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The Dover Sherborn Schools commit to the following Core Values: 

Commitment to Community 
Equity and Excellence 
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1. Call to Order 
 

2. Community Comments 
 
     3.   Special Education Department Review 
 
     4.   Review of Strategic Plan Action Plan 
 
     5.   Revision of year 1 evaluation protocol pilot     A.R.    
 
     6.   Superintendent’s Goals Review      A.R.  
     
     7.   Consent Agenda        A.R. 

• Approval of June 18, and September 17, 2018 
 

     8.   Adjournment 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Note: The listings of matters are those reasonably anticipated by the Chair, which may be discussed 
at the meeting.   Not all items listed may, in fact, be discussed and other items not listed may also be 

raised for discussion to the extent permitted by law. 
 

The Dover Sherborn Public Schools do not discriminate on the basis of age, race, color, sex/gender, 
gender identity, religion, national origin, sexual orientation, disability, or homelessness. 



 
The Public Schools of Dover and Sherborn  
                                                                                               
                                                                                                 Memo from 
                                                                                     Superintendent Dr. Andrew Keough 
 

The Public Schools of Dover and Sherborn do not discriminate on the basis of race, color, sex/gender, gender identity,  
religion, national origin, sexual orientation, disability, or homelessness 

 

 

 

To:   Joint School Committee 

From:  Andrew W. Keough, Ed.D, Superintendent 

Date: October 19, 2018 

RE:    Special Education Department Review – Organizational Structure 

 

               

Please find attached a review of the Special Education Department that was conducted by Ms. Dorsey 
Yearley and Ms. Debra Levine.   They will speak to their findings and recommendations for the 
department’s organizational structure.    

I recommend that you take time to review the full report, as well as the executive summary, prior to the 
meeting. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Executive Summary 
Special Education Program Review 

Dover, Sherborn and Dover-Sherborn Regional School Districts 
 

 
In June 2018, the Dover, Sherborn and Dover-Sherborn Regional Public Schools engaged 
Dorsey Yearley and Debra Levine to review the three districts’ special education programs 
and services.   Based upon our interviews, data analysis and visits, we are proposing the 
following special education organizational model to acknowledge the strengths and meet 
the needs identified by our review.  A brief summary of our findings follows. 
 
In our interviews, all stakeholders identified the skillfulness and commitment of staff as 
strengths.  In addition, while stakeholders felt that the current organizational structure 
presented many challenges, they identified the investment of building based leadership in 
understanding and supporting special education services as a strength. 
 
Across the three districts, stakeholders reported the need for greater building based 
support from special education leadership and greater clarity and/or efficiency concerning 
the day to day decision making process related to special education. Stakeholders in all 
three districts also identified the need for greater oversight and pro-active planning related 
to program development, more effective transition planning, and better support and 
supervision for educational assistants.  Finally, there is a need across the three districts for 
aligned procedures regarding the IEP process.   Many stakeholders expressed interest in 
improving collaborative practices between general and special education teachers and 
developing tiered supports for at-risk students.   
 
Data analysis revealed issues related to the eligibility process because approximately 50% 
of initial evaluations result in a finding of no special needs.  Issues related to program 
development were also noted because the comparatively high rate of students placed out of 
district. 
 
In addition, based upon information gathered through our interview process, we believe 
that there is benefit to creating a coordinating structure to support all school based efforts, 
both preventive and remedial, and to address the needs of diverse learners.   For example, 
supporting students in their development of social and emotional self-regulation, which is 
an emerging need not only in Dover and Sherborn, but in all districts in Massachusetts, 
requires the coordinated efforts of both general and special education leadership and 
programming.      
 
Recommendations 
 

1. Create a Director of Student Services position that coordinates all support services, 
including general education social and emotional supports, guidance supports, and 
nursing supports, in addition to special education services.  

 



2. Create a Coordinator of Special Education position.   Along with the Director, this 
will be an administrative position that will address all of the leadership functions 
identified above, including hiring, supervising, and evaluating staff, as well as 
engaging all stakeholders in an effective change process through collaborative and 
instructional leadership.  Work with all stakeholders to create clear job descriptions 
for this position, including decision-making authority in each of the administrative 
leadership areas and responsibilities for the IEP process.  

 
3. Create 1.0 Team Chair positions at the elementary and secondary levels.  Maintain 

the Out of District Coordinator position, but assign within-district Team Chair 
responsibilities as needed at the secondary level.  

 
4. Develop clear role definitions to meet the needs of the districts, and ensure that they 

are clearly understood by all stakeholders prior to implementation.  One possible 
configuration is to have the newly created Coordinator of Special Education be 
primarily responsible for the two elementary districts, creating a greater building 
based presence for case management, supervision and program oversight, including 
the preschool and the transition to middle school.   The newly created Student 
Services Director could assume responsibilities for the supervision and special 
education programming at the secondary level, along with the full time Team Chair 
with additional support from the Out of District Coordinator.  While there are other 
possible role configurations, the goal is to create aligned programming and 
procedures, while providing effective support to the staff and families at each level.  

 
5. Develop clear long-term goals for the special education department that are shared 

by all three districts during the spring of 2019. When the goals are identified, 
develop a process for the three districts and four schools to gather key data that 
could be used to benchmark these goals in a consistent and accurate way.  Gather 
the data in SY19 to serve as base line data for future improvement goals. 

 
6. In SY20, charge the new Director of Student Services with developing a long-term 

strategic plan to move the district towards the identified goals and to address 
programmatic needs at all levels.  These issues will be discussed more fully in the 
subsequent report.  

 
Initial investment in administrative infrastructure should result in more resilient and 
proactive relationships with general education staff and with parents as well as more 
effective use of resources over time. In the subsequent report, we will look closely at the 
current direct service staffing and program configurations in support of diverse learners 
and make specific recommendations related to more effective models of support.   
However, in order for any program improvement initiatives to be successfully realized, it is 
our recommendation that the districts first invest in the appropriate administrative 
infrastructure.  
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        Special Education Program Review 
Dover-Sherborn Public Schools Special Education Department 

October 2018 
 
In June 2018, the Dover, Sherborn and Dover-Sherborn Regional Public Schools engaged Dorsey 
Yearley and Debra Levine to review the three districts’ special education programs and services.  
The basic charge of this review was to identify the extent to which the current organizational 
structure of the special education department supports effective and efficient programming for 
students with disabilities. Both reviewers have broad experience in special education 
administration in a variety of settings as well as in conducting program reviews in both public and 
private settings.  
 
Based upon conversations with the Superintendent and other Central Office Administrators, the 
following guiding questions for this review were identified: 
 

1. Does the current special education organizational structure, including the use of building 
based team chairs, support an effective planning and decision-making process regarding the 
identification and programmatic support of students with disabilities? 

 
2. Are the service delivery models used in the three districts providing compatible, high 

quality and effective supports to students? 
 

3. Are there any opportunities for more efficient use of resources in each district and/or 
among the three districts that maintain each district’s vision for high quality special 
education services? 

 
4. Are there opportunities for increased general education collaboration and/or programs that 

could support at-risk learners prior to being identified as eligible for special education?  
 
Because of the requirements of the budget planning process, this review will be reported in two 
stages.  This preliminary report will focus exclusively on the organizational question so that this 
information will be available for use in budget planning for the FY20 school year.  The final report, 
which will be available in January 2019, will summarize this preliminary report and focus on the 
programmatic issues outlined in the subsequent questions.  
 
Format 
 
In order to respond to the guiding questions, the reviewers gathered qualitative information by 
interviewing key stakeholders.  Interviews were conducted in the summer and early fall of 2018 
and followed a structured interview protocol, allowing for comparison of responses among 
stakeholders.  The specific questions on the protocol can be found in Appendix A. 
 
The following groups and individuals were interviewed:  
 
Central Administration: Superintendent 
    Assistant Superintendent 
    Director of Special Education  
    Business Administrator      
Building Based Staff:  Principals and Assistant Principals 
    Department Heads 



 
Dover-Sherborn Special Education Program Review 
Preliminary Report on Organizational Structure 
October 2018 

2 

    Guidance  Counselors 
Team Chairs 

    Special Education Staff  
    Selected general education staff 
    Adjustment Counselors 
    School Psychologists 
    Related Therapy Staff 
    Special Education Paraprofessionals 
    Special Education Administrative Assistants 
Parents:   Parent Focus Group  
      
In addition, in October 2018, the reviewers visited each school and observed special education 
programs and service delivery providers in various settings.  Impressions from these visits will be 
included in the final report.  Finally, quantitative data analysis included a review of publicly 
accessible information related to special education and a variety of additional documents specific to 
the three districts that were made available by the administration. 
 
Qualitative Analysis:  Findings from Interviews  
 
There were several broad themes that emerged from the interviews with the various stakeholders.  
First, all stakeholders commented on the skillfulness and commitment of the staff to provide 
excellent services to students with disabilities.  However, stakeholders also consistently mentioned 
that the several leadership changes and variations in organizational structure of the past few years 
have led to confusion about procedures, decision-making and internal communication, as each 
change has required different protocols for managing and implementing the IEP process.   When 
asked about the current model, many stakeholders commented that there seemed to be a time 
delay in decision making related to special education because Team Chairs, who do not have 
administrative authority, would have to check with the Director prior to making any final decision.  
Some also commented that they were not sure who was in charge of the day-to-day decisions 
related to special education.    
 
Although the stated intent of creating a single administrator of special education was to align 
programs and procedures from the three districts to ensure compatible and effective programming 
among the three districts, many stakeholders reported that the three districts still use different 
procedures and practices related to the IEP process and make independent decisions concerning 
both programming and instructional approaches for students with disabilities. In addition, several 
stakeholders identified the transition processes, particularly from level to level, but sometimes 
from grade to grade, as lacking the appropriate structure to give both general and special education 
teachers the information they need to be successful with students with disabilities.   Stakeholders 
also commented that the IEP’s were not always written is such a way as to be compatible with the 
schedule of the receiving school, and that both teachers and parents seemed to feel the need to add 
more services in order ensure a successful transition from level to level.   In addition, stakeholders 
at some levels commented that the opportunity for collaboration between general and special 
education staff could be improved. They also suggested that more training related to disabilities 
would help general education teachers become more confident in their teaching role with students 
with special needs, and that training related to behavioral and emotional disabilities would help 
special education teachers address the changing nature of the needs of the students in their 
caseload.  
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When asked about program monitoring and strategic planning related to program development, 
most stakeholders replied that there was very limited oversight of programs in general, and that 
advocacy for programs was left to the specific teachers responsible for the service delivery.  In 
general, stakeholders felt that program development was reactive rather than proactive, and that 
was limited evidence of thoughtful long term planning in the way that programs were expanded or 
discontinued.   
 
Finally, although there were variations by level, many stakeholders commented on the lack of 
support available to special education educational assistants.   Although the consensus was that 
educational assistants are of high quality, there was also consensus that there was very little 
ongoing supervision and support provided to them, including opportunities for appropriate 
professional learning.  In addition, several stakeholders felt that the hiring and assignment of 
educational assistants would be improved if it were possible to have more involvement by special 
education administrators; given the current structure, this responsibility is managed out of 
necessity by building principals without special education support.  
 
Quantitative Analysis:  Findings from Data and Document Review 
 
Comparable Communities 
The Dover, Sherborn and Dover-Sherborn Regional School Districts represent a unique 
configuration in the Greater Boston area.  While there are other regional districts with similar 
demographics, such as Lincoln-Sudbury or Concord-Carlisle, these districts have different regional 
organizational structures, and more importantly for special education programming, are twice as 
large as Dover-Sherborn.   While acknowledging that the regional structure in Dover and Sherborn 
does present unique considerations, for purposes of comparison, we selected districts in the same 
geographic region of similar size and demographics, rather than the larger regional districts.  These 
districts include Weston, Wayland, Westwood and Medfield.  The table below represents a basic 
comparison of these communities. 
 
Table 1: Comparative Data 
 Enrollment 

SY18 
% Students 
with IEP’s 
SY18 

% of SWD’s 
placed out-of-
district-SY18 

Per pupil in-
district expense 
SY17 

Dover 492 15.9% 8.6% $19,764 
Sherborn 421 14.6% 4.3% $16,582 
Dover-Sherborn 1192 16.5% 15.7% $19,201 
Total D-S region* 2105 16.0% 12.2%  
Weston 2103 16.2% 8.3% $23,698 
Wayland 2702 19.2% 5.4% $17,709 
Medfield 2629 12.1% 8.4% $14,612 
Westwood 3122 16.7% 3.6% $17,419 
Source:  DESE Profiles; DESE Resource Allocation and District Action Reports 
*Data extrapolated from analysis of the three districts  
 
A comparison of these districts’ special education organizational structures shows that Dover-
Sherborn has the least number of FTE’s devoted to administration (1.0 FTE), while the comparable 
districts allocate a range of 2.3 to 5.0 FTE’s to special education administrators.   In contrast, Dover-
Sherborn allocates 4.4 FTE’s to the management of the IEP process through its Team Chairs and Out 
of District Coordinator, while comparable districts allocate between 1.0 and 3.0 FTES to these roles, 
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with additional support provided by stipended positions to direct service providers.  Finally, Dover-
Sherborn is the only district with a Director of Special Education; all other districts use the Director 
of Student Services model.  
 
Dover-Sherborn Specific Data 
The following data have been highlighted for consideration related to the impact of the current 
organizational structure.  Additional data related to program development will be included in the 
subsequent report.   While Dover, Sherborn and Dover-Sherborn have comparable eligibility rates 
to the comparison districts, an analysis of the change in the three districts over a five-year period 
shows the following pattern. 
 
Table 2: Change in eligibility over 5 years 
 Eligibility Rate 2014 Eligibility Rate 2018 
Dover 14.6% 15.9% 
Sherborn 15.2% 14.6% 
Dover-Sherborn 15.1% 16.5% 
Source:  DESE district profiles 
 
An analysis of the use of paraprofessionals in the three districts shows the pattern below.   
 
Table 3: Use of Special Education Paraprofessionals Over Time 
 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 % Increase 
Dover 9 3 10 16 16 88% 
Sherborn 10 9 10 9 10 0% 
D-S 13 15 20 23 23 77% 
Source: DESE Resource Allocation and District Action Reports 
 
The special education eligibility process starts with an initial evaluation in the areas of suspected 
need to determine whether a student meets the criteria for developing an IEP.  It is often seen as an 
indicator of the level of collaboration among general and special education teachers, as well as the 
availability of effective general education supports for at-risk students.  Because each evaluation 
can require up to 20 hours of professional staff time and often pulls a student from several hours of 
academic instruction, the goal is to have a referral process that exhausts all general education 
supports so that almost every referral results in a finding of eligibility.   The data below relates to 
SY18 in the three districts.  
 
Table 4: Eligibility process-SY18 

 
  
 
 
 
 
 

Source:  eSped and Team Chair Data 
 
While it is critical not to over-interpret the home-school partnership based on a single data source, 
the number of rejected IEP’s over time serves as one indication of parent confidence.  
 

SY 2018 Total # Initial 
Evaluations 

# Not Eligible Percent  

Chickering 30 16 53% 
Pine Hill 30 15 50% 
Middle School 9 4 44% 
High School 13 5 38% 
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Table 5: Rejected IEP’s Over Time  
 
 
 
 
 

Source: BSEA 
 
Discussion 
 
In order to analyze the qualitative and quantitative data gathered in this review, it is important to 
understand the various roles of an administrator of special education.  In our view, the 
administrator has several leadership roles that are as critical to effective special education 
administration as the technical implementation of procedures that are compliant with relevant 
laws and regulations.  These roles include: collaborative leadership to ensure a shared vision with 
general education leaders in support of diverse learners and to engage parents in respectful and 
productive relationships; instructional leadership to ensure high quality support for diverse 
learners through the supervision and evaluation process and to provide for an effective plan of 
continued professional learning for both general and special education staff; resource 
management leadership to ensure that models of service delivery are effective and evidence 
based and that programs are being developed based upon strategic data analysis; and technical 
leadership related to the IEP process to ensure that all policies and procedures align with 
applicable laws and regulations and align with the vision and beliefs of the district.  Without these 
four leadership components, it is very difficult to create an inclusive culture in which all teachers 
share ownership for the success of diverse learners as well as provide a model of special education 
service delivery that uses resources effectively and aligns with the expectations of the community 
and the values of the district.  
 
Based upon the qualitative and quantitative data gathered, it is our opinion that the Dover-
Sherborn model does not provide sufficient administrative staffing to address these various 
leadership roles.  Because of the current structure, which is heavily weighted towards managing the 
IEP process, the primary lever for change is the Team Meeting.  Without the concomitant 
collaborative leadership to create buy-in and understanding, the use of the Team meeting process 
to create changes in service delivery models has contributed to the perception of a top-down 
process and a lack of knowledge of the strengths, concerns, and needs of the staff and may be 
contributing to parents’ increasing use of the dispute resolution process.  Additionally, the 
significant number of initial evaluations resulting in a finding of no special needs seems to indicate 
a lack of coordination between general and special education staff when considering whether a 
student should be referred for special education, and it also implies a lack of confidence on the part 
of parents that there are robust general education supports in place. 
 
While it is not possible to say that the current structure has a causal relationship to the increased 
staffing over the past five years in some schools, it does seem logical that the lack of capacity to 
provide strong program oversight or strategic analysis of needs has resulted in the department  
being viewed as reactive rather than proactive, and that staffing and program decisions are not 
based on a long term plan of known and anticipated needs.  Given the concern that general 
education teachers need a better understanding of basic disabilities, that special education teachers 
need greater understanding of behavioral and emotional disabilities, and that teaching assistants 
are often unsupervised and unsupported, it also seems that this structure does not provide 

 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 
Dover 4 2 4 8 9 
Sherborn 2 2 4 3 11 
D-S 9 2 10 11 9 
Total 15 6 18 22 29 
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sufficient instructional leadership to support effective and efficient general and special education 
interventions.  Finally, given the lack of clarity about roles and responsibilities related to decision-
making, it appears that there has been little attention paid to implementation planning as the 
leadership and the administrative models have changed from year to year.  
 
While some speak positively of the previous model, which provided a special education 
administrator for each district, others identify the unintended consequence of that model, which 
required little general education ownership of diverse learners and little collaboration among the 
districts on developing consistent procedures and interventions, as counterproductive to effective 
special education programming.  Many stakeholders see the benefits of a single administrator of 
special education, but they have expressed the wish that any new organizational model be more 
responsive at the building level, anchored in a clear strategic vision and rolled out with a strong 
implementation plan.   It is also important to develop a model that coordinates general education 
supports for at-risk learners in a complementary way with special education programming.  The 
identified issues related to the eligibility process for special education is one indicator of the need 
for a more collaborative model.  In addition, the changing needs of the student population, 
especially related to social/emotional difficulties, requires a coordinated effort among general 
education and special education departments within the three districts. 
 
The information gathered in this review points to the clear need for more administrative leadership 
positions in order to affect the identified goals of alignment of programs and procedures across the 
three districts and the effective use of existing resources.   Given the multiple organizational models 
that have been implemented in the last several years, it is important that the district leadership 
identifies a model that has a strong chance of addressing the identified needs for the foreseeable 
future and develops a thoughtful implementation plan for that model.  While it is possible to 
develop a cost neutral configuration for the district, the greater need is to be sure that the 
configuration has the capacity to successfully address the identified organizational and 
programmatic needs.  
  
Commendations 
 
In general, the special education staff is highly regarded and seen to be skillful and committed to 
the success of the students with whom they work.   In addition, the current model has allowed 
general education administrators to develop a greater understanding and investment in special 
education, and they have expressed an interest in developing models of support that focus on 
prevention as well as greater collaboration among general and special education teachers.    
 
Recommendations 
 
The following recommendations are intended to address the need for more comprehensive 
leadership related to the administration of the special education programming.  In addition, based 
upon information gathered through our interview process, we also believe that there is benefit to 
creating a coordinating structure to support all school based efforts, both preventive and remedial, 
to address the needs of diverse learners.   For example, supporting students in their development of 
social and emotional self-regulation, which is an emerging need not only in Dover and Sherborn, 
but in all districts in Massachusetts, requires the coordinated efforts of both general and special 
education leadership and programming.   These issues will be discussed more fully in the 
subsequent report, but they do inform the recommendations below.  
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1. Create a Director of Student Services position that coordinates all support services, 
including general education social and emotional supports, guidance supports and nursing 
supports, in addition to special education services.  Collaborate with general education 
leadership to develop the scope and responsibilities of this position with a goal of creating a 
shared vision and aligned programming across the three districts for at-risk learners, as 
well as for students with disabilities.  

 
2. Create a Coordinator of Special Education position.   Along with the Director, this will be an 

administrative position that will address all of the leadership functions identified above, 
including hiring, supervising, and evaluating staff, as well as engaging all stakeholders in an 
effective change process through collaborative and instructional leadership.  Work with all 
stakeholders to create clear job descriptions for this position, including decision-making 
authority in each of the administrative leadership areas and responsibilities for the IEP 
process.   
 
 

3. Create  1.0 Team Chair positions at the elementary and secondary levels.  The designation of 
a 1.0FTE serving the two elementary schools and 1.0 FTE serving the two secondary schools 
would support more consistent implementation of the IEP process across the three districts.  
Maintain the Out of District Coordinator position, but assign within-district Team Chair 
responsibilities as needed.  This additional responsibility should be feasible because of the 
aging out of current out-of-district students and the development of more effective within-
district programming.  

 
4. Given this staffing proposal, there are several ways to configure the roles assigned to each 

position to address both the administrative responsibilities and the IEP process.   The role 
definitions should be carefully considered to meet the needs of the districts, and they 
should be clearly understood by all stakeholders prior to implementation.  One possible 
configuration is to have the newly created Coordinator of Special Education be primarily 
responsible for the two elementary districts, creating a greater building based presence for 
case management, supervision and program oversight, including the preschool and the 
transition to middle school.  The Coordinator and elementary Team Chair could divide the 
remaining responsibilities, but there would be approximately a 2.0 FTE allocation of staff 
for the administrative and IEP functions at the elementary level.  The newly created Student 
Services Director could assume responsibilities for the supervision and special education 
programming at the secondary level, with the full time Team Chair providing oversight for 
the IEP process for grades 7-10, in part to ensure a smooth transition between middle and 
high school.  The remaining Team Chair responsibilities could be assigned to the current 
Out of District Coordinator.  While there are other possible role configurations, the goal is to 
create aligned programming and procedures, while providing effective support to the staff 
and families at each level.  

 
5. Develop clear long-term goals for the special education department that are shared by all 

three districts.  When the administrative structure for next year is finalized through the 
budget process, consider hiring a consultant for the balance of this year to help with this 
process.  The tasks for SY19 include the clear definition of roles and responsibilities of each 
of the new positions and the identification of clear long-term goals for the three districts.   
While it is important to use a facilitated consensus process to identify long term goals, key 
areas for consideration could include the development of robust general education 
supports, the development of a truly inclusive culture with shared ownership for the 
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success of diverse learners, and the development of within-district capacity to meet the 
needs of students with more intensive needs.  When the goals are identified, develop a 
process for the three districts and four schools to gather key data that could be used to 
benchmark these goals in a consistent and accurate way.  Gather the data in SY19 to serve 
as base line data for future improvement goals. 

 
6. In SY20, charge the new Director of Student Services with developing a long-term strategic 

plan to move the district towards the identified goals and to address programmatic needs at 
all levels.  These issues will be discussed more fully in the subsequent report.  

 
Summary 
 
Initial investment in administrative infrastructure should result in more resilient and proactive 
relationships with general education staff and with parents as well as more effective use of 
resources over time.  The intent of this restructuring is to support the effective use of staff, the 
expansion of inclusive and collaborative programming, the efficient implementation of the IEP 
process and the development of sustainable within-district programming, thereby reducing the 
number of students placed out of district as well as the number of one to one paraprofessionals 
required to support students.   The proposed model includes 2.0 FTE’s of administration and 3.0 
FTE’s of support for the IEP process.  Over time, there may be some flexibility in the way this 
staffing is used; however, it is our recommendation that the districts maintain the commitment to a 
level of staffing that will continue to address the challenges identified in this review.  
 
In the subsequent report, we will look closely at the current direct service staffing and program 
configurations in support of diverse learners and make specific recommendations related to more 
effective models of support.   However, in order for any program improvement initiatives to be 
successfully realized, it is our recommendation that the districts first invest in the appropriate 
administrative infrastructure.  
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 
Debra Levine 
Dorsey Yearley 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Attachments:  
Appendix A:  Structured Interview Questions 
Appendix B:  Proposed Organizational Chart 
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Appendix A 
Questions for the structured interviews 
 
 
1. Overall, what are the current strengths and challenges of the special education programming 

and services at your school? 
  
2. Specifically, what are the strengths and challenges of the current organizational model (i.e. the 

Director of Special Education for the three districts and a Team Chair in each building), 
including the process for information sharing and problem solving? 

 
3. How are decisions made regarding students whose IEP’s will require the commitment of 

additional resources, such as providing an educational assistant or an out-of-district placement? 
 
4. What is the continuum of services in your school for students with disabilities and how do you 

support students with more intensive needs? 
 
5. How are special education programs monitored, and what is the planning process for ongoing 

program improvement and/or the development of new programs?  
 
6. What is the transition planning process for students with special needs who are either leaving 

your school or entering your school?  Are the programs and services well aligned from school to 
school, and are there any parts of the planning process that could be improved? 

 
7. What are the general education supports in place for at-risk students who may not need or 

qualify for special education services? 
 
8. Are there any groups of students that you feel are under-served in your school, and if so, who 

are they?  
 
9. Is there any other specific information regarding special education services and programming 

would you like to share with us?  
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Appendix B 
Proposed Organizational Chart 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 









 
The Public Schools of Dover and Sherborn  
                                                                                               
                                                                                                 Memo from 
                                                                                     Superintendent Dr. Andrew Keough 
 

The Public Schools of Dover and Sherborn do not discriminate on the basis of race, color, sex/gender, gender identity,  
religion, national origin, sexual orientation, disability, or homelessness 

 

 

 

To:   Joint School Committee 

From:  Andrew W. Keough, Ed.D., Superintendent 

Date: October 19, 2018 

RE:    Review of Strategic Plan Action Plan 

 

               

Please find attached a review of the Strategic Plan Action Plan. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 





































 
The Public Schools of Dover and Sherborn  
                                                                                               
                                                                                                 Memo from 
                                                                                     Superintendent Dr. Andrew Keough 
 

The Public Schools of Dover and Sherborn do not discriminate on the basis of race, color, sex/gender, gender identity,  
religion, national origin, sexual orientation, disability, or homelessness 

 

 

 

To:   Joint School Committee 

From:  Andrew W. Keough, Ed.D., Superintendent 

Date: October 19, 2018 

RE:    Revision of year 1 evaluation protocol pilot 

 

               

Please find attached a Revision of year 1 evaluation protocol pilot.      

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Proposal: QPO Pilot Program 2018-19 
 
The original intent of the Quality Peer Observer (QPO) Program was to promote peer observations, a highly effective form 
of professional development used by educators in leading nations including Finland, Singapore, and Japan. This was an 
attempt at strengthening the original action research option under the supervision of a QPO. Over time, between a lack of 
available QPOs, scheduling constraints, a lack of consistent training, and an expansion of other demands/initiatives, the 
program has failed to meet its original intent.  As such, this pilot is intended to make year one of the evaluation cycle a more 
meaningful learning year for teachers without overburdening the administrators charged with evaluating them.   
 
We are proposing that we revert back to the “Year 1 of Two-year Plan: Action Research Year” portion of the Dover 
Sherborn Public School Supervision and Evaluation System document (January 2013): 
 

Year 1 of Two-year Plan: Action Research Year - The Action Research Year encourages professional  
growth, reflection, and collaboration. During the year, educators undertake comprehensive research on a  
topic that directly correlates to their assignment and that informs their practice. 

 
As a pilot during the 2018-19 school year, educators in year one of a two-year evaluation cycle will have an option of 
working alone, in pairs, or in small groups on an “action research” project incorporated into either their Professional Practice 
or Student Learning goal; the goal must specify benchmarks and a final product. Progress on meeting benchmarks will be 
provided by the educator through the formative report completed in the spring.  
 

Educators will develop a research question, “problem of practice” (Dick Elmore), or “dilemma” (Critical Friends) 
and  

work to address it through (at least) one of the following: 
● Analyzing student work  
● Analyzing data 
● Reading and discussing educational book(s) and/or article(s) 
● Videotaping or observing lessons (your own and/or others) 
● Conducting site visits to other schools  
● Developing/teaching a course for other DS educators 
● Other (to be approved by the primary evaluator) 

 
Examples include: 

● Are grading practices calibrated across teachers and/or course levels? 
● Do the tasks that students are asked to do demonstrate the knowledge and skills we intend to target?   
● What does research/evidence tell us about leveling in mathematics? 
● How often are students asked to demonstrate higher order thinking skills (analyze, synthesize, create)? 
● To what extent are students engaged (affect/emotionally, behaviorally, cognitively) in the classroom? 
● What STEAM-like courses and programs are offered at comparable schools? 
● What does co-teaching look like at the high school level? 
● How we do incorporate the Teaching Tolerance Standards for Social Justice into the sixth grade English 

curriculum? 
● Do all of our students (race, gender, ELL, special education, SES) achieve at similar levels (grades, 

standardized scores) and have access to the same rigorous curricula (honors, AP courses)?  
● How do we improve students’ sense of belonging at our school? 
● How do we incorporate additional play-time and down-time into the school day/classroom? 
● How can I increase the amount of student-centered activities in my classroom? Or provide students 

additional voice and choice in their learning? 
● How might I integrate Project Based Learning into the curriculum? 
● How might I use technology to enhance learning and provide students additional means to collaborate and 

create? 
 
Year 2 will continue to be as it currently exists in practice, a “focused feedback” year that allows educators to obtain targeted 
and substantive feedback on their practice from their evaluators.   
 
In order to promote continual learning and growth, educators rated “proficient” or “exemplary” in the spring of 2018 will be 
in one of these two tracks; there will no longer be option of defaulting to a one year directed growth plan.  
 
This pilot and change in practice, if successful, could be incorporated into the evaluation process as described in the contract. 



 
The Public Schools of Dover and Sherborn  
                                                                                               
                                                                                                 Memo from 
                                                                                     Superintendent Dr. Andrew Keough 
 

The Public Schools of Dover and Sherborn do not discriminate on the basis of race, color, sex/gender, gender identity,  
religion, national origin, sexual orientation, disability, or homelessness 

 

 

 

To:   Joint School Committee 

From:  Andrew W. Keough, Ed.D., Superintendent 

Date: October 19, 2018 

RE:    Superintendent’s Goals Review 

               

Please find attached my goals for the 2018-19 school year.   Other than my professional practice, these 
align directly with the Strategic Plan and Action Plan. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Dover Sherborn Superintendent Goals 2018-19 

Andrew W. Keough, Ed. D. 

 

Goal 1: (District Improvement) Revisit School Start Times – Announce and establish a new, streamlined Start 
Time Committee in the fall of 2018 that is charged with revisiting the work of the previous start committee.  This 
committee’s charge will be to review current and previous research, study approaches taken by neighboring 
school systems, survey staff, students, and families, consider possible proposals, and share possible options with 
the school committees.  Proper vetting of any options to be considered must be thorough. (See Strategic 
Objective #2 - Health and Well-being of Students and Staff) 

Goal 2: (District Improvement) Improving District/Superintendent Communication – In year one, announce and 
establish a Communication Committee that is charged with reviewing effectiveness of current methods of 
communication being employed across the system.  The committee will develop a plan for improving and 
streamlining communications where necessary.  In year two, the committee will review the district and building 
webpages for user friendliness and effectiveness, and make recommended changes for implementation prior to 
year three. (See Strategic Objective #3 - Partnerships with Families and Communities) 

Goal 2: (District Improvement) Ensure that student services for the district are delivered in a consistent, 
efficient and effective manner.  – Working with a consultant(s) to conduct a thorough review of all student 
services, develop a model for effective leadership of student services, and identify and implement changes for 
Dover Sherborn student service programing moving forward. (See Strategic Objective #1 and #5 – Innovative 
Teaching and Learning and Resource Efficiency) 

Goal 3: (District Improvement) Ensure that district remains focused on student wellbeing through emphasis on 
cultural proficiency, social emotional learning, and student sense of belonging. - Working with the Leadership 
Team, to ensure that at least one building goal (contained in School Improvement Plans) aligns with the district 
goal of Health and Wellbeing of Students and Staff and that all leader professional goals include meaningful focus 
on this work. (See Strategic Objective #2 – Health and Wellbeing of Students and Staff) 

Goal 4:  (Student Learning) Working with the Leadership Team, ensure that all Dover and Sherborn Students 
are exposed to a rigorous curriculum, that their teachers receive meaningful feedback about their instruction, 
and that authentic learning experiences and assessments are prioritized in all schools.  – Supervise and guide 
the Assistant Superintendent for Curriculum and Instruction in the process of reviewing the district math 
curriculum (year one) and English curriculum (year two) for rigor, consistency, and alignment.  Review and adjust 
where necessary evaluation procedures and train evaluators in best practices in teacher evaluation.  Institute 
changes to course development at the secondary level and ensure the Academic Innovation Committee is 
assembled and begins its work. (See Strategic Objective #1 - Innovative Teaching and Learning) 

Goal 5: (Professional Practice) Expand connections with experienced superintendents, continuing with 
coaching model, participating in job alike meetings, attending relevant conferences on school leadership – In 
working with coach, other neighboring superintendents, and superintendents on the national and international 
level, further strategize effective approaches to leading change in a high achieving school district. 



DRAFT 

Dover-Sherborn Regional School Committee 
Dover School Committee 

Sherborn School Committee 
Union #50 Superintendency Committee 

Meeting Minutes June 18, 2018 
Chickering Library - Dover, MA 

 
Present:
Dover School Committee 
Henry Spalding, Chair* 
Brooke Matarese, Secretary* 
Michael Jaffe* 
Rachel Spellman 
Adrian Hill 
Sherborn School Committee 
Kate Potter, Chair* 
Angie Johnson, Secretary* 
Jennifer Debin* 
Amanda Brown 
Megan Page 

Dover-Sherborn Regional School 
Committee 
Lori Krusell, Chair** 
Anne Hovey, Vice-Chair** 
Clare Graham, Secretary** 
Dana White 
Maggie Charron 
Judi Miller 
 
*  - Union #50 Member 
** - Union #50 non-voting member

 
1. Call to order –  The meeting was called to order at 6:58 pm. There was a quorum of the 

Dover Sherborn Regional School Committee (DSRSC), the Dover School Committee (DSC), 
the Sherborn School Committee (SSC), and the Union #50 Superintendency Committee.  

2. Reorganization 
Dr. Keough asked for nominations for Chair of the Union #50 Superintendency Committee: 
Ms. Potter nominated Henry Spalding. Ms. Matarese seconded.  
Vote in favor: Ms. Potter, Ms. Johnson, Ms. Debin, Mr. Spalding, Ms. Matarese, and Ms. 
Spellman 
Mr. Spalding asked for nominations for Secretary of the Union #50 Superintendency 
Committee: Mr. Spalding nominated Kate Potter. Ms. Spellman seconded.  
Vote in favor: Ms. Potter, Ms. Johnson, Ms. Debin, Mr. Spalding, Ms. Matarese, and Ms. 
Spellman 

3. Community Comments - none 
4. ELA Curriculum Review - Ms. McCoy presented the results of the work that has been done 

to update the ELA Curriculum and answered questions from the committee members. 
5. Consent Agenda 

• Approval of Minutes: May 1, 2018  
There were motions to approve the Consent Agenda pending the addition of comments from 
Mr. Lee. 
DSRSC: motion by Ms. White, second by Ms. Hovey 
Vote in favor: Ms. Krusell, Ms. Hovey, Ms. Graham, Ms. White, Ms. Charron, and Ms. Miller 
SSC: motion by Ms. Johnson, second by Ms. Debin 
Vote in favor: Ms. Potter, Ms. Johnson, and Ms. Debin. Ms. Brown and Ms. Page abstained. 
DSC: motion by Mr. Hill, second by Mr. Jaffe 
Vote in favor: Mr. Spalding, Ms. Matarese, Mr. Jaffe, Ms. Spellman, and Mr. Hill 

6. Communications 
• Draft 2018-19 Meeting Schedule 

7. Adjournment to Executive Session at 7:47 pm for matters pertaining to security 
devices not to return to Open Session.  



DRAFT 

 
Respectfully submitted, 
Amy Davis 



DRAFT 

Dover-Sherborn Regional School Committee 
Dover School Committee 

Sherborn School Committee 
Union #50 Superintendency Committee 
Meeting Minutes September 17, 2018 
Pine Hill Auditorium - Sherborn, MA 

 
Present:
Dover School Committee 
Henry Spalding, Chair* 
Brooke Matarese, Secretary* 
Michael Jaffe* 
 
Sherborn School Committee 
Kate Potter, Chair* 
Angie Johnson, Secretary* 
Jennifer Debin* 
Amanda Brown 
Megan Page 

Dover-Sherborn Regional School 
Committee 
Lori Krusell, Chair** 
Anne Hovey, Vice-Chair** 
Maggie Charron 
Judi Miller 
 
 
*  - Union #50 Member 
** - Union #50 non-voting member

 
1. Call to order –  The meeting was called to order at 8:03 pm. There was a quorum of the 

Dover Sherborn Regional School Committee (DSRSC), the Dover School Committee (DSC), 
the Sherborn School Committee (SSC), and the Union #50 Superintendency Committee.  

2. Appointment of Interim Special Education Director - Dr. Keough introduced Deborah 
Dixson then highlighted her qualifications and experience. Dr. Keough recommended the 
appointment of Ms. Dixson as the Interim Director of Special Education. 
There were motions to appoint Deborah Dixson as the Interim Director of Special Education 
for the 2018-19 school year.  
DSRSC: motion by Ms. Hovey, second by Ms. Miller 
Vote in favor: Ms. Krusell, Ms. Hovey, Ms. Charron, and Ms. Miller 
SSC: motion by Ms. Johnson, second by Ms. Debin 
Vote in favor: Ms. Potter, Ms. Johnson, Ms. Debin, Ms. Brown, and Ms. Page. 
DSC: motion by Mr. Jaffe, second by Ms. Matarese 
Vote in favor: Mr. Spalding, Ms. Matarese, and Mr. Jaffe. 

3. Adjournment at 8:11 pm.  
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Amy Davis 
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