office, four separate locations. Control of purchase was best secured by 

keeping them in a secured place in one location. 

 

9. The district had a system in place to pursue, acquire, monitor, and coordinate all local, state, 

federal, and private competitive grants and monitored special revenue funds, revolving accounts, 

and the fees related to them to ensure that they were managed efficiently and used effectively for 

the purposes intended.  

Evidence: The district had a system to pursue, acquire, monitor, and coordinate all local, state, 

federal, and private competitive grants. The superintendent stated to the EQA examiners that 

because of declining operating budget funding, all staff were encouraged to apply for grants. The 

person who applied for a grant was responsible for monitoring that grant and assuring that the 

grant met all timelines. The superintendent had the responsibility to sign all final submittals for 

grants. 

 

During the review period, the superintendent reported, and documentation reviewed by the EQA 

indicated, that the district received $1,407,883 in entitlement grants and $670,099 in competitive 

grants for fiscal year 2004. This was an increase of $497,129 from fiscal year 2003. The district 
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received $1,377,117 in entitlement grants and $723,212 in competitive grants for fiscal year 

2005. 

 

The superintendent informed the EQA team that pursuing and acquiring private grants was 

difficult in this community because it had a limited business base. The EQA team reviewed an 

audit document by an independent auditing firm, which stated that the student activity account at 

the high school was in proper order. 

 

The EQA examiners reviewed the district’s software accounting system and observed that state 

and federal grants and revolving accounts were segregated though the account coding system. 

 

10. The district had a system in place to ensure that state procurement laws were followed, that 

appropriate staff had MCPPO credentials, and that all assets and expenditures were monitored 

and tracked to insure efficient and maximum effective utilization. The district also competitively 

procured independent financial auditing services at least every five years, shared the results of 

these audits, and consistently implemented their recommendations. All procurement, tracking, 

monitoring systems, and external audits were accurate, current, and timely.  

 

Evidence: The district had a system to ensure that state procurement laws were followed. No one 

in the school system had MCPPO credentials, but the town accountant informed the EQA team 

that she had such credentials. The EQA reviewed samples of hourly maintenance agreements 

with electrical and mechanical contractors used by the district during the review period as well as 

major capital projects for roofing and flooring that each exceeded $25,000; it was determined 

that the district had complied with bidding requirements.  

 

The district had procured new independent auditing services during the review period. The EQA 

examiners reviewed the Independent Auditor’s Report and discussed a finding with the assistant 

to the superintendent for business that the district had not fully implemented the Department of 

Education (DOE) chart of accounts. The assistant stated that the chart of accounts was in the 

process of being implemented according to DOE requirements, and the reason for the delay was 

that the financial software program used by the district was being upgraded. 
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The EQA reviewed a memorandum to the school committee by the assistant to the 

superintendent in which he reviewed the compliance audit of the fiscal year 2004 End of the 

Year Report, conducted by the independent auditing firm.  

 

11. The district had a formal preventative maintenance program to maximize and prolong the 

effective use of the district’s capital and major facility assets, to ensure that educational and 

program facilities were clean, safe, well-lit, well-maintained, and conducive to promoting 

student learning and achievement. 

 

Evidence: The district had a formal preventative maintenance program to maximize and prolong 

the effective use of the district’s capital and major facility assets. The district addressed major 

maintenance programs through its capital improvement plan. The district had annual vendor 

service contracts with electrical, mechanical, elevator, boiler cleaning, boiler maintenance, duct 

cleaning, generator maintenance, and handicap access chair lift contractors to inspect and 

identify maintenance issues and to prolong their physical assets. 

 

The EQA team conducted a facilities walkthrough of each of the three school buildings in the 

district. The junior/senior high school was constructed in 1978 and had a student enrollment of 

871 in grades 7 through 12 as well as a pre-Kindergarten program. This building was in excellent 

condition for a 27-year-old building. Another school housed 575 students in grades 3 through 6 

and was newly constructed and opened in September 2005. 

 

The Park Avenue Elementary School was constructed in 1960 and had an enrollment of 430 

students in grades K through 2. The school was constructed on two levels with a long inclining 

interior stairway connecting the two buildings. In order to make the two buildings handicap 

accessible, an interior chair lift assembly was constructed for the entire length of this stairway. 

Due to the configuration of the site, this school also had limited areas for playground facilities 

and on site parking. In addition, when this school was constructed Kindergarten was not 

mandated in the public schools. Education specifications recommend Kindergarten classrooms of 

1,200 square feet and other elementary classrooms of 900 square feet. The Kindergarten 

classrooms were of less square footage than recommended. This school did not have a 

library/media center which required classrooms to set aside room to contain library books; this 
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consumed space in classrooms. In addition, grade 1 and 2 classrooms were located on both 

levels, not grouped by grade levels, and when specialists came to the school to service a 

particular grade, they had to consume some of their time traveling from the lower to the upper 

level. 

 

The district had another building, which was a former school. It was constructed in 1920 and had 

a wooden exterior. This building was used for administrative purposes. 

 

12. The district had a long-term capital plan that clearly and accurately reflected the future capital 

development and improvement needs, including educational and program facilities of adequate 

size. The plan was reviewed and revised as needed with input from all appropriate stakeholders. 

 

Evidence: The district had a long-term capital plan dated May 25, 2005 that was reviewed by the 

EQA team. This plan was for fiscal years 2006 through 2008 and detailed by site the specific 

project, the estimated cost for each project, and the fiscal year each project was estimated to be 

completed. This plan contained building and maintenance projected needs as well as technology 

and software expenditure requirements.  

 

A school building committee was established prior to the review period to seek town meeting 

approval to construct a new school for grades three through six. Initial voter referendum articles 

for debt exclusion overrides failed but eventually succeeded; and during the review period, the 

district had a new school constructed for grades 3 through 6, which was opened in September 

2005 and accommodated 575 students.  

 

The superintendent stated at an EQA interview that he or the assistant to the superintendent 

presented the capital plan to the budget sub committee and the full school committee. A review 

of school committee minutes by the EQA indicated that the assistant to the superintendent for 

business presented the proposed three-year capital plan to the school committee. Funding for 

these projects were discussed by the school committee, and the business assistant was directed 

by the school committee to discuss project funding with the town administrator. The plan was 

then presented to the finance committee and the board of selectman. Capital plan requests were 

contained as a separate article on the town meeting warrant and voted on by the town meeting 
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body. For example, Article 10 of the fiscal year 2004 town meeting contained a request for 

$349,000 for school capital projects.  

 

 The New England Association of Schools & Colleges, Inc. in a letter to the junior/senior high 

school principal dated September 26, 2003 commended the school for the formal capital 

improvement plan.  



  166 

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). 
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Appendix B: Webster’s Chapter 70 Funding and NSS FY1997-2005 

FY 
 

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/ 

        Contribution     Spending(NSS)   Spending   Requirement Under 

FY97 1,977 -1.5 11,760,579 0.3 5,254,788 5,763,848 6.3 11,018,636 5 11,360,839   4.9 342,203 3.1 
 

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

FY99 1,936 -2 12,292,309 1.6 5,712,772 6,391,071 5.6 12,103,843 4.2 12,614,732   4.9 510,889 4.2 

FY00 1,946 0.5 12,503,792 1.7 6,029,288 6,682,971 4.6 12,712,259 5 13,265,027   5.2 552,768 4.3 

FY01 1,943 -0.2 12,987,265 3.9 6,235,750 7,022,996 5.1 13,258,746 4.3 13,546,117   2.1 287,371 2.2 

FY02 1,876 -3.4 13,158,562 1.3 6,401,029 7,128,461 1.5 13,529,490 2 14,346,762   5.9 817,272 6 

FY03 1,871 -0.3 13,561,273 3.1 6,568,901 7,128,461 0 13,697,362 1.2 14,607,997   1.8 910,635 6.6 

FY04 1,833 -2 13,361,569 -1.5 6,753,640 6,607,929 -7.3 13,361,569 -2.5 15,068,169   3.2 1,706,600 12.8 

FY05 1,856 1.3 14,122,573 5.7 7,199,352 6,923,221 4.8 14,122,573 5.7 15,875,306 * 5.4 1,752,733 12.4 
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