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MISSION 

Building upon our history, diversity and beliefs, the mission of the Woodbury Public Schools,  

a leader in personalizing education, 

is to ensure each child becomes a responsible citizen who excels in his or her endeavors and meets life’s 

challenges with courage, confidence and pride;  

this is accomplished by utilizing proven instructional strategies and innovative methods by highly skilled 

and dedicated individuals in partnership with families, our city and the global community. 

 

BELIEFS 

We believe that . . . 

 

 Each individual has inherent worth. 

 Every individual desires to succeed. 

 All people can learn. 

 Individuals are responsible for the choices they make. 

 Each person bears responsibility to work toward the common good of the community. 

 The family is the primary influence in the development of the child. 

 Shared moral values are essential for the well-being of the individual and the 

community. 

 The strength of the community is directly related to the strength of its schools 

 Diversity increases the opportunity for mutual respect and personal growth. 

 High expectations and hard work drive individuals and organizations toward excellence. 

 The education of the entire population is fundamental to the survival of democracy. 

 Education is a responsibility shared by students, families, school and community. 

 Education expands opportunities throughout life. 
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WORDS FROM THE SUPERINTENDENT  
For this fall 2013 State of the Schools report, we have decided to concentrate on student performance 

indicators. Student performance data have been specially highlighted over recent months by both 

federal and state government initiatives focused on school funding systems and new educator 

evaluation protocols. Thus, this year’s State of the School report concentrates on the review of this 

student data. In addition, the type of information included in prior State of the Schools reports 

associated with our Special Services and Pupil Personnel Services have tended to be duplicative of the 

separate, semi-annual reports that the directors responsible for these areas provide the board. Similarly, 

the business operations of the school are highlighted in the separate, monthly reports by the Business 

Administrator. Finally, our new website allows for better warehousing and access of these different 

reports so that information will be readily available without the need to be combined into one “super-

sized” document. Thus – this State of the Schools highlights student performance. 

Woodbury City Public Schools has been seriously focused on the analysis of student data well in advance 

of these new national and state initiatives. Our in-house Evaluation and Research Coordinator position 

has provided the school system with the ability to effectively manage and analyze the myriad of student 

performance indicators that are available to today’s teachers and administrators. Additionally, the ERC 

has been a key player in the district’s preparation for all of the tasks associated with the State’s new 

AchieveNJ model for teacher and administrator evaluation. This State of the Schools document is a key 

example of the type of data analysis the position has provided the district. 

Woodbury City Public Schools was one of a few districts across the state accepted into the Effective 

Educators for New Jersey (EE4NJ) Pilot Program for 2012-13 (one of 13 districts to be added into the 

Teacher Evaluation Cohort 2). This participation has helped our teachers and administrators prepare for 

work that is now under the umbrella of the newly named AchieveNJ effort. The new teacher and 

administrator evaluation systems piloted across the state and now required to be implemented in all 

districts put a heavy emphasis on student data. Though not all the data included in this State of the 

Schools is necessarily a part of the AchieveNJ effort, it is all integral to the overall effort to track progress 

longitudinally and measure the success of programs through data. 

We understand that there are complicating factors associated with this focus on student performance 

data. One complication is that schools engage with a number of overlapping initiatives, and it is difficult 

to tease out the program/initiative that may be contributing to success. This is true due to the fact that 

we do not typically utilize a research methodology when we set up our new efforts. Often, we analyze 

the potential impact of new programs and then choose to bring these into our system holistically. The 

difficulty in gauging impact becomes even more complicated when two or more of these new initiatives 

involve the same group of students. Secondly, when serving a group of students significantly affected by 

difficult socio-economic conditions, there is the added complication of how these more taxing economic 

factors on the home front interplay with school success. Therefore, it can be instructive to look at school 

districts dealing with similar groups of students in order to gauge degrees of success. Unfortunately, this 

comparison has been difficult in recent years – the state has abandoned any effort to update old District 

Factor Grouping that was based on a number of socio-economic factors, as listed on the following page: 
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 Percent of adults with no high school diploma 

 Percent of adults with some college education 

 Occupational status 

 Unemployment rate 

 Percent of individuals in poverty 

 Median family income 

New Jersey Department of Education DFG groups were last updated in 2000. Last year, the NJDOE 

shifted to a new Peer School Grouping that had a number of limitations and problems as it was rolled-

out; only three factors are considered when identifying a peer school – school grade composition, 

free/reduced lunch percentage, and Limited English Proficiency. We outlined a number of our concerns 

with the state’s new Peer School Groupings – some were addressed, but we are not confident that this 

new comparison effort will ever be overly meaningful. Therefore, today, a ready mechanism to acquire 

meaningful comparison of the district with similar school systems does not exist. 

Nonetheless, even with the limitations of analysis referenced above, what follows is an important 

compilation of Woodbury student performance data. It has been shared with the administrators and 

teachers. We continue to have conversations around the data and use it to guide both our short-term 

and long-term planning.  

2012-13 DISTRICT HIGHLIGHTS 

District-wide 
The major district-wide highlight in 2012-13 was the selection of Woodbury City Public Schools to join 

the State’s EE4NJ pilot for the new teacher evaluation system. The school year involved a significant 

amount of teacher and administrator training in the new Marzano Teacher Evaluation Model. A group of 

administrators and teacher leaders began the training over multiple days in the summer, while the full 

faculty was introduced to the details of the new system upon our return to school. There were 

subsequent follow-ups with the teachers and added administrator inter-rater reliability training that 

took place throughout the year. In the end, participating in the pilot jump-started the district’s 

involvement with the new protocols for evaluation, highlighted the State’s new use of student data as a 

significant part of the process, and allowed for highly professional dialogue to occur without the specter 

of the evaluation process officially “counting” toward new teacher tenure law matters. Many of our in-

district decisions associated with the implementation of the evaluation system were validated while 

others were determined to need revamping as we re-opened school for the current 2013-14 school 

year. This piloting effort was definitely the main focus of the year across the district. 

Junior-Senior High School 
For the Junior-Senior High School, a highlight of note was the inclusion of the high school in the U.S. 

News and World Report 2013 ranking of high schools across the nation and state. The high school 

received a Silver Award – no other schools in New Jersey south of Route 195 received any higher 

recognition. Only four schools in this South Jersey region – Cherry Hill East, Haddonfield, Mainland 

Regional and Woodbury City – received this Silver Award designation. The ranking reflects the continued 

emphasis that Woodbury has placed on providing our students with the most rigorous coursework – 

specifically by providing access to honors and Advanced Placement courses. As is detailed later in this 
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report, a high percentage of our students participate in AP courses and our percentage of students 

scoring at the 3-4-5 level is strong. Much of the success of the enhanced rigor can be attributed to our 

Advancement Via Individual Determination (AVID) program’s support of the students who would 

typically find themselves “in the middle.”  In the AVID program, students have specialized academic 

support and the requirement to take at least one honors or AP course. 

Elementary Schools 
An important highlight in the elementary schools was the inclusion of the School Breakfast Program as 

an “After the Bell” happening across all schools. Breakfast in the Classroom was piloted in the Evergreen 

Avenue School during the second half of the prior, 2011-12 school year. We then began the program in 

full force at all elementary schools starting October 2012. Again, as stated in the opening message 

above, it is hard to quantify and isolate the true impact of an initiative like this, but it is strongly believed 

that the increased number of students being served breakfast translates into more students who are 

ready to learn due to the fact that they have received a more nutritious start to the school day.  The 

change in the delivery of the breakfast program resulted in the district increasing the percent of 

elementary students served from approximately 25 percent to 75 percent. 

STRATEGIC PLAN UPDATE  
The district’s Strategic Plan was originally approved in June of 2008. A periodic review of the plan was 

completed during the 2010-11 school year and the resulting revisions to the plan were approved in 

March of 2011. This Strategic Plan has been a guiding document for all district work during these past 

five school years and into the new 2013-14 school year.  

The Strategic Plan has three key objectives, the first of which relates to student performance on state 

assessments. These are to be accomplished by addressing five overarching strategies – supported by a 

long list of activities to ensure each strategy’s success. This State of the School report provides an 

update on the first objective that encompasses student achievement goals on standardized tests.  

Objective 1 

By 2013, each student will be proficient on state and local assessments and at least 50% 

of our students in each ethnic, gender and socioeconomic sub-group will achieve at the 

advanced proficiency level. 

Woodbury continues to focus on improving the academic success of all students throughout the district 

as measured by their performance on standardized and local assessments, specifically the New Jersey 

Assessment of Skills and Knowledge (NJASK) and High School Proficiency Assessment (HSPA). To date, 

Woodbury has not met this objective outright.  

Although our elementary schools previously performed below our District Factor Group–B (DFG-B) in 

both Language Arts Literacy (LAL) and Mathematics in 2011 and 2012, but grades 3 – 5 showed an 

increase in proficiency rate in mathematics which brought the proficiency performance higher than the 

DFG-B in 2013 (at 71.8 percent proficient). The elementary schools continue to perform slightly below 

DFG-B proficient performance in language arts, with the change in proficiency remaining generally 

parallel to both the State and the DFG-B. Our Junior High’s proficiency rate dipped below the DFG-B in 
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mathematics (from 67.1% in 2012 to 63.2% in 2013) but showed a sharper increase in language arts 

(from 52.3% in 2012 to 59.8% in 2013). Senior High continued to see a slow decline in proficiency rate, 

which began the previous year, while the DFG-B and the State remained fairly steady in terms of percent 

proficient. The following charts summarize these results, and analyze Woodbury’s efforts to reach the 

goal of having all students become proficient on these assessments. The section titled “Student 

Achievement,” found later in this report, details Woodbury’s assessment performance by grade level in 

2012, as well as trend data for cohorts of students over time. While some proficiencies represent fall-off 

from the previous year, and others represent increases, it is important to keep in mind that each year 

represents a different group of students tested with some overlap in the elementary (grades 3-6) and 

junior high (grades 6-8) grade bands. 

 

 



Page 7 of 58 
 

 

 



Page 8 of 58 
 

In order to better understand the overall change over time, a “line of best fit” was generated for each 

group using a logarithmic trend line. Through this method, it appears that Woodbury’s achievement 

over time on the HSPA seems to be increasing at a greater rate in terms of percentage proficient than 

statewide and DFG-B trends indicate.  

 

 

The second part of Objective 1 emphasizes Woodbury’s mission for all students to achieve at the highest 

levels possible, especially those in the identified subgroups of ethnicity, gender and socioeconomic 

status (Woodbury’s demographic makeup can be found in Appendix A on Page 54). The following charts 

exhibit Woodbury’s district-wide progress towards having at least 50% of students in students in these 

subgroups achieve advanced proficiency on standardized assessments. In terms of gender, there was a 

larger gap in advanced proficiency performance in language arts compared with mathematics, with 

female students outperforming male students in both cases (by 4.3 and 2.2 percentage points, 

respectively). The gap between these two groups widened in 2013 in language arts by 2.2 percentage 

points, and female students outperformed male students in math for the first time in four years. 
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White students outperformed both Black and Hispanic students in terms of advanced proficiency in 

2013, with the largest gaps apparent in mathematics (27.7 and 26.2 percentage points, respectively. The 

gap between White and Black students’ advanced performance widened from 2012 to 2013 in language 

arts, while performance remained fairly parallel for the White and Hispanic groups. The Hispanic growth 

in terms of advanced proficient performance in mathematics in 2013 from previous years, while the 

White group’s performance grew a bit more modestly, and Black students remained unchanged.  
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Non-economically disadvantaged students had higher advanced proficient rates than their economically 

disadvantaged peers in 2013 in both language arts and mathematics (by 7.8 and 24.6 percentage points, 

respectively). Both groups showed increases in advanced proficient performance in language arts in 

2013; however, the growth in this performance was greater for non-economically disadvantaged 

students (2.4 percentage points compared with 0.6 percentage points for the economically 

disadvantaged students). In mathematics, the gap between groups lessened 2.4 percentage points from 

2012 to 2013, with the non-economically disadvantaged group remaining virtually unchanged in terms 

of advanced proficiency performance and the economically disadvantaged group showing upward 

movement.  
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STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT 
Though the analysis of the state testing has changed as outlined in the “status of schools” detailed later 

in the report, the overall student achievement measures have remained constant for the district:  State 

NJASK testing, State HSPA testing, Measure of Academic Process (MAP), SAT, PSAT, and College Board 

Advanced Placement Tests (AP). These data are used to not only support teacher instruction in the 

classroom but to inform data-driven curricular and instructional decisions throughout the district. This 

report summarizes Woodbury’s students’ performance on each measure for the 2012-13 school year, 

including trends and comparisons, when available.  

NJASK RESULTS 

The NJASK is a New Jersey assessment requirement for all students in grades 3 through 8. The following 

sections summarize Woodbury’s 2013 performance on the assessment by district, and cohort, and at the 

school level in the form of Progress Target Results.  

For the first set of analysis, students enrolled in the school for less than a year were included in the 

analysis, as this is the form we receive the data when we compare with our district factor group (DFG-B) 

and the state performance overall; including these students allows for a more accurate comparison. 

However, please note that only valid test scores of Woodbury City students with the district for more 

than one year were included in the analysis of cohort data and Progress Target data. This mirrors the 

original federal requirements for AYP analysis under NCLB, and it is an approach that continues to have 

local value and is used by the State in the calculation of Progress Targets. Unfortunately, as the state 

implements the new waiver process, this approach has been somewhat altered. In some cases the 

NJDOE has chosen to include students with time less than a year in the calculations to determine if a 

school district is going to be classified as priority/focus/reward (discussed further, below). Additionally, 

the state is producing new Student Growth Percentiles for teachers and principals that utilizes a third 
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metric to determine whether a student’s score is included – students must be enrolled in class at least 

70 percent of the time before the test; and teachers must have worked at least 60 percent of the time 

before the test. 

Elementary In 2013, students in grade 3 performed nearly on par with the DFG-B and below the State 

(12.2 percentage points) in language arts in terms of proficiency. In mathematics, they performed about 

equal with the DFG-B, and 8.5 percentage points below the State. Fourth grade students performed 

below the DFG-B and State in language arts, (4.7 and 18.1 percentage points, respectfully). Proficient 

performance in mathematics for fourth grade students in 2013 echoed that of the student in grade 3 for 

the most part when compared with the DFG-B and State. Students in grade 5 also performed below the 

State in both language arts and mathematics in terms of percentage proficient (23.8, and 8.6 percentage 

points, respectively). These students performed below the DFG-B in language arts (10.8 percentage 

points) but about the same in mathematics (1.8 percentage points below the DFG-B). 
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Junior High In 2013, students in grade 6 performed above the DFG-B in both language arts and 

mathematics (5.5 and 7.3 percentage points, respectively). This group performed below than the State 

in terms of percent proficient in language arts (7.6 percentage points) and a percentage point above the 

state in mathematics. grade 7 students performed below the DFG-B and the State in 2013 in both 

language arts and mathematics (6.6 and 20.2 and 9.6 and 21.1 percentage points, respectively). Grade 8 

students had noteworthy performance in 2013 with 77.1 percent proficient in language arts (3.6 

percentage points above the DFG-B and only 4.8 percentage points below the State), and higher 

proficiency in mathematics than both the DFG-B and the State (by 10.5 and 0.4 percentage points, 

respectively).  
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NJASK Student Performance by Cohort  

For the past four years, cohort data has been compiled to illustrate how Woodbury’s students have 

performed on the NJASK over time as a class, compared with the DFG-B and the State. Last year, we 

attempted a format that included all students for whom scores were available regardless of whether 

they were with Woodbury the entire time. This year, we are returning to the “old” format, whereby 

performance over each year students were both test eligible and with Woodbury for the classes of 2017, 

2018, 2019, and 2020 during each test administration. Student in these cohorts who were in school for 

less than a year for any of the years of test administration were not included. In the winter Student 

Growth addendum to this report, distribution of student growth (based on student growth percentiles) 

and median student growth percentiles for each cohort will be presented.  

Class of 2020 Cohort 

The class of 2019 cohort, our current 6th graders, has demonstrated steadily decreasing proficiency 

performance on the LAL portion of the NJASK over the last three years, falling below the DFG-B and 

State by 2013. The 2019 cohort showed increased proficiency in mathematics from 2011 to 2013, 

however, remaining on par with the DFG-B trend over this time period (3.5 percentage points over three 

years), and remains below the State proficiency performance.  
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Class of 2019 Cohort 

The class of 2019 cohort, our current 7th graders, has shown higher proficiency levels on NJASK than the 

DFG-B in both LAL and mathematics over the past four years, and in 2013 performed on par with the 

State in LAL and 6.7 percentage points higher than the State in mathematics. Following a steady 

decrease in percentage proficient in LAL from 2010 to 2012, the class of 2019 increased its percentage 

proficient in this subject of the NJASK by 14.5 percentage points, closing the gap between it and the 

State, and outperforming the DFG-B by 13.1 percentage points. 
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Class of 2018 Cohort  

The class of 2018 cohort, currently in eighth grade, has also scored at proficiency levels on par with the 

DFG-B since 2009, lessening the slight gap that existed in 2009 over time and slowly increasing its 

proficiency rate from 2011 to 2013 (by 2.8 percentage points). In mathematics, the class of 2018 

performance decreased in 2013 after increases the previous three years. This decrease followed a nearly 

parallel trend with both the DFG-B and the State, with the proficiency rate dropping 19.7 percentage 

points (compared with the DFG-B decrease of 19 and the State decrease of 15.2 percentage points). 
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Class of 2017 Cohort  

While the class of 2017 cohort (currently 9th graders) had previously shown a decline in performance 

after rebounding following new proficiency cut scores established in 2009 (i.e., it became “harder” to 

attain proficiency), the group demonstrated high levels of proficiency in both language arts and 

mathematics in in 2013. Although this jump in proficiency was similar to that of the DFG-B and State, the 

2017 cohort’s percent proficient performance rose at a higher rate and outperformed both groups in 

each subject. In language arts, it outperformed the DFG-B and State by 10.1 and 1.7 percentage points, 

respectively; and, in mathematics, it outperformed the DFG-B and State by 20.3 and 10.2 percentage 

points, respectively. It is hypothesized that the cumulative effect of our rigorous detracked approach to 

the junior high curriculum and an “algebra for all” approach to eighth grade mathematics at Woodbury 

continues to bolster achievement in both subjects for students as they conclude their junior high 

experience.  

 

 

Measuring Student Growth 
Last year, median Student Growth Percentiles (SGP) were presented and discussed in the State of the 
Schools report. At that time, it was dated information – presenting the performance that was two school 
years removed. Unfortunately, this new SGP data is not received until the winter of the current school 
year for the previous school year; thus, the only growth data – SGP – we have available to report at this 
time is from 2011-12.  
 
It has been decided that, when 2012-13 Student Growth Data becomes available, Woodbury SGP 
information will be analyzed and reported as an addendum to the State of the Schools document. These 
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scores are anticipated by December or January of 2013-14, with the addendum available in February 
2014. 
 
An interesting note and added complication in the delayed reporting is the fact that the SGP data is 
what will be used in the final, summative teacher evaluations for teachers in tested grades/subjects. 
Thus, the summative scores for a teacher’s yearly performance will also have this same delay – not 
being completed until the winter of the following school year. 

HSPA RESULTS 
At the High School level, students in grade 11 are required to take the High School Proficiency 

Assessment (HSPA), not only to assess student knowledge but also as a graduation requirement. 

Although each year different groups of students in grade 11 take the HSPA, results over time are 

presented below to provide a longitudinal look at Woodbury’s achievement on the 11th grade test, 

compared with performance of students in the DFG-B and State. In language arts, proficiency 

performance was lower in 2013 than 2012, and Woodbury students performed slightly lower than DFG-

B (by 4.5 percentage points). In mathematics, Woodbury continued to outperform DFG-B, but by a 

narrower margin than the previous year.  
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AHSA RESULTS 
The Alternative High School Assessment (AHSA), formerly known as Special Review Assessment (SRA), is 

an alternative assessment that allows students to “exhibit their understanding and mastery of HSPA 

skills” (New Jersey Department of Education, 2010) and can be used as an alternative graduation 

requirement assessment. In 2012-13, 7 students took the AHSA – 7 students took the mathematics 

portion and 1 took the language arts portion. Of the 7 who took the mathematics portion, 6 passed on 

the first attempt, 1 passed on the second attempt, and 4 ended up needing the AHSA to graduate (the 

other three students passed the mathematics portion of the HSPA during senior-year administrations). 

The student who took the language arts portion, did not pass either administration of the AHSA, but was 

permitted to graduate through an appeal process. The school submitted an extensive portfolio of work 

which demonstrated minimum proficiency in Language Arts. The student was Limited English Proficient 

and enrolled in Woodbury at the end of his junior year; he needed to repeat his junior year due to a gap 

in his education and successfully fulfilled all graduation requirements in June of 2013. The total number 

of students using the AHSA to graduate was 4. One of those four was the student who needed the 

appeal for language arts; thus, one student graduated via both the AHSA for mathematics and an appeal 

for language arts. 
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STATUS OF SCHOOLS 
The NJDOE initiated new status reports beginning in 2011-12 for all school districts due to the NCLB 

waiver approval by the federal government. The waiver moved New Jersey off the Adequate Yearly 

Progress (AYP) path that districts were responsible to for the past decade or more and toward a new 

labeling of performance. The new system includes three new tiers of classification:  Priority, Focus and 

Reward. The large majority of New Jersey schools do not fall into any of the three designated categories. 

None of the Woodbury City Public Schools fell into any of the specified classifications in 2011-12, which 

means that the district does not need to work with the NJDOE Regional Achievement Centers – the 

groups formed to support Priority and Focus schools across the state. Focus/priority/reward schools 

were not re-categorized in 2012-13. For more information on how the groups were determined for 

2011-12, please refer to the 2011-12 State of the Schools Report, available in the November 2012 

BoardDocs. Please note, the state has not recalculated these categories since this initial 2011-12 

determination and so those who were on the list have stayed on now for three years; no new schools 

have been added. 

Additionally, the NJDOE has calculated individual school, six-year performance targets by school and for 

all identified subgroups within the individual schools. The calculation was done the same way for all 

schools in the state, in accordance with New Jersey’s new accountability system under the ESEA 

Flexibility waiver – that there would be a goal of closing half of the gap to 100% proficiency within six 

years. New Jersey calculated progress targets for the state, districts, schools, and subgroups based on 

closing this gap in equal increments each year. The baseline performance levels (from the 2010-11 

school year) were subtracted from 100%, that number was then divided in half and then divided into six 

even intervals. These intervals become the yearly performance targets for Woodbury’s schools over the 

next six years. For the highest performing schools and subgroups, New Jersey established that they 

could meet expectations by either reaching individually determined performance targets or a 

proficiency rate of 90 percent (this rate will increase to 95 percent in 2015). These new, waiver-driven 

definitions – priority, focus, reward, and performance targets – become the basis for the report on the 

elementary and Junior-Senior High school status reports below. These results are reported each year in 

the New Jersey Progress Targets. For Progress Targets, students who were not enrolled for a full 

academic year were eliminated from analysis. The six-year annual progress targets for each school can 

be found in Appendix B on page 56. 

School Progress Target Reports 
The State has reported out preliminary school profiles, indicating achievement of school-specific 

progress targets in 2013. The preliminary reports are included below for each school, along with locally 

produced charts summarizing how close each subgroup was to meeting or exceeding progress targets, 

and the target set for 2014. In some cases, schools met their progress targets outright (indicated by 

green highlighting). In many other cases, schools met progress targets due to the 95% confidence 

interval applied to all proficiency measures for both the total school and student subgroup performance 

as additional criteria in determining meeting progress targets (indicated by yellow highlighting). This 

confidence interval is a statistical method to minimize the risk of falsely identifying a school as not 

meeting the progress target. In a few cases, schools did not meet targets. This is indicated by red 
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highlighting (see diagram below). Schools/subgroups who met statewide performance goals (90%) are 

indicated by blue highlighting.  

 

In 2013, Evergreen Avenue School did not meet annual progress targets in language arts, schoolwide or 

for subgroups. In mathematics, the school met the target for its Black subgroup outright; for the others, 

the 95% confidence interval was applied, which resulted in the school meeting the remaining targets. 
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In 2013, Walnut Street School met both of the schoolwide progress targets in each subject area, as 

indicated by the charts below. For language arts, the school met the schoolwide target outright; for 

mathematics, it not only met the schoolwide target, but also the statewide target of 90%. 
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In 2013, West End Memorial Elementary School met the language arts target for Hispanic students only, 

with the confidence interval applied. It did not meet the schoolwide target or the targets for the other 

indicated subgroups. For mathematics, the school met economically disadvantaged target outright; for 

the others, the school met the target with the 95% confidence interval applied.  
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In 2013, the Junior/Senior High School met progress targets in language arts for the White, Black, 
disabled, and economically disadvantaged subgroups with the 95% confidence interval applied. It did 
not meet language arts targets for schoolwide or the Hispanic subgroup. In mathematics, the Junior-
Senior high school met targets for Hispanic, American Indian, and economically disadvantage students, 
outright and met progress targets for schoolwide, White, Black, and disabled students using the 95% 
confidence interval.  
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Finally, a district-wide summary is provided to illustrate district-wide struggles to meet progress targets 

in language arts, and – conversely – district-wide success in mathematics. Across the district, elementary 

schools and subgroups (with the exception of Walnut) failed to meet progress targets in language arts. 

The Junior-Senior high school met the targets for four out of six of its targeted subgroups with the 

confidence interval applied, but failed to do so for the remaining two. The district as a whole showed 

success in meeting every progress target in mathematics. 
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Tackling Literacy Challenges 

From an elementary perspective, it is clear that there has been a decline in literacy performance on the 

NJACK across the district. While various factors can influence year-to-year anomalies – particularly low-

achieving classes of students, unique testing conditions during administration, revised cut-off scores, 

etc. – the continuing trend has brought increased focus on a district-wide initiative to improve literacy 

outcomes. First, the district is focusing on “diagnosing” the issue, by determining if the issue lies in 

reading or writing (or a combination), whether teachers are faithfully implementing Woodbury’s 

elementary language arts curriculum, if the curriculum is indeed effective, and if necessary professional 

development is being provided to teachers so they may be successful in helping students grow in 

literacy.  

 

To help tease out some of these answers, the district implemented a standardized in-house reading 

assessment in 2012-13 – the Qualitative Reading Inventory (QRI). Every teacher in kindergarten to grade 

5 used this tool – indexed to national norms – to rate their students on reading, both fluency and 

comprehension. The baseline data revealed that only 6 percent of Woodbury’s five-year-old students 

were coming to kindergarten with the requisite reading skills to be considered “at or above” grade level. 

It is clear that Woodbury teachers have a challenge ahead of them helping overcome this deficit, which 
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exists even before their students walk through the door. More detailed data related to the QRI effort is 

summarized later in this report.  

Additionally, the Literacy and Academic Coach determined that the district-wide approach to teaching 

reading, writing, and grammar had implementation fidelity issues. While some teachers in the district 

were using Houghton Mifflin Reading Anthology for the majority of their instruction, others were 

supplementing with Writer’s Workshop, Fundations, LiteracyTA, and Guided Reading. Data to support 

whether these supplemental approaches are effective has not been found to date. Therefore, the 

district is embarking on a calculated effort to determine the approach teachers will follow when 

teaching reading and writing moving forward. A Literacy Search Committee made up of interested and 

influential volunteers representing each grade level, school, and discipline has formed to begin this 

challenging – but necessary – work. The website What Works Clearinghouse (develop by the United 

States Department of Education) has become a useful tool for the committee as they discover which 

interventions and programs have potentially positive impacts based on randomized-control trials. The 

latest texts from experts in the field (e.g., Pathways to the Common Core by Lucy Caulkins, Mary 

Ehrenworth, and Christopher Lehman) are being used as primary sources by the committee to help 

guide expectations and best practices. The committee will also be examining the current allocation of 

the district’s resources to determine if students are being properly supported at the ages in which 

developing literacy skills is the most prudent.  

Without question, this is an issue of paramount importance that the district is currently working to 

address. “Reading is THE skill; teaching students to unlock the full meaning of the texts they read is the 

single most powerful outcome a teacher can foster” (Lemov, Teach Like a Champion). Woodbury 

believes in this statement, and will continue to strive to meet literacy expectations district-wide, and 

especially at the primary and elementary levels.    

Celebrating Mathematics Success 

Woodbury met all progress targets in mathematics last year, either outright or using the 95% confidence 

interval, and even met the state target at one of its elementary schools. At the elementary level, the 

success in mathematics was encouraging, as a new mathematics series – Go Math – was implemented in 

full for the first time last year. This series focuses first on the new Common Core standards for 

mathematics. Lessons, activities, and approaches it takes to the various mathematical concepts at each 

grade level align perfectly with these rigorous standards. Moreover, new standards-based report cards 

have provided teachers with a new avenue for dissection, discussion, and unpacking student strengths 

and areas for improvement and have allowed students to address nuances of each standard. Parents are 

now also aware of detailed and valuable information to assist their children at home toward mastery. 

The district looks forward to an increased trajectory in mathematics moving forward as the new 

curriculum and grade reporting take root.  

From a secondary school perspective, much of Woodbury’s success in mathematics began when de-

tracking occurred, which allowed all students the opportunity to receive the most rigorous instruction. 

This practice was coupled with delivering instruction with a constructivist approach, in which students-

centered investigations promote active learning through problem solving. Using this approach, students 



Page 34 of 58 
 

are encouraged and guided to construct their own understandings of mathematical concepts. For 

students in grades 6 – 12, this appears to have been an effective pedagogy.  

The mathematics curriculum for sixth and seventh grade students is provided through a program called 

digits, which provides personalized instruction in a format that facilitates differentiated instruction with 

a multitude of resources for both teachers and students. In grade 8, all students that the first year of 

what is typically a senior high school math program – Algebra. Only a small number of students with 

special needs are an exception to this practice, which was implemented three years ago. During this 

year, students are challenged with rigorous content, and two-thirds of students prove to be successful in 

their first year and move on to Integrated Algebra in the ninth grade. This practice provides nearly 70 

percent of Woodbury students the opportunity to take higher levels of mathematics such as calculus 

and statistics, during their tenure in the senior high school.  

Differentiated instruction strategies continued to be an effective resource at the district. Teachers are 

well-trained and consistently and diligently execute these strategies. Additionally, mathematics support 

classes are provided at every grade level. The additional opportunities for support outside of the regular 

classroom have proven to be a valuable provision for many students, and allow teachers to continue to 

provide rigorous instruction.  

DISTRICT QSAC 
Another measure of the “Status of the Schools” is the NJDOE’s Quality Single Accountability Continuum 

(QSAC) measure that is completed every three years. This is a holistic view of total district functioning 

covering five domains:  Instruction & Program, Fiscal Management, Governance, Personnel and 

Operations. A district is deemed to be highly effective if it scores at the 80% level or above in all five 

areas of assessment. 

Woodbury City Public Schools’ last QSAC assessment was completed and reviewed by the state during 

the 2010-11 school year. The district achieved the requisite 80% scores in each area to be considered 

highly effective. 

A new process is underway during the current 2013-14 school year and will not be finalized by the 

NJDOE until sometime in the spring. 

EARLY EFFECTS OF PRESCHOOL PROGRAM 
Woodbury has been offering preschool programming for over a decade. Up until the 2012-13 school 

year, this programming was part-time, 2.5 to 3 hours per day. Last year, Woodbury began offering full-

day programming to one class of four-year-old students. Of the students enrolled in full and half-day 

preschool at Woodbury 12 and 33 (respectively) went on to enroll in Kindergarten at Woodbury and 

were given assessment in fall 2013 to determine how many of the 52 letters (lower and uppercase) they 

were able to recognize, as a measure of early literacy readiness. There were 104 students total in 

kindergarten in fall 2013 to whom this assessment was administered.  

Although we do not have complete information about what students not enrolled in preschool at 

Woodbury did prior to kindergarten enrollment (e.g., staying home with parent/guardian, in- or out-of-
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home childcare, private preschool, etc.), and although the sample size for students who were enrolled in 

Woodbury preschool in 2012 was small, the chart below summarizes that students enrolled in the full-

day preschool program recognized more letters (M=45.2, SD=8.03) than their peers who were enrolled 

in the half-day program (M=37.7, SD=14.846) and those who were not enrolled in Woodbury preschool 

(M=30.03, SD= 19.02). Additionally, while the minimum number of letters recognized by kindergarten 

students in 2013 was 0 and the minimum recognized by those enrolled in full-day preschool in 2012 was 

26 (and 4 for those in half-day preschool). 

Despite the small sample size, an independent samples t-test was performed on the kindergarten group 

(full-day preschool vs. no Woodbury preschool, and half-day preschool vs. no Woodbury preschool). It 

was found that there is a statistically significant difference in the mean number of letters recognized by 

students attending half-day or full day preschool compared to those that did not [(M(half-day)=37.7, 

SD=14.846; t(103.428)=2.392, p<.05) and (M(full-day)=45.2, SD=8.03; t(51.93)=4.867, p<.05), 

respectively]. Finally, there was a statistically significant difference in the mean number of letters 

recognized by 2012 full-day preschool students compared with those who only attended a half day 

((M(full-day)=45.2, SD=8.03 and M(half-day)=37.7, SD=14.846; t(45.16)=2.496, p<.05). 

 
 

ADMINISTRATION OF THE QRI5 
As a new initiative and added measure taken to provide for a better look at the reading capabilities of 

Woodbury’s elementary students, as well as a means of consistently measuring levels of literacy across 

the district, the Qualitative Reading Inventory was administered to students in kindergarten through 
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grade 5 at three points in time throughout the 2012-13 school year (fall 2013, winter 2013, and spring 

2013). Across the district and in both primary (kindergarten through grade 2) and elementary (grades 3 

through 5) increases were seen in the percentage of students determined to be reading “at or above” 

grade level throughout the year. Some of the increases were dramatic; for example, only 15.5 percent of 

first grade students were reading at or above grade level at the beginning of the year, but by the end of 

the year, that percentage had increased 53.6 percentage points. While less dramatic increases were 

seen for students at the elementary level, there were increases over time for all grade levels tested from 

fall 2012 to spring 2013, regardless, with the least amount of growth seen for grade 4.  

 

We also investigated whether differences were apparent when the QRI scores of self-contained special 

education students were removed from the analysis of growth. There was very little difference, with the 

percentage of self-contained students decreasing the overall percentage of students reading at or above 

grade level only slightly; therefore, all students were included in district-wide analysis.  

 

It was discovered that there were some challenged faced in the early adoption of this measure; 

primarily, those administering the assessment found that the kindergarten “reading” passage was not 

an appropriate measure of kindergarten literacy readiness. Therefore, it was decided that in the future, 

kindergarten student would be assessed using alphabet recognition as the initial measure, with the 

reading passage given at the end of the year only. Additionally, training meetings were held with all 

aides responsible for administering the QRI in order to increase the reliability of the resulting reading 

levels.  
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AVID 
The Advancement Via Individual Determination (AVID) program is a middle through post-secondary 

college readiness system that is designed to increase school-wide learning and student performance. 

AVID focuses on the least served students in the “academic middle,” students who are motivated and 

exhibit good citizenship but may not have benefited from gifted and talented programs. In October 

2013, the junior-senior high school was revalidated as an AVID demonstration school. 

The AVID program has served a historically high proportion of economically disadvantaged students, as 

indicated by free- and reduced-price lunch eligibility. This past year, that percentage decreased after a 

steady increase over the past 6 years. Also included below is the number of sections of AVID offered at 

the middle and high school levels over the past six years. 
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For the first time, this report is examining not only the impact of AVID at the senior high level, but also in 

grades 7 and 8. The following two charts summarize proficient performance on the NJASK in 2013 for 

those students enrolled in AVID 7 or AVID 8 in 2012-13, who had valid scores and for whom time in 

school was at least a year. In both grade 7 and grade 8, the AVID students outperformed the overall 

percent proficient. In grade 7, the AVID students’ proficiency rate was 19.5 percentage points greater 

than the Woodbury grade 7 percent proficient in language arts, while the AVID students’ mathematics 

proficiency rate was higher than the overall rate by 30.9 percentage points. In grade 8, the differences in 

proficiency rate were not quite as pronounced, with AVID students performing at a rate of proficiency 

5.9 percentage points higher than the Woodbury rate in language arts and 12.5 percentage points in 

mathematics. 
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In addition to differences in performance on the NJASK for AVID students in grades 7 and 8, it has also 

been found that the AVID program may be a possible contributing factor in achieving proficiency on the 

HSPA among its students, as illustrated by the following charts. For the third year in a row, all of the 

Woodbury eleventh grade AVID students were proficient in language arts. For the class of 2014, this 

represented a proficiency rate 17.3 percentage points higher than the class-wide rate. Many Class of 

2014 AVID students (83.3%) were also proficient in mathematics in 2013, which exceeded the class 

proficiency rate by 13.1 percentage points. The following chart illustrates AVID students’ performance 

by class on the HSPA with comparisons to Woodbury’s performance overall since 2009. 

 

According to AVID’s “Woodbury School District Report for 2012-13” the proportion of AVID students as a 

percent of all students at Woodbury Junior-Senior high was 20.4 percent, compared to the state average 

of 10.1 percent. As it relates to its main objective, the following sets of data demonstrate the 

percentage of AVID students graduating in the last four years who took courses of rigor during their time 

in high school (AP), who completed college entrance requirements, successfully graduated, applied to a 

four-year college, were accepted into a four-year college, planned to attend a four-year college, and 

planned to attend a two-year college. These data are self-reported by students. For the class of 2013, 

only 8 of the 11 AVID seniors enrolled in fall 2012 completed the full year of AVID, and therefore had 

reported data as indicated in the AVID reports site; occasionally, students choose not to continue with 

AVID for the full year due to decisions not to take AP or honors courses in their final year, along with 

other issues that prevent them from finishing out the year. With the small Ns it is difficult to draw 

conclusions about influencing factors, but the economy and affording school should also be considered 

when reviewing college acceptance data. Additionally, one student represented in the AVID “School 
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District Senior Data Report” for the AVID class of 2013 indicated s/he was planning to attend tech school 

and/or the military. [Chart below updated 11/22/13 with AP passing rate data]. 

 

Student participation in AVID has also reinforced the importance of access to courses with more 

rigorous coursework. This oftentimes means that AVID students take more Advanced Placement (AP) 

coursework with the requirement of taking AP assessments. According to the AVID School District 

Report for 2012-13, of the 22 students in grade 8 participating in AVID, 3 were enrolled in honors 

classes, and all we enrolled in Algebra (a required grade 8 course at Woodbury). All AVID students are 

required to take a “course of rigor” (either honors or AP) according to their AVID contract. In addition to 

honors courses, 8 of 13 (61.5%) tenth grade students, 18 of 24 (75%) eleventh grade students, and 11 of 

11 (100%) twelfth grade students took AP courses in 2012-13.   

ADVANCED PLACEMENT (AP) AT WOODBURY 
While any Woodbury student has the option to take the AP assessment, used to earn college credit and 

advanced placement, depending on their course selection and post-graduation plans, the test is typically 

taken by students who are enrolled in AP courses. In the 2012-13 school year, Woodbury again saw a 

high numbers of students taking AP assessments and increases in the number of AP tests taken. By the 

end of the school year, 214 tests were administered to 110 students in 14 different tested areas. As was 

the case in the previous year, increased access to AP courses, as a result of increased AP course 

offerings, along with the AVID program’s push for their students to take AP courses are both possible 

contributing factors into the continued formidable number of AP tests taken and test takers, illustrated 

by the first char, below. While the number of test takers decreased slightly to from 2011-12 to 2012-13 

(from 114 to 110, respectively) Woodbury continued to demonstrate high participation rates, and saw 

the greatest number of AP exams taken to date (N=214). The second chart that follows shows the trend 

of AP performance at Woodbury, again summarizing increases in the number of students achieving a 3 

or better on at least one exam and the number of exams passed, over time. The number of students 

scoring 3 or more at least one AP exam increased from 39 to 40 from 2011-12 to 2012-13, and the 

number of exams with a 3, 4, or 5 increased from 64 to 77.  
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This continued increase in participation and performance is a formidable achievement, and one which 

contributed to Woodbury earning a place among the top public high schools in New Jersey and the 

country according to U.S. News and World Report’s recently released “Best High Schools.” State ranking 

was based on whether a school received a gold or silver medal. Only 7 percent of the 21,053 public high 

schools analyzed in the country received the Silver Medal distinction. 2.4 percent received a Gold Medal. 

There were four high schools in southern New Jersey which received this honor (and Woodbury was the 

only Gloucester County high school). Consideration for this distinction was based in part on a “college 

readiness” index which was calculated using AP exam participation rates and percentages of student 

passing at least one exam.  

Studies have shown that the rigor of a student's high school curriculum is the single best predictor of 

success in college. In his seminal study, The Tool Box Revisited: Paths to Degree Completion from High 

School through College (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Education, 2006), Clifford Adelman 

demonstrated that the academic intensity of a high school curriculum is essential to student success in 

college. Additionally, The National Association for College Admission Counseling's (NACAC) annual State 

of College Admissions survey consistently finds that student performance in college preparatory classes 

is the most important factor in the admission decision 

(http://professionals.collegeboard.com/guidance/prepare/honors-ap).  

 

The number of College Board AP courses – the curriculums for which have been approved by the College 

Board – offered at Woodbury has increased dramatically over time. We have gone from offering six 

options to fourteen different courses: 

 
AP Courses offered 2000-2005:  
1. AP English Literature & Composition  
2. AP US History  
3. AP Chemistry  
4. AP Calculus AB  
5. AP Calculus BC  
6. AP American Government  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

AP Courses offered in 2012-2013:  
1. AP Music Theory 
2. AP Studio Art 
3. AP English Language & Composition 
4. AP English Literature & Composition 
5. AP Psychology 
6. AP US Government & Politics 
7. AP US History 
8. AP Calculus AB 
9. AP Calculus BC 
10. AP Statistics 
11. AP Biology 
12. AP Chemistry 
13. AP Physics 
14. AP Spanish Language 

 

Although the number of tests receiving a passing score has not necessarily risen proportionate to the 

number of students participating and the number of tests being taken, it is important to remember that 

taking the rigorous exam is an important part of the AP experience; even if a student does not achieve a 

passing grade, he has a clear understanding of the amount of work it will take to pass the next time. In 
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Woodbury, both our participation rate and our performance rate remain among the highest in South 

Jersey. Our performance reflects tests taken by nearly 100% of our students enrolled in the year-long AP 

courses – it is our policy to have all students take the end of course exam. By providing for these 

enhanced opportunities for students, Woodbury expects that it is positively impacting their future 

success in college. The following chart combines previously presented data and summarizes both 

participation and performance of students enrolled in AP courses at Woodbury over time, and illustrates 

the continued growth and success of the program.  

 

In the charts that follow, the mean scores along with number of students taking the exam for each AP 

course offered in 2012-13 is presented, along with the change in mean scores over time from 2009 

through 2013 on exams that were offered each of those years (with the exception of Physics B, which 

was not offered in 2010-11, though mean trends are reported). Each year, more students are receiving 

higher scores across disciplines. Notable increases in mean scores over time include consistent 

improvement in the mean scores in U.S. Government & Politics (from a mean score of 1.7 in 2010 and 

increasing steadily to a 2.8 in 2013), and nearly all subject with higher mean scores in 2013 than 2010. 

Exceptions are AP Calculus courses, which have been historically high (mean score over 3 for the past 4 

years in AP Calculus AB, and over 4 in AP Calculus BC), and AP Physics, which maintains a high mean 

score near 3.  
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The following chart illustrates the success of seniors in the AP program over time. The class of 2013 

showed the greatest success in the past 4 years on AP exams, with 26.3 percent of seniors earning a 

score of 3 or higher on at least one AP exam during their high school career (up slightly from 25.7% the 

year prior and 17.3% from the class of 2011).  

 

SAT AND PSAT 
The Preliminary SAT or PSAT is a standardized test often used as practice for the actual SAT, selection for 

National Merit Scholarship programs for students in their junior year and as a possible predictor for 

performance on the Advanced Placement tests. There is great variation nationwide in which students 

take the PSAT and at which grade level. In 2012-13, Woodbury again had all ninth through eleventh 

grade students take the PSAT. Since this does not represent the norm, comparisons cannot be made 

state- and nation-wide. Woodbury’s 2012-13 results for the Classes of 2014 and 2015 are presented in 

the summary chart below, which represents changes in PSAT scores over the last two years of this new 

initiative. The mean PSAT score rose for both of these groups of students from the 2011-12 to 2012-13 

school years.  

Woodbury students also have the option to take the college admissions SAT exam depending on their 

course selection and post-graduation plans, although the test is typically taken by eleventh and twelfth 

graders. Due to the nature of SAT data being self-reported, some data for all Woodbury test-takers is 

not included in any analyses conducted. Based on the score reports we received for 2013, we know that 

two students in our “top 20” alone (ranked students 14 and 20) did not report their scores back to 

us. Due to the unreliable nature of SAT data, caution should be exercised when reviewing the data 

below.  
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Additionally, in the current school year, a weekend program “Outsmart the SAT” – a catalyst to work 

with kids on SAT performance by providing last-minute test preparation and awareness strategies – was 

offered. Pre- and post- program data was available for 15 of the students who participated in this 

program. A paired-samples t-test was conducted to compare SAT scores prior to the program with 

scores earned by students after they participated in Outsmart the SAT. There was a significant difference 

in the mean scores earned by these students following the program (M=1526.00, SD=182.44) compared 

with those the students received before participating [(M=1472.67, SD=202.99) t(14)=-2.457 , p<.05]. A 

chart is provided below, summarizing the change in mean scores on various sections of the SAT.  

 

 
 

WOODBURY GRADUATION RATE 
In 2005, the National Governors Association (NGA) introduced a 4-year adjusted cohort graduation rate 

as part of an effort to encourage all states to use the same calculation. The State of New Jersey adopted 

this method – which has since been adopted by the federal government – in 2011 to determine rates for 

schools and districts. This formula has been deemed more accurate than other calculations, because of 

its ability to track student movement over time. The formula divides the number of 4-year graduates by 

the number of first-time ninth grade students who entered that cohort four years prior. The equation is 

as follows: 

4-Year Cohort Graduates in Year XXXX 

[First-time 9th Graders in Year X-4] + [ Transfers In] – [Verified Transfers Out] – [Excluded from Cohort] 
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The Adjusted Cohort graduation rates for Woodbury over the past four years are as follows: 

Year Rate 

Class of 2013 84.7%* 

Class of 2012 89.6% 

Class of 2011 82.2% 

 

*84.5 was the internal calculation while we awaited the State’s final figure related to graduation; there 

were a number of district appeals that had been accepted. The official, recalculated rate (shown above) 

was available on NJSMART on November 19, 2013, after the finalization of the State of the Schools 

report on Board Docs [updated 11/22/13]. 

Of the eight students identified in the final count as dropouts, three have distinct stories that, when 

heard, help to paint a more comprehensive understanding of the formula used.  These three students 

are examples of how a transfer into a school district can negatively impact a final school graduation rate 

if that student fails to graduate on time – even if he/she is with the school for only a short period of 

time.   

Examples: 

 One student was enrolled as a junior and then within two months (October 31 – December 15) 

dropped out of Woodbury and now counts as one of the Class of 2013 eight dropouts. 

 Another Class of 2013 student transferred into Woodbury as a 16 year-old ninth grader, 

attended school for one week, stayed on the rolls for three months, and then withdrew (January 

15 through March 30).  This student now counts as one of these eight dropouts. 

 A third student transferred into the Woodbury school system after being incarcerated, 

previously lived in another South Jersey town and already a Class of 2013 student off-track, 

attended school at Woodbury for one semester (January 9 through June), and then withdrew.  

This student now counts as one of these eight dropouts.    

2012-13 STUDENT PROFILES AND DATA CONFERENCES 
In an effort to provide teachers with useful student data to assist in making informed instructional 
decisions in the classroom, class and grade-level student assessment profiles for students in Grades 3 –  
10 for the 2012-2013 school year were provided to teachers. The class- and grade-level profile sheets 
were created for two subject areas (language arts and mathematics) and included students’ absences 
from the previous year, historic spring MAP RIT scores, MAP growth, and historic NJASK assessment 
results (including student growth percentiles and levels where available). At the elementary schools, 
these student-level profiles were created for each classroom teacher, and at the junior and senior high 
grade levels, they were created for the entire grade and shared with all teachers who provided 
instruction to the students indicated. All student profiles were distributed to teachers before the 
beginning of the 2012-13 school year. An example of a mathematics student profile for grade 8 is 
included on the following page. 
 
Additionally, the Evaluation and Research Coordinator (ERC) met with teachers, support staff, and 
administrators throughout the year to discuss student data as it was available. In November 2012, the 
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ERC met with teachers in hour-long sessions for each grade level in grades 6 – 10 as a part of the fall in-
service. In February 2013, the ERC held data conferences with individual teachers in the form of 20-30 
minute meetings tailored to support each classroom in coordination with the building principals and 
support staff. During these meetings, individual students and strategies were discussed based on the 
data available and teacher’ knowledge of student performance and abilities, as well as supports needed 
to help students reach their full potential in class. At the elementary level, this included a discussion of 
QRI results along with language arts data that had been considered in previous years (i.e., NJASK and 
MAP). Data profiles were updated throughout the year accordingly, and an example of a grade 4 spring 
student/classroom data chart is provided below as an example. 

Grade 8 

 
 

  

Grade 8 Mathematics Data (Page 1 of 6)

2011-2012 School Year Absences

2009-2012 MAP Performance (Spring)

NJASK Historical Data (Grade 5 through Grade 7)

LID Name

Days

Not 

Present

2011-12

Math

MAP 

RIT

Spring 

09

Math

MAP 

RIT

Spring 

10

Math

MAP 

RIT

Spring 

11

Math

MAP 

RIT

Spring 

12

Typical 

Growth 

(Spring 11- 

Spring 12)

Actual 

Growth 

(Spring 11- 

Spring 12)

Math

G5 ASK 

Scaled

Math

G5 ASK

Perfor-

mance

Math

G5 ASK 

SGP

Math

G5 ASK 

SGL

Math

G6 ASK 

Scaled

Math

G6 ASK

Perfor-

mance

Math

G6 

ASK 

SGP

Math

G6 ASK 

SGL

Math

G7 ASK

Scaled

Math

G7 ASK

Perfor-

mance

2012 

TIS

<1 

Year

99999 Student Name 1 226 231 241 240 5 -1 243 Proficient 68 High 250 Advanced 86 High 221 Proficient .

99999 Student Name 8 228 236 239 248 5 9 288 Advanced 99 High 226 Proficient 9 Low 245 Proficient .

99999 Student Name 2 198 212 211 216 7 5 202 Proficient 26 Low 184 Partial 11 Low 180 Partial .

99999 Student Name ** . . . 243 . . . . . . . . . . 241 Proficient Y

99999 Student Name 8 188 173 183 193 8 10 160 Partial 58 Typical 154 Partial 39 Typical 142 Partial .

99999 Student Name 0 224 232 231 242 6 11 256 Advanced 96 High 226 Proficient 36 Typical 234 Proficient .

99999 Student Name 5 205 227 219 227 6 8 229 Proficient 70 High 201 Proficient 13 Low 212 Proficient .

99999 Student Name 0 223 230 231 236 6 5 256 Advanced 96 High 209 Proficient 9 Low 224 Proficient .

99999 Student Name 12 . . 162 207 11 45 . . . . . . . . 165 Partial .

99999 Student Name 1 215 211 224 237 6 13 193 Partial 39 Typical 223 Proficient 95 High 197 Partial .

99999 Student Name 5 . 223 216 238 6 22 220 Proficient . . . . . . 224 Proficient .

99999 Student Name 6 234 242 239 244 5 5 299 Advanced 97 High 257 Advanced 19 Low 262 Advanced .

99999 Student Name 9 234 242 244 251 5 7 288 Advanced 77 High 241 Proficient 7 Low 245 Proficient .

99999 Student Name 3 199 211 214 216 6 2 189 Partial 31 Low 201 Proficient 71 High 197 Partial .

99999 Student Name 2 208 222 222 233 6 11 226 Proficient 64 Typical 226 Proficient 70 High 193 Partial .

99999 Student Name ** 214 214 225 228 6 3 . . . . . . . . 203 Proficient Y

99999 Student Name 10 213 223 223 230 6 7 223 Proficient 62 Typical 196 Partial 11 Low 177 Partial .

99999 Student Name 13 225 233 243 253 5 10 299 Advanced 99 High 229 Proficient 3 Low 237 Proficient .

*Student has a special ed classification % at or above "typical" spring-to-spring growth = 69.6% G5 MGP = G6 MGP = 

**Time in school less than a year.

64 36
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Grade 4 

 
 

MAP RESULTS 
MAP was again administered in the 2012-13 school year, and testing was conducted three times in 

kindergarten through grade 10. It was the first time MAP testing was done at the kindergarten and first 

grade levels. MAP testing is used by the district to measure student’s growth in two content areas – 

Math and Reading – and was administered in the fall, winter, and spring of the school year. This data 

was used to inform conversations about student progress in data conferences, and was also used as one 

of the Student Growth Objectives (SGOs) in support of Woodbury’s involvement in the EE4NJ teacher 

evaluation pilot; thus, MAP scores were an important part of data conversations in 2012-13, with 

teachers and administrators paying closer attention to median typical vs. actual growth than ever 

before. The sections below highlight how Woodbury performed on the MAP during the 2012-13 school 

year in terms of median RIT scores achieved, and comparisons of median typical vs. actual growth. For 

purposes of analysis for this report, the fall 2012 administration was used as a baseline, and the spring 

2013 administration as a follow-up data point. The tables and charts below each of the following 

sections detail Woodbury’s MAP performance by grade level.  

In every grade and subject area but one (grade 5 reading) Woodbury’s median actual growth from fall 

2012 to spring 2013 that was at or above median typical growth for that grade level. The only 

circumstance where actual growth was equal to typical growth was for students in grades 8 and 9 in 

mathematics. For all other grades and subject areas, actual growth exceeded typical growth. This is a 

commendable achievement. Finally, the district has made a decision not to implement MAP in the fall 

School Name Grade 4 Reading Data (Teacher Name)

2012-2013 MAP Performance  (Fall & Spring with Fall-to-Spring Growth, ASK Projection)

2012-2013 NJ ASK Performance

2012-2013 QRI Results (Fall, Winter, & Spring)

LID Name

TIS <1 

Year

Reading 

RIT 

Fall

 '12

Reading 

RIT 

Spring 

'13

Reading 

Typical 

Growth

Reading 

Actual 

Growth

MAP LAL 

ASK 

Projection

LAL ASK 

Scaled

LAL 

Perfor-

mance

QRI 

Fall 

'12

QRI 

Winter 

'13

QRI 

Spring 

'13

AtAbove 

Grade 

Level

99999 Student Name . 213 231 6 18 Advanced 209 Proficient 5.9 6.9 6.9 Yes

99999 Student Name . 196 210 7 14 Proficient 186 Partial 5 5 5.5 Yes

99999 Student Name . 219 214 6 -5 Proficient 206 Proficient 4.9 7.5 7.5 Yes

99999 Student Name . 207 212 6 5 Proficient 200 Proficient 4 4 4.5 No

99999 Student Name . 208 217 6 9 Proficient 217 Proficient 4.5 6.9 6.9 Yes

99999 Student Name . 185 203 8 18 Partial 183 Partial 3.9 3.9 4 No

99999 Student Name . 184 196 8 12 Partial 180 Partial 3.9 4.5 4.5 No

99999 Student Name Y 170 180 9 10 Partial 156 Partial 1.9 3.5 4 No

99999 Student Name . 204 211 7 7 Proficient 209 Proficient 4 7.5 7.5 Yes

99999 Student Name . 182 199 8 17 Partial 162 Partial 2.5 3.5 4 No

99999 Student Name . 198 218 7 20 Proficient 206 Proficient 5 5 6.6 Yes

99999 Student Name . 205 216 7 11 Proficient 209 Proficient 4.4 6 6 Yes

99999 Student Name . 212 212 6 0 Proficient 202 Proficient 4.9 7.5 7.5 Yes

99999 Student Name . 193 197 7 4 Partial . . 3.5 4 4 No

99999 Student Name . 183 200 8 17 Partial 180 Partial 3.5 4 4 No

99999 Student Name Y . 214 . . Proficient 196 Partial . 5.5 . .

99999 Student Name . 174 203 9 29 Partial 183 Partial 3.5 4 4 No

99999 Student Name Y 206 217 6 11 Proficient 217 Proficient 5 7.5 7.5 Yes

99999 Student Name . 186 199 8 13 Partial 174 Partial 5.9 6.9 5 Yes

99999 Student Name . 210 216 6 6 . . . 4.5 5.5 5.9 Yes

99999 Student Name . 214 197 6 -17 Partial 180 Partial 2.9 3.9 4 No

99999 Student Name . 199 212 7 13 Proficient 189 Partial 5 6 6 Yes

99999 Student Name Y 189 214 8 25 Proficient 206 Proficient 5 7 7 Yes

Median Growth - 7 11.5

QRI - Final ResultsMAP - Reading NJASK - LAL
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and winter at the kindergarten level; similarly to the NJDOE, it does not seem to be developmentally 

appropriate or a particularly accurate measure for kindergarten students.  

 

 

 

SCHOOL PERFORMANCE REPORTS 
School Performance Reports (formerly the School Report Card) were made available for the first time in 

March 2013 (for the 2011-12 school year) and attempted to bring together multiple metrics to 

determine in what areas students and schools are successful in a given year and note areas for 

improvement. These reports also percentile rank schools with regard to certain performance areas - 

academic achievement, college and career readiness, and student growth, along with several sub-

categories in each area. These percentile rankings are in comparison to the overall performance in all 

schools and against each school’s “peer schools.” Depending on the release of these reports this school 

year by the state, an addendum will be provided and presented. If the reports are received by the State 

early enough, this addendum will be provided alone with the update on 2012-13 SGPs.  

 
 

 

 

 

Fall 2012 

Median RIT 

Score

Spring 2013 

Median RIT 

Score

Median 

Typical Fall 

to Spring 

Growth

Median 

Actual Fall 

to Spring 

Growth

Difference 

Typical vs. 

Actual

Fall 2012 

Median RIT 

Score

Spring 2013 

Median RIT 

Score

Median 

Typical Fall 

to Spring 

Growth

Median 

Actual Fall 

to Spring 

Growth

Difference 

Typical vs. 

Actual

K 140.0 154.0 15.0 16.0 1.0 K 141.5 158.5 16.0 17.5 1.5

Grade 1 159 179 17.0 20.0 3.0 Grade 1 163.5 183.0 16.0 22.0 6.0

Grade 2 174.0 189.5 14.0 15.0 1.0 Grade 2 174.0 193.0 14.0 17.5 3.5

Grade 3 189.0 199.0 9.0 11.0 2.0 Grade 3 191.0 205.0 11.0 14.0 3.0

Grade 4 200.0 206.0 7.0 8.0 1.0 Grade 4 202.0 214.0 9.0 10.0 1.0

Grade 5 205.0 212.0 5.0 4.0 -1.0 Grade 5 211.0 224.0 8.0 11.0 3.0

Primary & Elementary MAP RIT Scores (Mathematics), 2012-13Primary & Elementary MAP RIT Scores (Reading), 2012-13

Fall 2012 

Median RIT 

Score

Spring 2013 

Median RIT 

Score

Median 

Typical Fall 

to Spring 

Growth

Median 

Actual Fall 

to Spring 

Growth

Difference 

Typical vs. 

Actual

Fall 2012 

Median RIT 

Score

Spring 2013 

Median RIT 

Score

Median 

Typical Fall 

to Spring 

Growth

Median 

Actual Fall 

to Spring 

Growth

Difference 

Typical vs. 

Actual

Grade 6 206.5 216.0 4.0 8.0 4.0 Grade 6 218.0 227.0 6.0 10.0 4.0

Grade 7 211.0 219.0 4.0 8.0 4.0 Grade 7 223.0 228.0 5.0 8.0 3.0

Grade 8 220.0 222.0 3.0 3.0 0.0 Grade 8 233.0 237.0 4.0 5.0 1.0

Junior High MAP RIT Scores (Mathematics), 2012-13Junior High MAP RIT Scores (Reading), 2012-13

Fall 2012 

Median RIT 

Score

Spring 2013 

Median RIT 

Score

Median 

Typical Fall 

to Spring 

Growth

Median 

Actual Fall 

to Spring 

Growth

Difference 

Typical vs. 

Actual

Fall 2012 

Median RIT 

Score

Spring 2013 

Median RIT 

Score

Median 

Typical Fall 

to Spring 

Growth

Median 

Actual Fall 

to Spring 

Growth

Difference 

Typical vs. 

Actual

Grade 9 215.0 219.0 2.0 2.0 0.0 Grade 9 235.0 238.0 2.0 4.0 2.0

Grade 10 219.0 226.0 2.0 4.0 2.0 Grade 10 235.0 241.0 2.0 4.0 2.0

Senior High MAP RIT Scores (Mathematics), 2012-13Senior High MAP RIT Scores (Reading), 2012-13
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APPENDIX A 

WOODBURY DEMOGRAPHICS AND ETHNICITY ENROLLMENT TREND 
 

 

 

 

Demographic Group # % Demographic Group # %

Female 163 46.4% Female 156 47.0%

Male 188 53.6% Male 176 53.0%

Special Education 56 16.0% Special Education 60 18.1%

Free/Reduced Lunch 189 53.8% Free/Reduced Lunch 232 69.9%

White 161 45.9% White 93 28.0%

Black 115 32.8% Black 145 43.7%

Hispanic 58 16.5% Hispanic 65 19.6%

Asian 5 1.4% Asian 9 2.7%

Amer. Indian/Alask. Native 0 0.0% Amer. Indian/Alask. Native 0 0.0%

Hawaiian/Pacific Isl. 0 0.0% Hawaiian/Pacific Isl. 1 0.3%

Multiple Race/Ethnicity 12 3.4% Multiple Race/Ethnicity 19 5.7%

West End Demographics Evergreen Demographics

Demographic Group # % Demographic Group # %

Female 47 46.5% Female 343 47.8%

Male 54 53.5% Male 374 52.2%

Special Education 12 11.9% Special Education 128 17.9%

Free/Reduced Lunch 67 66.3% Free/Reduced Lunch 417 58.2%

White 48 47.5% White 297 41.4%

Black 27 26.7% Black 300 41.8%

Hispanic 19 18.8% Hispanic 90 12.6%

Asian 1 1.0% Asian 9 1.3%

Amer. Indian/Alask. Native 0 0.0% Amer. Indian/Alask. Native 4 0.6%

Hawaiian/Pacific Isl. 0 0.0% Hawaiian/Pacific Isl. 3 0.4%

Multiple Race/Ethnicity 6 5.9% Multiple Race/Ethnicity 14 2.0%

Junior-Senior High DemographicsWalnut Demographics
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School Name # % Demographic Group # %

Junior-Senior High 717 47.8% Female 709 47.2%

West End 351 23.4% Male 792 52.8%

Evergreen 332 22.1% Special Education 256 17.1%

Walnut 101 6.7% Free/Reduced Lunch 905 60.3%

Total 1501 White 599 39.9%

Black 587 39.1%

Hispanic 232 15.5%

Asian 24 1.6%

Amer. Indian/Alask. Native 4 0.3%

Hawaiian/Pacific Isl. 4 0.3%
Multiple Race/Ethnicity 51 3.4%

Individual School Enrollment District Wide Demographics
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APPENDIX B 

ANNUAL PROGRESS TARGETS 

 
For Walnut Street School in language arts, the baseline 2010-11 percentage proficient was 42.5 percent 

school wide and 35.3 percent for economically disadvantaged students. This means an expected 

increase each year of 4.8 and 5.4 percentage points, respectively, in order to meet targets. In 

mathematics, the baseline percentage proficient was determined to be 76.6 percent school wide and 

67.6 percent for economically disadvantaged students. This means an expected increase each year of 

2.0 and 2.7 percentage points, respectively, in order to meet targets.  

 

For West End Memorial Elementary School in language arts, the baseline 2010-11 percentage proficient 

was 51.8 percent school wide, 70.6 percent for White students, 33.3 percent for Black students, 33.3 

percent for student with disabilities, and 35.3 percent for economically disadvantaged students. This 
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means an expected increase each year of 4.0, 2.4, 5.6, 5.6, and 5.4 percentage points, respectively, in 

order to meet targets. In mathematics, the baseline percentage proficient was determined to be 73.4 

percent school wide, 60.7 percent for Black students, 50 percent for students with disabilities and 54.4 

percent for economically disadvantaged students. This means an expected increase each year of 2.2, 

3.3, 4.2, and 3.8 percentage points, respectively, in order to meet targets. The baseline proficiency was 

90.7 percent for White students, which means incremental increases are not expected for this subgroup; 

rather, the subgroup must maintain 90 percent proficiency or better.  

 

Since the Junior-Senior High school is viewed as a single entity by the New Jersey Department of 

Education (NJDOE), both NJASK and HSPA proficiency levels are considered for the purposes of setting 

annual performance targets and measuring progress.  
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The baseline 2010-11 percentage proficient was 68.3 percent school wide, 78.6 percent for White 

students, 55.2 percent for Black students, 74.4 percent for Hispanic students, 34.1 percent for student 

with disabilities, and 59.9 percent for economically disadvantaged students. This means an expected 

increase each year of 2.7, 1.8, 3.7, 2.1, 5.5, and 3.6 percentage points, respectively, in order to meet 

targets. In mathematics, the baseline percentage proficient was determined to be 64.4 percent school 

wide, 83.9 percent for White students, 45.6 percent for Black students, 58.1 percent for Hispanic 

students, 26.8 percent for students with disabilities and 48.8 percent for economically disadvantaged 

students. This means an expected increase each year of 2.7, 1.8, 3.7, 2.1, 5.5, and 3.6 percentage points, 

respectively, in order to meet targets. 

 

 


