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Executive Summary 

The Office of Educational Quality and Accountability (EQA) conducted a reexamination of the 

Athol-Royalston Public Schools in early June 2006. The following provides a summary of the 

findings of the reexamination and the district’s performance on the 2005 Massachusetts 

Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS) tests. 

 

Reexamination Findings 

 

The Athol-Royalston Regional School District consists of one high school, one middle school, 

five elementary schools, and one substantially separate K-12 school. The district serves the 

towns of Athol and Royalston, with respective populations of approximately 11,000 and 1,000 

residents. Some residents are relocating, seeking job opportunities in other areas of western 

Massachusetts. The overall student population has declined by approximately 10 percent over the 

last four years to approximately 2000 students, 88 percent white and 34 percent low income.  

 

Student performance on the MCAS tests was below the state average for all tests in 2005 and 

2006, and the district did not make Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) for the aggregate or for all 

student subgroups in 2005 or 2006 in math or English language arts (ELA). District performance 

has been relatively flat over the past four years and has not improved during the ‘Watch’ period, 

with the exception of gains made in Grade 10 ELA and math between 2005 and 2006.  

 

During the ‘Watch’ period, fragmented leadership, the lack of a shared understanding about 

stakeholder responsibility for improving student achievement, insufficient alignment with goals 

and processes, and an inadequate budget have continued to consume the district, and the district 

had not implemented its plan to improve student achievement by the time of the June 2006 EQA 

on-site reexamination visit.  

 

Fragmented leadership  

The district experienced substantial turnover in the leadership team, consisting of the 

superintendent, director of operations, the fiscal officer, and five principals (two pairs of 

elementary schools share a principal). The district had three superintendents from June 2005 to 
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the time of the EQA reexamination in June 2006. The current superintendent began in November 

2005. The fiscal officer was hired in May 2005. Five of the elementary schools had new 

principals in the 2005-2006 school year. The staff of approximately 150 teachers had minimal 

turnover, but the teaching faculty lacked consistent direction and responsiveness from central 

office rife with transitions and unclear lines of authority.   

 

Lack of a shared understanding of stakeholder responsibility for improving student 
achievement 
The district’s relationship with the Athol Teachers’ Association led to time-consuming 

distractions and impediments to improving instruction and teacher accountability. The teacher 

evaluation process did not comply with state law and the supervision process did not ensure that 

teachers were implementing the curriculum and instructional improvements. 

 

The school committee was not clearly focused on priority governance areas under its purview, 

often unable to arrive at a consensus to make decisions supporting student achievement, and 

ineffective in ensuring adequate funding for the schools.  

 

The budget process was a highly political process. The towns comprising the district did not 

provide adequate financial support to meet the needs of students. This resulted in a large number 

of students opting to go to school choice districts. This resulted in a large loss of revenue for the 

district. The teachers union was actively involved in the budget process and used the grievance 

procedure to prioritize teacher union interests over initiatives to improve student achievement. 

The new superintendent has involved the communities by having the finance committee 

participate in the development of the 2007 budget. 

 

Inadequate budget 

The district had a budget of approximately $22 million in 2006 and met minimum contribution 

and net school spending requirements. Still, the district was heavily dependent on Chapter 70 

funding, and received 92 percent of its funding from the state.  The district pursued federal and 

state entitlement grants, but did not expend all of its grant monies and did not actively pursue 

competitive grants during the review period. A failed override in 2006 resulted in severe cuts, 

and the district failed to provide the financial resources required to improve student achievement. 

The district had to secure a $1 million bailout loan from the state and has fiscal board oversight 
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for three years as a result. For the first time in the history of the district, the towns passed an 

override of $1.25 million to close the gap in the 2007 budget. The override only met current 

shortfall rather than provide additional funding. 

 

The financial management system was overlapping, fragmented due to turnover, and lacked 

leadership in the business operation. The district had no staff member with Massachusetts 

Certified Public Purchasing Official (MCPPO) credentials, and the superintendent performed the 

functions of a business manager and chief procurement officer. The new superintendent found 

over-expenditures for the special education program, and obtaining financial information was 

made difficult as a result of changes in the business operation and in the superintendence.  The 

facilities (except the middle school and the Royalston elementary school) are in desperate need 

of renovation or replacement. Lacking a preventative maintenance program and adequate 

custodial staff, the facilities were not maintained adequately. In addition, the school committee 

did not put into place a long-term capital plan. 

 

Insufficient alignment with goals and processes 

While working on problem areas through the district improvement planning process, the district 

had not put adequate systems in place by the time of the site visit to improve student 

achievement. The district had not yet fully evaluated its actual budgetary requirements to meet 

the educational needs of its students. The community’s current financial commitment to 

education does not ensure adequate levels of funding for programs, since the override only meets 

current shortfall. The district’s organizational structure, staff roles and responsibility areas, lines 

of authority, the supervision and evaluation process, and resource allocation did not ensure 

implementation of district plans. The district had not provisioned for a staff member, with 

sufficient time and line authority, to be responsible for the oversight and coordination of data 

generation, student assessments and use of data, program evaluation, and prioritizing the raising 

of student achievement by focusing on curriculum, instruction, professional development, 

academic support services, and budget allocation. 

 

The current superintendent has been working on creating a shared understanding about 

stakeholder responsibility for improving student achievement through the collaborative creation 

of the district’s first District Improvement Plan, for school years 2007 to 2009. To improve 
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alignment of district goals and processes, the district contracted with a consultant to help the 

district create a DIP and component plans and systems to use student achievement data in 

decision-making.  The 2006-2007 DIP called for the establishment of a district curriculum 

committee to align, map, and regularly review the curricula; School Improvement Plans aligned 

with the DIP; and high-quality professional development aligned with improvement plans.  The 

superintendent has improved communication and established a collaborative relationship with 

the school committee and united staff and stakeholders, and the override was an unprecedented 

victory. While recognizing the steps taken in the 2005-2006 school year, the district budget 

remains inadequate and the district had not yet been able to implement its plan to improve 

student achievement by the June 2006 EQA on-site reexamination.  

 

Analysis of MCAS Results 

 

Are all eligible students participating in all required programs and assessments? 

 

On the 2005 MCAS tests in English language arts (ELA), math, and science and 

technology/engineering (STE), eligible students in the Athol-Royalston Public Schools 

participated at levels that exceeded the state requirement of 95 percent.  

 

Are the district’s students reaching proficiency levels on the MCAS examination? 

 

On average, roughly two-fifths of all students in Athol-Royalston attained proficiency on the 

2004 and 2005 MCAS tests. This proportion was lower than that of the state on the MCAS tests 

for both years. In 2005, close to half of Athol-Royalston students attained proficiency in ELA, 

more than one-third attained proficiency in math, and approximately one-fourth attained 

proficiency in STE. 

 

• In 2005, Athol-Royalston’s proficiency gaps were 23 Proficiency Index (PI) points in ELA, 

35 PI points in math, and 34 PI pints in STE. These gaps were wider than the state’s average 

proficiency gap for these content areas, and would require an average annual improvement of 

approximately two and a half PI points in ELA and nearly four PI points each in math and 

STE to achieve Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP). 
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Has the district’s MCAS test performance improved over time? 

 

Between 2002 and 2005, Athol-Royalston’s MCAS performance showed some improvement 

overall and in math, and slight improvement in ELA, although most of the gains were made 

between 2002 and 2003. 

 

• The percentage of students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories increased 

from 30 percent in 2002 to 42 percent in 2003, showed no change in 2004, and then declined 

to 41 percent in 2005.  The percentage of students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category 

showed a similar pattern over this period. 

• Over the three-year period 2002-2005, Athol-Royalston showed slight improvement in ELA 

performance, improving by two PI points per year for this period. This resulted in a closing 

of the proficiency gap of 21 percent, a rate lower than that required to meet AYP. 

• Math performance in Athol-Royalston showed greater improvement during this period, 

improving by more than three PI points annually. This resulted in a closing of the proficiency 

gap of 22 percent, also a rate lower than that required to meet AYP. 

 

Do MCAS test results vary among subgroups of students? 
 

MCAS performance in 2005 varied among subgroups of Athol-Royalston students. Of the four 

measurable subgroups in Athol-Royalston, the gap in performance between the highest- and 

lowest-performing subgroups was 20 PI points in ELA and 26 PI points in math (regular 

education students, students with disabilities, respectively). 

 

• In Athol-Royalston, the proficiency gaps in 2005 in both ELA and math were wider than the 

district average for students with disabilities and students participating in free or reduced-cost 

lunch programs. Less than one-fifth of students with disabilities and close to one-third of 

students in free or reduced-cost lunch programs attained proficiency. 
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• The proficiency gaps in 2005 in both ELA and math were narrower than the district average 

for regular education students and students not participating in free or reduced-cost lunch 

programs. For both subgroups, close to half the students attained proficiency. 

• The proficiency level of students participating in free or reduced-cost lunch programs was 

higher than the state average for this subgroup. 

 

Has the MCAS test performance of the district’s student subgroups improved over time? 

 

Students with disabilities and students participating in free or reduced-cost lunch programs 

showed improvement in ELA between 2003 and 2005, and regular education students, students 

with disabilities, and students in free or reduced-cost lunch programs showed improvement in 

math during this period. The largest gains in both ELA and math were made by students with 

disabilities and students participating in free or reduced-cost lunch programs.  
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Part I: Overview of the EQA Reexamination 
Process and the District 

From June 5 through 8, 2006, the EQA conducted an independent reexamination of the Athol-

Royalston Public Schools for the period 2004-2006. The district was selected for reexamination 

because the Educational Management Audit Council (EMAC) placed the district on ‘Watch’ 

status as a result of its initial examination in 2004. Based on the results of the initial EQA 

examination, the EMAC may take one of several actions. It can accept the report, with 

commendation or concern. If the EMAC has concerns, it may issue a management letter, place 

the district in ‘Watch’ status, or recommend ‘a declaration of underperformance’ to the state 

Board of Education. Districts were placed in ‘Watch’ status if their initial examination revealed 

several areas of poor or unsatisfactory performance or findings that were unresolved. Examples 

may include districts that have plans to address weaknesses but have not fully implemented those 

plans or that lack correlation between district actions and student achievement. In addition, 

districts may be placed in ‘Watch’ status if they were referred to the Board of Education for a 

‘declaration of underperformance,’ but the board declined to make that determination. For the 

next one to two years following the initial examination, an experienced and trained senior EQA 

examiner monitors these districts. After a reexamination, the district will be removed from 

‘Watch’ status or an EQA report will be forwarded to the Board of Education with a 

recommendation to declare the district underperforming. Underperforming districts receive 

additional support and services from the state to improve student achievement.  

 

The towns of Athol and Royalston are located in Worcester County in north central 

Massachusetts.  Manufacturing and educational, health, and social services are the largest 

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

had a combined population of 12,553 and a median family income of $44,724, while the median 

family income in Massachusetts was $61,664. Each town is governed by a Board of 

Selectmen/Town Meeting form of municipal government. 

 

There is a 10-person school committee in Athol-Royalston. Athol-Royalston has eight schools 

serving pre-kindergarten through grade 13. The most recent Massachusetts Department of 

Education (DOE) figures indicate that there were 2,057 students enrolled on October 1, 2005. 
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The demographic/subgroup composition in Athol-Royalston was: 88.1 percent White, 5.3 

percent Hispanic, 0.4 percent Asian, 2.5 percent African-American, 0.6 percent Native 

American, 0.1 percent Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, and 3.0 percent Multi-Race, Non-

Hispanic; Limited English Proficient (LEP), 0.5 percent; Low Income, 34.1 percent; and Special 

Education (Sped), 19.7  percent. 

 

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

year period, FY1997 to FY2005, Athol-Royalston met the state-mandated net school spending 

requirement. For the period between FY1997 and FY2005, Chapter 70 aid to Athol-Royalston 

increased 42.3 percent (from $11,412,734 to $16,238,378). Athol-Royalston’s required local 

contribution increased 449.1 percent (from $75,960 to $417,088).  Since FY1997, Athol-

Royalston received a total of $130,657,813 in Chapter 70 aid and was required to raise locally 

$1,664,366. From FY2002 to FY2005, Chapter 70 aid was $63,859,877 and the required local 

contribution was $1,232,437. For the period between FY1997 and FY2005, Athol-Royalston’s 

foundation enrollment decreased 0.2 percent and its student headcount decreased 15.0 percent. 

Between FY2002 and FY2005, its foundation enrollment decreased 0.6 percent and its student 

headcount decreased 5.9 percent. 

 

This report finds Athol-Royalston to be a ‘Moderate’ performing school district, marked by 

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

half of all Athol-Royalston students scored above standard on the 2005 administration of the 

MCAS tests. 
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Part II: Analysis of Student Achievement Data (MCAS) 

The EQA’s analysis of student achievement data focuses on Athol-Royalston’s MCAS test 

results from 2002 to 2005, with primary attention paid to the 2005 MCAS tests. This analysis is 

framed by the following five essential questions: 

1. Proficiency/Achievement: To what extent is the MCAS test performance of all of the 
district’s students meeting or exceeding state proficiency standards? 

2. Equity of Achievement: How does the MCAS test performance vary among the 
district’s student subgroups? 

3. Improvement: How has the MCAS test performance for all students in the district 
changed over time? 

4. Equity of Improvement: How has the MCAS test performance for the district’s student 
subgroups changed over time? 

5. Opportunity and Access: Are all eligible students attending and participating in all 
required programs and assessments?  

 

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

district MCAS test results to a series of analyses to determine whether there were differences 

between the mean results of district students and those of students statewide or between student 

subgroups within the district. Descriptive analyses of the results of the 2005 MCAS test revealed 

differences between students in the district and the average scores of students in Massachusetts. 

 

To highlight those differences, the data were then summarized in several ways: a performance-

level based summary of student achievement in Athol-Royalston; and comparative analyses of 

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

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

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

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

Findings: 
In 2004 in Athol-Royalston: 
• 42 percent of the students attained proficiency, compared to 54 percent statewide. 

 

In 2005 in Athol-Royalston: 
• 41 percent of the students attained proficiency, compared to 54 percent statewide. 

• 46 percent of the students attained proficiency in ELA, compared to 62 percent statewide.  

• 37 percent of the students attained proficiency in math, compared to 48 percent statewide.  

• 26 percent of the students attained proficiency in STE, compared to 42 percent statewide. 

 

Compared to the state, Athol-Royalston’s proficiency gap was: 

• 23 PI points in ELA, compared to the statewide gap of 17 PI points  

• 35 PI points in math compared to the statewide gap of 28 PI points  

• 34 PI points in STE compared to the statewide gap of 29 PI points  

 

The proficiency gap is 100 minus the proficiency index (PI); it is the gap, or difference, between 
100 percent proficiency and the present PI score. The proficiency index is a weighted average of 
student performance that shows whether students have attained or are making progress toward 
proficiency; a score of 100 means all students are proficient. 
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Figures/Tables 1 A, B: Student MCAS Test Performance, Overall, 2004 and 2005 

A. 

MCAS 2004 Data 
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level
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  State Athol Royalston 
  Advanced 14 7 
  Proficient 40 35 
  Needs Improv. 32 38 
  Warning/Failing 14 20 

B. 

MCAS 2005 Data 
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level
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  State Athol Royalston 
  Advanced 15 8 
  Proficient 39 33 
  Needs Improv. 32 42 
  Warning/Failing 14 18 
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Analysis of Figures/Tables 1 A, B:  
In 2004 in Athol-Royalston: 
• 42 percent of the students attained proficiency, 12 percentage points lower than that of all 

students in the state. 

 
In 2005 in Athol-Royalston: 
• 41 percent of the students attained proficiency, 13 percentage points lower than that of all 

students in the state. 

 

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

MCAS 2005 Data 
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level
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State 
ELA 

Athol 
Royalston 

ELA 
State 
MTH 

Athol 
Royalston 

MTH 
State 
STE 

Athol 
Royalston 

STE 
  Advanced 11 4 20 13 10 4 
  Proficient 51 42 28 24 32 22 
  Needs Improv. 31 44 33 39 40 57 
  Warning/Failing 7 10 20 25 18 17 

 

Analysis of Figure/Table 2:  
In 2005 in Athol-Royalston:  
• 46 percent of the students attained proficiency on the ELA tests, 16 percentage points lower 

than that of all students in the state.  

• 37 percent of the students attained proficiency on the math tests, 11 percentage points lower 
than that of all students in the state.  

• 26 percent of the students attained proficiency on the STE tests, 16 percentage points lower 
than that of all students in the state. 
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Figures/Tables 3 A -G: Student MCAS Test Performance, by Grade, 2005: 

A. 

MCAS 2005 Grade 03 Reading 
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level
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  State Athol Royalston 
  Proficient 63 57 
  Needs Improv. 31 40 
  Warning 6 3 

B. 

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

English and Math
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  State ELA 

Athol 
Royalston 

ELA State MTH 

Athol 
Royalston 

MTH 
  Advanced 10 0 14 1 
  Proficient 40 28 27 15 
  Needs Improv. 41 52 45 53 
  Warning/Failing 9 20 14 31 
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C. 

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

Science, Technology and Engineering Test
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  State Athol Royalston 
  Advanced 16 7 
  Proficient 35 18 
  Needs Improv. 38 62 
  Warning/Failing 11 14 

 
 

D. 

MCAS 2005 Data - Grade 06
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level
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  State MTH Athol Royalston MTH 
  Advanced 18 18 
  Proficient 29 31 
  Needs Improv. 31 33 
  Warning/Failing 22 17 
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E. 

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

English and Math
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  State ELA 

Athol 
Royalston 

ELA State MTH 

Athol 
Royalston 

MTH 
  Advanced 10 3 13 9 
  Proficient 57 44 26 22 
  Needs Improv. 27 46 31 36 
  Warning/Failing 6 7 30 33 

F. 

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

Science, Technology and Engineering Test
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  State Athol Royalston 
 Advanced 4 1 
 Proficient 30 26 
 Needs Improv. 42 53 
 Warning/Failing 25 21 
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G. 

MCAS 2005 Data - Grade 10
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level

English and Math
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  State ELA 

Athol 
Royalston 

ELA State MTH 

Athol 
Royalston 

MTH 
  Advanced 23 12 36 21 
  Proficient 43 41 27 25 
  Needs Improv. 26 37 25 34 
  Warning/Failing 9 10 13 20 

 
Analysis of Figures/Tables 3 A-G:  
In 2005 in Athol-Royalston: 
• In Grade 3 reading, 57 percent of the students attained proficiency compared to 63 percent in 

the state. 

• In Grade 4 ELA, 28 percent of the students attained proficiency compared to 50 percent in 
the state. 

• In Grade 4 math, 16 percent of the students attained proficiency compared to 41 percent in 
the state. 

• In Grade 5 STE, 25 percent of the students attained proficiency compared to 51 percent in the 
state. 

• In Grade 6 math, 49 percent of the students attained proficiency compared to 47 percent in 
the state. 

• In Grade 7 ELA, 47 percent of the students attained proficiency compared to 67 percent in 
the state. 

• In Grade 8 math, 31 percent of the students attained proficiency compared to 39 percent in 
the state. 

• In Grade 8 STE, 27 percent of the students attained proficiency compared to 34 percent in the 
state. 
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• In Grade 10 ELA, 53 percent of the students attained proficiency compared to 66 percent in 
the state. 

• In Grade 10 math, 46 percent of the students attained proficiency compared to 63 percent in 
the state. 

 

Compared to the state, in 2005 Athol-Royalston: 
• was outperformed by the state in Grade 3 reading, Grade 4 ELA, Grade 4 math, Grade 5 

STE, Grade 7 ELA, Grade 8 math, Grade 8 STE, Grade 10 ELA, and Grade 10 math; and 

• outperformed the state in Grade 6 math. 
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Figures 4 A, B/Table 4: MCAS Proficiency Index, by Grade, 2005: 

A. 

Proficiency Index by Grade (ELA)
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B. 

Proficiency Index by Grade (Math)
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State 
ELA 

Athol 
Royalston 

ELA 
State 
Math 

Athol 
Royalston 

Math 
State 
STE 

Athol 
Royalston 

STE 
Grade 03 85 85 NA NA NA NA 
Grade 04 78 66 74 56 NA NA 
Grade 05 NA NA NA NA 78 67 
Grade 06 NA NA 71 75 NA NA 
Grade 07 86 80 NA NA NA NA 
Grade 08 NA NA 65 60 65 65 
Grade 10 84 78 81 71 NA NA 

All Grades 83 77 72 65 71 66 
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Analysis of Figures 4 A, B /Table 4: 
In 2005 in Athol-Royalston, the proficiency gap was: 
• 23 PI points in ELA; statewide it was 17 PI points. 

• 35 PI points in math; statewide it was 28 PI points. 

• 34 PI points in STE; statewide it was 29 PI points. 

 
In Athol-Royalston, the proficiency gap in 2005 was: 
• 15 PI points in Grade 3 reading; statewide it was 15 PI points. 

• 34 PI points in Grade 4 ELA; statewide it was 22 PI points. 

• 20 PI points in Grade 7 ELA; statewide it was 14 PI points. 

• 22 PI points in Grade 10 ELA; statewide it was 16 PI points. 

• 44 PI points in Grade 4 math; statewide it was 26 PI points. 

• 25 PI points in Grade 6 math; statewide it was 29 PI points. 

• 40 PI points in Grade 8 math; statewide it was 35 PI points. 

• 29 PI points in Grade 10 math; statewide it was 19 PI points. 

• 33 PI points in Grade 5 STE; statewide it was 22 PI points. 

• 35 PI points in Grade 8 STE; statewide it was 35 PI points. 
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Figure/Table 5: MCAS Proficiency Index, by School, 2005  

ELA vs Math PI (by School)
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   ELA Math 

A Athol-Royalston  77 65 
B ATHOL HIGH 78 71 
C ATHOL-ROYALSTON MIDDLE SCHOOL 81 75 
D ELLEN BIGELOW 53 36 
E PLEASANT ST 76 58 
F RIVERBEND 64 49 
G ROYALSTON COMMUNITY SCH 77 71 
H SANDERS STREET 84   
I SILVER LAKE 92   

 



  24

Analysis of Figure/Table 5: 
Rank order of schools for ELA proficiency from high to low: 
• Silver Lake 
• Sanders Street 
• Athol-Royalston Middle 
• Athol High 
• Royalston Community  
• Athol-Royalston School District 
• Pleasant St. 
• Riverbend 
• Ellen Bigelow 
 
Rank order of schools for math proficiency from high to low: 
• Athol-Royalston Middle 
• Athol High 
• Royalston Community 
• Athol-Royalston School District 
• Pleasant St. 
• Riverbend 
• Ellen Bigelow 
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2. Equity of Achievement: How does the MCAS test performance vary among 

the district’s student subgroups? 

Findings: 

In 2005 in ELA, for subgroups in Athol-Royalston the proficiency gap was: 
• 19 PI points for regular education students 

• 20 PI points for FRL/N students, students who did not receive free or reduced-cost lunch 

• 28 PI points for FRL/Y students, students who received free or reduced-cost lunch 

• 39 PI points for students with disabilities 

 
In 2005 in math, for subgroups in Athol-Royalston the proficiency gap was: 
• 29 PI points for regular education students 

• 31 PI points for FRL/N students 

• 42 PI points for FRL/Y students 

• 55 PI points for  students with disabilities 

 
In 2005, the percentage of Athol-Royalston students who attained proficiency was: 
• 47 percent of regular education students 

• 46 percent of FRL/N students 

• 32 percent of FRL/Y students 

• 17 percent of students with disabilities 
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Figure /Table 6:  MCAS Proficiency Index, by Free/Reduced Lunch, Race, and Student 
Status, 2005  

ELA vs Math PI (by subgroup)
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The subgroups in the upper right quadrant are the higher performing subgroups in the district; the 
subgroups in the lower left quadrant are the lower performing subgroups in the district. 
 

  ELA Math # of tests 
A ATHOL ROYALSTON 77 65 1,009  
B Disability 61 45 213  
C Regular 81 71 791  
D FRL (Y) 72 58 379  
E FRL (N) 80 69 630  

 

Analysis of Figure/Table 6:  
Ranked from highest PI to lowest PI in both ELA and in math: 
• Regular education students 
• FRL (N) students 
• FRL (Y) students 
• Students with disabilities 
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Figures 7 A-C: Student Population by Reportable Subgroups 

A. 

Students by Status

Disability
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B. 

Students by Free Lunch
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C. 
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12%
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Figure/Table 8:  Student Subgroup MCAS Test Performance, by Student Status, 2005 

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

level
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  State Reg 

Athol 
Royalston 

Reg 
State 

Disability 

Athol 
Royalston 
Disability 

  Advanced 19 10 3 1 
  Proficient 44 37 20 16 
  Needs Improv. 29 40 43 45 
  Warning/Failing 8 13 34 37 

 
Analysis of Figure/Table 8: 
In 2005 in Athol-Royalston: 
• 47 percent of regular education students attained proficiency, compared to 63 percent 

statewide. 

• 17 percent of special education students attained proficiency, compared to 23 percent 
statewide. 
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Figure/Table 9:  Student Subgroup MCAS Test Performance, by Free and Reduced Lunch 
Eligibility Status, 2005 

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

FRL(Y) 

Athol 
Royalston 
FRL(Y) 

State 
FRL(N) 

Athol 
Royalston 
FRL(N) 

  Advanced 5 4 20 11 
  Proficient 25 28 44 35 
  Needs Improv. 43 44 28 40 
  Warning/Failing 28 24 8 14 

 
Analysis of Figure/Table 9: 
In 2005 in Athol-Royalston: 
• 32 percent of FRL/Y students attained proficiency, compared to 30 percent statewide. 

• 46 percent of FRL/N students attained proficiency, compared to 64 percent statewide. 
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3. Improvement: How has the MCAS test performance for all students in the 

district changed over time? 

Findings: 

In Athol-Royalston: 
• The percentage of students who attained overall proficiency was 30 percent in 2002, 42 

percent in 2004, and 41 percent in 2005. 

• The percentage of students who attained proficiency in ELA was 41 percent in 2002, 52 
percent in 2004, and 46 percent in 2005. 

• The percentage of students who attained proficiency in math was 23 percent in 2002, 32 
percent in 2004, and 35 percent in 2005. 

 

Figure/Table 10: Student MCAS Test Performance, Overall, 2002, 2003, 2004, and 2005  

MCAS 2002 - 2005 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level
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  2002 2003 2004 2005 
  Advanced 5 8 7 8 
  Proficient 25 34 35 33 
  Needs Improv. 42 40 38 42 
  Warning/Failing 28 19 20 18 

 
Analysis of Figure/Table 10: 
• In 2002, 30 percent of all students attained proficiency. 

• In 2004, 42 percent of all students attained proficiency. 

• In 2005, 41 percent of all students attained proficiency. 
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Figure/Table 11:  MCAS Proficiency Index, by Subject, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 

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

  ELA Math 
  2002 2003 2004 2005 2002 2003 2004 2005 

Advanced 4% 4% 3% 4% 5% 11% 10% 12% 
Proficient 37% 45% 49% 42% 18% 22% 22% 23% 

Needs Improvement 44% 40% 38% 44% 40% 39% 38% 39% 
Warning/Failing 15% 11% 10% 10% 37% 28% 29% 25% 

 
Analysis of Figure/Table 11: 
In Athol-Royalston: 
• The proficiency gap in ELA was 29 PI points in 2002, 20 PI points in 2004, and 23 PI points 

in 2005. 

• The proficiency gap in math was 45 PI points in 2002, 37 PI points in 2004, and 35 PI points 
in 2005. 

• The percentage of students who attained proficiency in ELA was 41 percent in 2002, 52 
percent in 2004, and 46 percent in 2005. 

• The percentage of students who attained proficiency in math was 23 percent in 2002, 32 
percent in 2004, and 35 percent in 2005. 
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4. Equity of Improvement: How has the MCAS test performance for the 

district’s student subgroups change over time? 

Findings: 

• The subgroup performance range in ELA decreased from 26 PI points in 2003 to 20 PI points 
in 2005. 

• The subgroup performance range in math decreased from 31 PI points in 2003 to 26 PI points 
in 2005. 

• The average gap in ELA decreased from eight PI points in 2003 to five PI points in 2005. 

• The average gap in math decreased from nine PI points in 2003 to eight PI points in 2005. 

 
When the subgroup performance range decreases, equity increases in subgroup performance, 
and when the subgroup performance range increases, equity decreases in subgroup performance. 
The average gap is the average of the sum of the differences between the proficiency index of 
the highest-scoring subgroup and those of the other subgroups (excluding the lowest-scoring 
subgroup). When the average gap decreases equity increases, and when the average gap 
increases, equity decreases. 
 
ELA proficiency gaps in 2003 and 2005 ranked from lowest to highest: 

• 18 PI points for regular education students in 2003 and 19 PI points in 2005 
• 17 PI points for FRL/N students in 2003 and 20 PI points in 2005  
• 32 PI points for FRL/Y students in 2003 and 28 PI points in  2005  
• 43 PI points for students with disabilities in 2003 and 39 PI points in 2005  

 
Math proficiency gaps in 2003 and 2005 ranked from lowest to highest: 

• 31 PI points for regular education students in 2003 and 29 PI points in 2005 
• 31 PI points for FRL/N students in 2003 and 31 PI points in 2005  
• 49 PI points for FRL/Y students in 2003 and 42 PI points in 2005  
• 62 PI points for students with disabilities in 2003 and 55 PI points in 2005  
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Figures 12 A-B/Table 12:  MCAS Proficiency Index, by Subgroup, 2003, 2004, and 2005  
NOTE: In the following graphs, the bars represent the individual district’s performance; the dots represent the 

performance of all the schools in the state.  
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Analysis of Figure 12A/Table 12:  
ELA scores by subgroup from ranked highest to lowest from 2003 to 2005: 

• FRL/N students’ scores were flat and then decreased.  
• Regular education students’ scores increased and then decreased.  
• FRL/Y students’ scores increased and then were flat. 
• Students with disabilities’ scores increased and then slightly increased. 

ELA scores in Athol-Royalston compared to state scores: 
• Athol-Royalston students’ scores were the same as the state’s for FRL/Y students.  
• Athol-Royalston students’ scores were below the state’s for regular education students, 

students with disabilities, and FRL/N students. 
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B. 

Prof Index by Subgroup (Math)
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Analysis of Figure 12B/Table 12:  
Math scores by subgroup ranked from highest to lowest from 2003 to 2005: 

• Regular education students’ scores slightly decreased and then increased. 
• FRL/N students’ scores slightly decreased and then slightly increased. 
• FRL/Y students’ scores increased. 
• Students with disabilities scores increased. 

Math scores in Athol-Royalston compared to state scores: 
• Athol-Royalston students’ scores were the same as the state’s in 2003 and above the state 

in 2005 for FRL/Y students.  
• Athol-Royalston students’ scores were below the state’s for regular education students, 

students with disabilities, and FRL/N students. 
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State    
Athol 

Royalston    
    ELA Math     ELA Math 

ALL 03 83 69 ALL 03 78 63 
  04 84 71   04 80 63 
  05 83 72   05 77 65 

Regular 03 88 75 Regular 03 82 69 
  04 89 77   04 85 68 
  05 88 78   05 81 71 

Disability 03 65 47 Disability 03 57 38 
  04 65 48   04 60 41 
  05 65 49   05 61 45 

FRL (N) 03 88 76 FRL (N) 03 83 69 
  04 89 78   04 83 68 
  05 89 79   05 80 69 

FRL (Y) 03 68 51 FRL (Y) 03 68 51 
  04 71 54   04 72 53 
  05 70 55   05 72 58 

 
Analysis of Figures 12 A-B/Table 12:  
• The subgroup performance range in ELA decreased from 26 PI points in 2003 to 20 PI points 

in 2005. 

• The subgroup performance range in math decreased from 31 PI points in 2003 to 26 PI points 
in 2005. 

• The average gap in ELA decreased from eight PI points in 2003 to five PI points in 2005. 

• The average gap in math decreased from nine PI points in 2003 to eight PI points in 2005. 
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5. Participation and Access: Are all eligible students attending and 

participating in all required programs and assessments? 

Finding: 

• On the 2005 ELA, math, and STE tests, eligible students in Athol-Royalston participated at 

rates above the state’s required 95 percent level. 

Table 13: Student MCAS Test Participation by Subject Area 
  ELA Math STE 

NTO 3% 3% 2% 
T 97% 97% 97% 

ALT 0% 0% 0% 
NTM 0% 0% 0% 
NTA 0% 0% 1% 

 
T = Tested 

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

NTO = Not Tested, Other 
ALT = Alt. Assessment 

Analysis of Table 13: 
• On the 2005 ELA, math, and STE tests, eligible students participated at rates above the 

state’s required 95 percent level. 
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Appendix A: N- values  

n-Values by Grade 
 

YEAR GRADE ELA Math STE 
2002 Grade 03 0 0 0 

  Grade 04 152 153 0 
  Grade 05 0 0 0 
  Grade 06 0 211 0 
  Grade 07 199 0 0 
  Grade 08 0 200 0 
  Grade 10 158 156 0 
  All Grades 509 720 0 

2003 Grade 03 168 0 0 
  Grade 04 189 192 0 
  Grade 05 0 0 0 
  Grade 06 0 159 0 
  Grade 07 217 0 0 
  Grade 08 0 207 0 
  Grade 10 139 141 0 
  All Grades 713 699 0 

2004 Grade 03 171 0 0 
  Grade 04 172 174 0 
  Grade 05 0 0 179 
  Grade 06 0 166 0 
  Grade 07 157 0 0 
  Grade 08 0 215 215 
  Grade 10 153 153 0 
  All Grades 653 708 394 

2005 Grade 03 147 0 0 
  Grade 04 169 169 0 
  Grade 05 0 0 169 
  Grade 06 0 186 0 
  Grade 07 167 0 0 
  Grade 08 0 155 154 
  Grade 10 155 155 0 
  All Grades 638 665 323 
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2. n-Values by Subgroup/Level  
 

    ELA Math STE 
Athol Royalston ALL LEVELS 638 665 323 
Athol Royalston Advanced 24 83 12 

  Proficient 269 156 71 
  Needs Improv 281 260 185 
  Warning/Failing 64 166 55 

Regular Advanced 24 81 11 
  Proficient 239 142 61 
  Needs Improv 208 209 143 
  Warning/Failing 32 97 33 

Disability Advanced 0 2 1 
  Proficient 30 14 10 
  Needs Improv 71 50 40 
  Warning/Failing 32 68 20 

Free Lunch (Y) Advanced 3 17 2 
  Proficient 90 43 14 
  Needs Improv 116 92 64 
  Warning/Failing 36 80 25 

Free Lunch (N) Advanced 21 66 10 
  Proficient 179 113 57 
  Needs Improv 165 168 121 
  Warning/Failing 28 86 30 

White Advanced 24 80 12 
  Proficient 255 149 65 
  Needs Improv 260 242 165 
  Warning/Failing 54 148 49 

3.  n-values by year: 
  2002 2003 2004 2005 

Advanced 56 107 94 107 
Proficient 312 473 482 425 

Needs Improvement 515 558 515 541 
Warning/Failing 346 274 270 230 

Total 1,229 1,412 1,361 1,303 
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4. n-values for NTA, NTM, and NTO by Student Status: 
  ELA Math STE 

T.Disability 133 134 71 
T.Regular 519 545 248 

T.LEP 2 2 4 
NTM.Disability 1 2 1 
NTO.Disability 10 11 5 
NTO.Regular 7 9 1 

NTA.Disability 1 0 0 
NTA.Regular 0 1 2 

T = Tested 
NTA = Not Tested, Absent 

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

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

In calculation for MPI, the following groups were included for each year reported: 
2002:  Gr. 4, Gr. 8, Gr. 10 
2003:  Gr. 4, Gr. 8, Gr. 10 
2004:  Gr. 4, Gr. 8, Gr. 10 
2005:  Gr. 4, Gr. 6, Gr. 8, Gr. 10 

Subgroup inclusion was based on the number of students in a district and the number of schools in a district. To be 
included, a subgroup must have at least 10 times the number of schools in the district to be considered reportable. 
For example, in a school district with four schools, only subgroup categories with 40 or more students from that 
district in that category were included. These results include only Students with test status of Tested, ALT, or NTA 
with a Scaled Score <> 200 unless otherwise noted. 

Rounded differences may result in slight discrepancies. 

Definitions: 
Proficiency gap: the difference between the Proficiency Index (PI) and the state target PI of 100 in 2014. 
Subgroup performance range: the difference between the highest PI of a subgroup and the lowest PI of a subgroup  
Average gap: the average of the sum of the differences between the PI of the highest-scoring subgroup and those of 
the other subgroups (excluding the lowest-scoring subgroup)  
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Part III: Reexamination Findings 

 

In this section, the conclusions of the EQA team’s reexamination of the district are summarized. 

It reports on only those 2004 indicators that received a ‘Poor’ or ‘Unsatisfactory’ rating and that 

the EQA team reassessed. The table below displays the initial 2004 ratings and the 2006 

reassessments. In the narrative that follows, the relevant 2004 standard and indicator are 

presented followed by the ratings from 2004 and 2006 and corresponding evidence for the 

ratings.  
 

Standards       Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total Total 
S1 - Student Assessment 2004 2006 
 Excellent           
 Satisfactory 2004 2004 2004  2004 2004  2004 6  
 Needs Improvement (2006)    2006   2006  N/A 2 
 Poor (2004)    2004   2004  2 N/A 
 Unsatisfactory           
 

Standard 1. STUDENT ASSESSMENT: District and building administrators carefully 

administer statewide assessments and teachers regularly assess the performance of their students 

relative to state and local student performance standards, and analyze aggregate and individual 

assessment results to improve curricula, instructional practices, and supplementary and remedial 

programs.  

 

Indicators  

 

4. Regular analysis of assessment results informs improvements to:  

a. curricula,  

b. instructional practices,  

c. supplementary and remedial programs and services,  

d. professional development, and  

e. purchasing and provisioning for improved student achievement.  

 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor  
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EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), the analysis of assessment results drove 

certain changes in the curricula. For example, the district literacy program was driven by data 

analysis. The district used TestWiz to analyze test results. The middle school teachers noted 

weaknesses and made adjustments to their curricula. At the elementary school, test results were 

reviewed with teachers on a one-on-one basis. Outside consultants were brought in to assist with 

this analysis.  

 

Mentor training occurred and mentors were provided to the new teachers. New teachers were 

given curriculum guides, frameworks, benchmarks, and timelines. The benchmarks were revised 

each year at the middle school based on the test results. For example, the benchmark tests were 

increased from two times per year to four times per year at the ‘under-performing’ schools. The 

middle schools identified weaknesses, which resulted in benchmarks being rewritten. Elementary 

schools rewrote benchmarks at team meetings. For the period under review up until the 2003 

school year, district-wide meetings were held to address curriculum issues. Due to schedule 

differences in starting times for the elementary and secondary schools, coordination throughout 

the district was difficult. These meetings of two contractual professional development days may 

not have been devoted to writing or analyzing curriculum or revising based on test data.  

 

Instructional program changes based on assessment data did not occur at the district level due to 

the lack of personnel at the central office such as assistant superintendent. The Open Court 

Program was not driven or informed by the MCAS test or DIBELS test data. The Open Court 

Program was a comprehensive and prescriptive reading-writing program. This was selected 

because of the district-wide weaknesses in literacy. In 2003, the curriculum committees adopted 

the Open Court Program. Project Read was initiated in the final year of the review period at the 

primary level. The LEXIA program was used for the past three years. The program Language! in 

grades 4-5 was implemented in the final review year. The John Collins Writing Across the 

Curriculum program was used in the district for the past six to seven years.  

 

In Athol-Royalston, the special education program changes were made on an annual basis. The 

special education students were pulled out of their skills program to work with the special 
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education staff. The students’ MCAS test scores were analyzed and remedial services were 

provided to the lowest 40 percent of the students.  

  

In the area of professional development, consultants analyzed the data and highlighted the 

district’s need for intervention services. It was determined that there was a need for early 

intervention for students entering Kindergarten. In 2003, the district implemented Project 

Optimize based on the DIBELS test results. All Kindergarten staff were trained in Project 

Optimize. Prior to this program, the district used Road to the Code. Training in this program 

occurred as well, but it was grant funded.  

 

In the district, purchasing and provisioning was done on a case-by-case basis. For the years 

under review, there were no determinations made by an analysis of data. Typically, the 

parameters of a particular grant determined the purchasing and provisioning.      

 

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006) the desire to align with the state 

frameworks and, to a lesser degree, respond to MCAS data did result in changes in curriculum, 

instruction, support programs, and professional development. 

 

In the area of curriculum, two committees were formed in ELA and math to align the Athol-

Royalston content benchmarks with the state frameworks. In addition, the locally produced 

benchmark assessments were also examined and brought into closer alignment with the state 

benchmarks. 

 

At the K-5 level, a Reading First grant at the Sanders Street School produced favorable results in 

the area of early literacy intervention. Interviewees expect the four other elementary schools to 

adopt this model. Administrators agreed that the other four elementary schools were in need of a 

research-based reading program. The district planned to administer the Dynamic Indicators of 

Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) to all five elementary schools in the 2006-2007 school 

year to provide analysis of reading needs in grades K-5. 

 

The district is also piloting two text series in grades  K-5 in the 2005-2006 school year which 

align closely with the math frameworks. Recently the district decided to adopt the SRA Math 
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program which aligns perfectly with the SRA and the Open Court program in ELA which is 

currently being used in all the elementary schools. The plan for the 2006-2007 school year will 

be either to pilot the math program in all schools in grades K-2 or pilot the entire K-5 program in 

the underperforming Riverbend School.   

 

Athol High School has used MCAS data and new course outlines to reorganize their offerings in 

grades 9 and 10 in the tested areas. All students must pass Grade 9 ELA and math in order to be 

promoted to Grade 10. In math, a student in danger of failing the Grade 10 MCAS math test is 

enrolled in a full-year algebra course in Grade 9 and a full-year geometry course in Grade 10. 

 

All students were engaged in MCAS prep during the second semester of Grade 10. During 2004-

2005, students were exempted from their physical education classes every four days so that they 

could attend 40-minute periods of math and ELA. According to interviewees, students were 

released from extra periods every two days during the current year so that they could attend an 

additional 40 minutes of preparation in each of the tested areas. Students who failed the Grade 10 

MCAS test were also required to take an MCAS prep course during Grades 11 or 12, if 

necessary, in the area in which they failed. Interviewees indicated that instructional practices 

have not been significantly impacted by MCAS data during the ‘Watch’ period, because of 

budget limitations and the lack of an effective action plan. 

 

Some instructional changes were seen within the district. At the elementary level some teachers 

were trained in differentiated instruction and were using this skill set in their classes, although no 

follow-up assessment had occurred to examine the impact on instruction. At the middle school 

the Priorities School Program, funded by a three-year grant from the Massachusetts Teachers 

Association, has been implemented in grades 6-8. This program involves using a standards-based 

approach to teach the core subjects. Significant professional development in standards-based 

education has been provided to the staff. 

 

At the high school, interviews indicated a need for research-based training in the area of 

pedagogy focused on MCAS skills such as responding to open response questions and multiple 

choice questions. 
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According to interviewees, supplementary and remedial programs for improved student 

achievement have either been lacking altogether or were insufficient. 

 

At the elementary level, principals indicated that there were no support or remedial programs 

available for the MCAS tests. At the middle school, the principal reported that a skills class 

offered during the first block each morning transformed into an MCAS prep class from February 

28 until students took the MCAS tests. All teachers provide students with remediation in the 

tested areas, skills for success on open response and multiple choice questions, and practice tests 

in the content areas. At the high school, an MCAS prep course was offered to students in grades 

11 and 12 who failed the MCAS tests. The voluntary course ran from 2-5 pm several days per 

week. Although attendance was spotty, school officials indicated it was successful based on the 

number of students who passed the tests.  

 

Title I students were also offered an Accelerated Math program in Grade 9, and special education 

students were required to keep a portfolio in math and ELA through Grade 12. 

 

Data had little impact on professional development during the ‘Watch’ period. According to 

interviewees, there was a minimal professional development budget during the 2003-2004 and 

2004-2005 academic years, while the entire budget was cut during the 2005-2006 school year. 

Mandated professional development was possible at the elementary level through the use of early 

release days. In the 2005-2006 school year, six release half-days have been used to provide 

teachers with content training in the areas of social studies and science. This change was in 

response to the federally mandated No Child Left Behind (NCLB) legislation. At the middle 

school, the Priorities School Program, which was funded by the Massachusetts Teachers 

Association, had a training component as part of the $30,000 three-year grant. At the high 

school, the principal reported that professional development in response to MCAS data was 

unavailable. The principal credited his staff for providing MCAS training to each other at 

department meetings. 

 

The district did take steps to form an infrastructure for professional development and data 

analysis in the 2005-2006 school year by contracting with the Data Analysis and Strategic 

Planning Project (DASPP). DASPP introduced strategies associated with data analysis. With the 
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district administration he developed a District Improvement Plan (DIP), the first of its type in the 

district. The DIP heavily relied on MCAS data, the Coordinated Program Review (CPR) of 2005 

by the Department of Education, and the New England Association of Schools and Colleges 

(NEASC) report of 2004 as the foundation of the plan. The DIP has been accepted by the school 

committee, and individual School Improvement Plans (SIPs) have been written that align to the 

DIP. In the 2006-2007 academic year, it appears that the district will finally have a concrete plan 

in place to use data to improve student achievement and performance. 

 

7. The district educates all of its students to meet or exceed the Competency Determination (CD) 

standard by their senior year.  

 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), based on the progress report on 

students attaining the Competency Determination (CD), released by the DOE in 2003, 92.2 

percent of the Class of 2003 earned a Competency Determination, and 87.9 percent of the Class 

of 2004 earned a Competency Determination.    

 

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), the EQA team learned from DOE 

reports that the CD attainment rates for seniors improved for school years 2003, 2004, 2005, and 

2006, with respective rates of 92, 94, 92, and 95 percent.  CD attainment rates for juniors also 

improved, with rates of 83, 92, 88, and 90 percent for the same years. Percentages are based on 

small grade sizes ranging from 116 to 148 students. To make year to year comparisons, the 

reexamination team used DOE reports reflecting CD attainment by the end of the school year 

(June or the following September), rather than a mid-year report such as the February 2004 

report used by the initial review team. 

 

By the end of students’ senior year, the CD attainment rates were 92 percent for the Class of 

2003, according to the February 2004 Progress Reports on Students Attaining the Competency 

Determination, 94 percent for the Class of 2004, according to the June 2004 Progress Report, 92 
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percent for the Class of 2005, according to the June 2005 Progress Report, and 95 percent for the 

Class of 2006, according to the June 2006 Progress Report. 

 

By the end of their junior year, the percentage of students who earned the Competency 

Determination was 83 percent for the Class of 2004, according to the September 2003 report, 92 

percent for the Class of 2005, according to the June 2004 Progress Report, 88 percent for the 

Class of 2006, according to the June 2005 Progress Report, and 90 percent for the Class of 2007, 

according to the June 2006 Progress Report. 
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Standards  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  Total Total
S2 - Participation 2004 2006 
 Excellent           
 Satisfactory 2004   2004  2004 2004  4  
 Needs Improvement (2006)         N/A  
 Poor (2004)  2004       1 N/A 
 Unsatisfactory  2006 2006  2006     3 
    2004  2004    2  

 

Standard 2. PARTICIPATION: The district and all of its schools have documented policies, 

procedures, and practices that meet federal and state participation and attendance standards. Data 

on participation in state and local tests are monitored and assessed to ensure participation and 

opportunity for all students and all subgroups.  

 

Indicators 

 

2. The district and all of its schools regularly monitor and evaluate data on student and staff 

attendance. 

 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Unsatisfactory 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), in Athol-Royalston, student attendance 

was monitored at the building level. These data were sent to the central office on a disk for 

reporting purposes, but no systemic analysis took place regarding attendance either generally or 

disaggregated by subgroups. Staff attendance regulations were articulated in the employee 

handbook and teachers’ contract. If a teacher was going to be absent, a substitution caller was 

notified. There was no formal evaluation of staff attendance. In the teachers’ labor union contract 

there was a generous sick-leave buy back component.   

 

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), the EQA team learned that the 

district did not analyze data to understand or address the impact of teacher and student 

attendance on student achievement, and that the continuity of instruction in the district was 

impeded by several factors. 
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Student attendance 

The district did make changes to its student attendance reporting system in 2005 when it 

switched to the Student Management System (SMS) because of its compatibility with the DOE’s 

Student Information Management System (SIMS). According to interviewees, technology issues 

such as compatibility and the need to fully learn the system prevented the use of SMS to analyze 

attendance data, although the schools were able to track student attendance. The high school 

withheld credit, although high school term grades were noted on term reports, for over eight 

unexcused absences in a single course. 

 

According to interviewees, the district had not conducted disaggregated analysis of how 

chronically absent students performed on the MCAS tests, nor did it plan to evaluate and monitor 

these data.  The district’s attendance rate increased between 2002 and 2005 from 90.9 to 94.2 

percent, and the attendance rate was above 93 percent for all grades K-12, meeting the state 

threshold. Approximately 20 percent of the high school population was absent more than 18 days 

in school year 2005, which represents 10 percent or more of the total days, while the attendance 

for the majority of the district’s students met the state requirement. For grades 9, 10, 11, and 12, 

the chronic absenteeism rates were 21.3, 21.7, 23.8, and 19.9 percent, respectively.  Middle 

school chronic absenteeism rates were 17 percent for grades 6 and 7, and 19.7 percent for 

Grade 8.  

 

The DIP written for school years 2007-2009 did not address student attendance or identify 

student absences as a factor in poor performance. 

 

Staff attendance 

The district made no changes in its daily attendance reporting system for teachers, and the 

district conducted no analysis on attendance data of teachers.  

 

Administrators stated in interviews that teacher absences interrupted the continuity of learning. 

Administrators cited three problems: poor teacher attendance, an inadequate pool of substitute 

teachers, and a substitute caller system that lacked accountability. In 2005, the district lost 3,052 

teacher days due to absences for illness or “other” reasons (not including jury duty or military 
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service), an average of 12.2 days per teacher. Teacher professional development days contributed 

to an additional 652 days, an average of 2.6 days per teacher. Teachers were therefore 

unavailable for instruction 14.8 days on average, or eight percent of the total number of school 

days. 

 

Data provided to the team in the EQA’s Attachment C, Report of Instructional Staff Attendance, 

showed that teacher absences for illness or “other” reasons were highest at the elementary level, 

followed by the high school, then the middle school. The elementary level had an average of 

13.15 days absent per teacher. Individual elementary schools ranged from 11.64 to 14.55 days 

absent per teacher. High school teachers were absent an average of 11.60 days, and middle 

school teachers were absent an average of 8.85 days. Additionally, schools had to cover days 

teachers were absent for professional development, which were also highest at the elementary 

level (2.8 days with a range of zero to 3.42 days per school), followed by the high school (2.56 

days), then by the middle school (1.82 days).  

 

Administrators stated that substitute coverage was most difficult in the elementary and middle 

schools because of inadequate availability of substitute teachers.  One principal cited an example 

of a day when seven teachers were absent, and only three substitutes were available. Principals 

reported that special education paraprofessionals provided coverage when no substitutes were 

available for a class, and volunteers occasionally covered classes in two schools. In addition to 

inadequate staffing, interviewees reported that during the ‘Watch’ period the quality of 

substitutes recruited by the district was poor, qualifications for substitute teachers were low or 

nonexistent, and the district provided no training for substitute teachers or supervision once 

hired. Principals were empowered to give feedback to substitutes in their buildings and prevent a 

substitute from returning to their buildings, but there was no district oversight to promote 

continuity of instruction when substitute teachers were assigned to a class. Although 

interviewees reported that teachers complied with school policies to leave substitute lesson plans, 

the quality of lesson plans and the frequency with which the lesson plans were updated varied 

significantly from teacher to teacher and school to school. 

 

Administrators reported that the district’s substitute caller system lacked sufficient teacher 

accountability. The district continued to require teachers to call a paraprofessional in the role of 
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“substitute caller” before the start of the school day. The substitute caller called in the substitutes 

and then faxed a report to the principals, noting the name of the substitute available, or stating 

“no sub available.”   

 

When asked how principals get reports on teacher absences, administrators discussed daily 

attendance reports, but did not state that they received regular monthly or quarterly reports on the 

number of absences per teacher. When asked how principals addressed teacher absences, 

interviewees stated that administrators were not empowered to address teacher absences as long 

as the teacher’s number of absences were within contract limits. The teacher contract allowed 13 

sick days per teacher annually, and no buy-back provision for unused sick time was included in 

the contract.  

 

3. The district maintains accurate records on attendance, suspensions, discipline, and dropouts by 

student subgroup populations and frequently:  

a. analyzes these records;  

b. uses the analyses to improve participation and involvement of all students;  

c. tracks students who have ceased to participate in school programs  

 

EQA Rating from 2004: Unsatisfactory 

EQA Rating from 2006: Unsatisfactory 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), administrators explained that guidance 

counselors were responsible for providing services to at-risk students. The high school principal 

met monthly with administrators and analyzed issues related to dropout prevention and behavior 

issues. The goal of this group was to prevent potential problems and refer parents and guardians 

to appropriate social service agencies.   

 

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), interviewees reported that two 

changes occurred, including reform of the student attendance reporting system and the budget-

driven elimination of intervention support for at-risk students at the high school level. 
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Attendance record-keeping and analysis 

The district switched to the Student Management System (SMS) for attendance reporting 

because of its compatibility with the DOE’s SIMS, but technology issues prevented the use of 

SMS to analyze attendance data, although the schools were able to track student attendance. 

Interviewees reported that guidance counselors continued to monitor the performance of at-risk 

students at the middle and high school levels, and that suspension information was also sent to 

the pupil personnel services director to monitor the discipline records of the special education 

students.   

 

Discipline record-keeping and analysis 

Interviewees reported that suspension rates at the middle and high schools were a result of 

developmentally-appropriate disciplinary policies at the middle school and effective zero-

tolerance policies at the high school. According to DOE data, the high school out-of-school 

suspension rates in school years 2003, 2004, and 2005 were 20.2, 22.6, and 18.2 percent, 

respectively. The middle school out-of-school suspension rates for these years were 21.7, 10.6, 

and 10.5 percent, respectively. The three-year elementary school rates were all under six percent. 

Only the middle school reported in-school suspensions for this period, and reported decreasing 

rates of 34.9, 17.0, and 15.2 percent, respectively, of students suspended one or more times 

during the school year. The high school continued to run a peer mediation program and presented 

the EQA team with data disaggregated by gender, grade, and type of conflict for the 2004-2005 

mediations. 

 

Dropout record-keeping and analysis 

The district has had a long-standing practice of analyzing the relationship between student 

attendance and dropouts. A report of Athol High School dropout statistics given to the EQA team 

included data on school years 1994 to 2005. The dropout rates provided by the high school were 

4.5 percent in 2002, 7.5 percent in 2003, and 6.5 percent in 2004. The last entry in the report had 

mid-year data (as of October 2004) with a 4.3 percent dropout rate at that time. Data reported to 

the DOE for 2002, 2003, and 2004 were the same for 2002, and higher for 2003 (8.7 percent) and 

2004 (7.0 percent). The high school reported reasons for dropouts in five categories: lack of 

attendance, GED, employment, military, and “reasons unknown.” The high school reported that 

attendance accounted for 13 of the 28 dropouts (46 percent) in 2002; 20 of the 44 dropouts (45 
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percent) in 2003; and 12 of the 39 dropouts (31 percent) in 2004. The district and DOE did not 

provide data for the end of school year 2005, or for year-to-date in 2006. 

 

The superintendent mentioned, and the Athol-Royalston 2004-2005 Youth Risk Behavior Survey 

(YRBS) confirmed, that the district administered an anonymous survey to 64 percent of the AHS 

students in the spring of 2005, in collaboration with the private firm of Social Science Research 

and Evaluation. The overview of the document states that similar surveys were also administered 

in 1999 and 2002, and that the purpose of the YRBS was to “gather information” on drug use, 

violence, mental health, sexual behavior, and diet; and to summarize the results for the school 

and the larger community in the effort to shape and “inform…future programming and 

intervention efforts.”  

 

Use of data analyses to improve participation and involvement  

The team found that the district did not use data analyses to improve participation and 

involvement.  

 

The YRBS report contained no recommendations, but the document was referenced in the DIP 

under Goal 7, to create safe and drug-free schools. The team could find no evidence of specific 

school plans using the survey results to provide additional interventions.  

 

The district continued to conduct monthly Community-Based Justice Group meetings, including 

guidance counselors, police officers, and social service agencies. The district also continued to 

provide access to some social services through third-party insurance billing and a partnership 

with Healthy Connections, an outside agency providing school-based services. However, 

interviewees indicated that staffing cuts limited planning to crisis management. 

 

Further, interviewees reported that interventions for at-risk students were inadequate, leading to 

high chronic student absences and dropout rates. The district reported chronic student absences 

of 17 to 19 percent at the middle school and approximately 20 percent at the high school per 

grade, and chronic absences were a leading cause of student dropouts. 
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Tracking students who have ceased to participate in school programs  

Interviewees reported that the district was unable to track dropouts, because the district had no 

truant officer, and recently lost the dropout prevention counselor position. The high school SIC 

identified the need for a truant officer in the 2005-2006 SIP. All of the dropout prevention work 

was conducted by a team of guidance counselors. The district had no in-house GED program and 

no truant officer for the period under review, according to interviewees. The counselors’ role in 

dropout prevention was to identify students at-risk through conversations with other guidance 

counselors (including those at the middle school), through teacher referrals, and through personal 

knowledge of students through the guidance work. One guidance counselor was specifically 

identified as the “drop out prevention counselor” but this position was eliminated in the 2005-

2006 school year due to budget cuts. 

 

Interviewees reported that further budget cuts resulted in the elimination of other effective 

interventions for at-risk students at the high school. In 2005, Saturday in-school suspensions 

were eliminated, and the district was not able to hire a dropout prevention coordinator for the 

first time in over five years, according to interviewees. Interviewees reported that staffing in 

2005-2006 was inadequate to use data analyses to improve participation and involvement of all 

students or to track students who have ceased to participate in school programs. Guidance 

counselors were needed for daily crises management, and one interviewee stated that the high 

school was “seeing [at-risk intervention services] disassembled day to day.”  

 

5. The district collects and uses data on:  

a. student attendance and evaluates the effects of student attendance on performance and 

achievement, and  

b. staff attendance and evaluates the effects of staff attendance on staff performance and student 

achievement.  

 

EQA Rating from 2004: Unsatisfactory 

EQA Rating from 2006: Unsatisfactory 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), according to the documentation as well 

as interviews with district administrators, there was no formal analysis of the relationship 
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between student attendance and performance or staff attendance and student achievement in the 

district.   

 

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), interviews and documents 

confirmed that the district still conducted no formal analysis of the relationship between student 

attendance and performance or staff attendance and student achievement in the district.   
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Standards  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6   Total Total 
S3 – Evaluation Processes 2004 2006 
 Excellent           
 Satisfactory 2004    2004    2  
 Needs Improvement (2006)   2006 2006     N/A 2 
 Poor (2004)   2004 2004     2 N/A 
 Unsatisfactory  2006    2006   
   2004    2004   

2 2 

 

Standard 3. EVALUATION PROCESSES: The district uses student assessment data in its 

development, implementation, and analysis of school, program, and personnel evaluation. The 

evaluation process focuses on accountability for administrators, teachers, and staff, and one of 

the goals of the process is the improvement of achievement for all students.  

 

Indicators 

 

2. The results of the district’s program evaluation are analyzed and used to inform needed 

changes or modifications in the district’s programs and services that would most likely result in 

improved student achievement.  

 

EQA Rating from 2004: Unsatisfactory 

EQA Rating from 2006: Unsatisfactory 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), in Athol-Royalston, according to 

interviews and a sample review of staff evaluations, as well as a listing of past professional 

development offerings, it was clear that the district had not analyzed these evaluations or used 

them to inform program modifications.  

 

There have been some isolated examples of program evaluations, such as for the special 

education and Title I programs, but this was inconsistent both district-wide and from year to 

year. One administrator explained that, “[they] hoped that there could be evaluations done for 

every program.”  
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2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), with the exception of mandated 

reviews for grants received from government and private agencies, the district did not have an 

active practice in place for the regular evaluation of its programs. Although the documentation 

revealed that there was a five-year curriculum revision cycle, according to interviewees it had 

become dormant due to budgetary and collective bargaining issues. 

 

Student assessment data did have a minor impact on programmatic changes. The K-12 ELA and 

math curriculum guidelines had been changed in 2004-2005 to more closely align with the 

requirements of the state frameworks. Student outcomes and “district benchmarks assessments” 

were also modified to align better with the state frameworks. 

 

At the elementary level, the Reading First grant had been adopted by the Sanders Street School. 

According to administrators at the Sanders Street School, skills and techniques used in teaching 

reading were informally shared with the other four elementary schools. At the middle school, the 

Priorities School Initiative was in the planning stages during the period under review and has 

been adopted during the 2005-2006 school year. At the high school, the New England 

Association of Schools and Colleges conducted an audit in 2002 and placed the high school on 

probation. A formative assessment was also conducted by NEASC in 2004 to measure the 

improvement in sub performing areas. 

 

During the 2005-2006 school year, the district’s DIP and SIP documents developed for 2006-

2007 focused on modifications in curriculum and instruction in order to improve student 

performance.  

  

During the reexamination period, the district was aware of program evaluation data from external 

audits.  However, the district was just beginning the process of conducting internal program 

evaluations and implementing changes as a result of external program evaluations. Interviewees 

reported that planning and implementation were still threatened by uncertain resource 

availability and leadership stability. Interviewees and a review of documents indicated that 

program evaluations were still not occurring on a regular, systemic basis for district programs, 

especially in terms of cost-efficiency, resource allocation, and budget priorities.   
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From a review of documents and through interviews, the team found that the district continued to 

conduct isolated mandatory program evaluations as required by law, of the special education and 

the Title I programs.  The district still had no process or practice to use staff evaluations or data 

to inform professional development, to use student achievement data to modify programs and 

services, or procedures for the regular review of district programs. 

 

From documents and interviews, the team learned that the district had started to consider some 

data in its planning work. An example was the district’s MCAS test data review work with the 

Data Analysis and Strategic Planning Project (DASSP) at Boston College, which informed the 

committee of parents, community and staff who contributed to the development of the new DIP. 

The district conducted a Youth Risk Behavior Survey in spring 2005 and continued to collect 

information on at-risk behaviors and reasons for dropping out, but the team could find little 

evidence that the program evaluations conducted by the district or for the district led to 

modifications that impacted student achievement, since the district was in the planning stage at 

the time of the review. 

 

The team learned from documents and interviews that external evaluations conducted by the 

NEASC, CPR, and the EQA led to some minor changes to program delivery. Most of these 

changes were based on basic compliance needs, such as changes to the special education service 

delivery, and the hiring of an English language learner (ELL) program director in the spring of 

2006 in order to begin provisioning for limited English proficient students.   

 

Many interviewees at all levels stated that the district was still in planning mode, adding that it 

had experienced considerable turnover in district and school leadership, and claiming that the 

district had limited time to prioritize recommended changes from the external evaluations. 

Interviewees also reported that the district was operating in “crisis” mode with tremendous needs 

and a limited budget, so that the district focused on basic needs in order to provision for 

programs and services. But, as one administrator described, the district “needs are so great, that 

we can start anywhere” to make an improvement.  Other administrators indicated the available 

budget, not program evaluations, drove changes to the district programs and services. 

Additionally, staff reported that external evaluations provided helpful feedback and a collective 
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sense of urgency necessary to bring the community together to make changes to programs and 

services. 

 

The team did find evidence of some informal program evaluation at the school level that was 

used to modify student support programs and services, and some interviewees indicated that 

work at the building level may lead to district-level planning and decisions. The evaluations were 

informal because they made use of data but did not result in a written evaluation with data, 

results, analysis, and program modifications that were implemented and reassessed after a trial 

period.  

 

One elementary school and the middle school analyzed student achievement data from testing 

used for Title I and MCAS that informed teacher team-created programs, such as an in-school 

MCAS program. The elementary school with a Reading First grant used the external grant 

evaluation to modify the school-based program, and created a model for program delivery that 

led to an invitation by the DOE to present to grant recipients statewide. Some high school subject 

departments used MCAS data to modify the timeline or identify resources to supplement the 

instructional program, according to teachers interviewed. The Reading First coordinator also 

began a comparison of DIBELS performance and MCAS test performance for Grade 3 reading at 

the school. Interviewees indicated that the Reading First model used at the school served as a 

model for the district, with the expectation of expanding the model across the system, provided 

that resources for the upcoming year would be sufficient to implement the program districtwide. 

The team was not provided with documents indicating how and when Reading First would be 

initiated districtwide. 

 

3. There is an ongoing process to:  

a. monitor, and  

b. evaluate the quality, adequacy, and effectiveness of the curriculum and instructional programs.  

 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor 

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 
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2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), the district made sporadic attempts to 

monitor and evaluate the effectiveness of the curriculum and instructional program. During the 

years 2002 and 2003, groups of staff met by subject. These groups reviewed the MCAS test 

scores and made some recommendations to the superintendent. Weaknesses were found in the 

area of literacy in the early grades. As a result, according to administrators, literacy became a 

focus of the district. Programs that focused on writing, phonics and other related topics were 

implemented in the elementary schools. However, an analysis of the data reveals that weakness 

was not limited solely to the area of literacy at elementary levels. Deficits were also present in 

other areas, but these were not addressed in the same manner.   

 

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), schools in the district analyzed 

data at times to adjust the order of the presentation and the relative stress given different 

curricular topics, but there was no evidence that it was used to evaluate the quality or 

effectiveness of the curriculum or instructional programs. There was no evidence that the 

revisions in the ELA and mathematics curricula in 2004-2005 were research-based, though 

decisions to adopt a new basal series, SRA Reading, for K-6 ELA and K-6 series in math (two 

series were piloted during the current year) were influenced by the research offered in support of 

each series and the extent to which it was aligned with the state frameworks. Lesson, unit, and 

course-level assessments were added to the curriculum at all grade levels in ELA and 

mathematics during the 2005-2006 school year. Review and analysis of DIBELS and Title I 

assessment data influenced the revision of the K-6 part of the ELA curriculum, particularly as the 

curriculum addressed the needs of special education students and the low-income students served 

by the Title I program.   The ELA and math curricula were mapped at the middle school during 

the 2005-2006 school year. 

 

The 2006-2007 District Improvement Plan (DIP) called for the establishment of a District 

Curriculum Committee that would prepare a curriculum renewal cycle for each content area.  

The DIP also specified the revision in all curricular areas under the direction of  K-12 teams, the 

alignment of all curricula to state frameworks, and mapping the resulting curricula.  School 

Improvement Plans (SIPs) were keyed to the district plan and called for curricular changes at the 

school level that reflect district goals, such as in math at the elementary level, and for 

instructional practice to follow revised curricula.  
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District-level staff did not monitor teachers’ instructional practice during the last two years of the 

period under review. Building-level administrators were more involved in monitoring teaching, 

but did not actively monitor instruction for evidence of practices that reflected high expectations 

for student work.  Although the superintendent signed teacher performance appraisals, there was 

no evidence of active monitoring of instructional practice at the superintendent level.  There was 

no evidence of active monitoring of teachers’ instructional activity by the director of operations. 

At the school level, principals carried out teacher evaluations, though the evaluations did not 

contain evidence of either monitoring of teaching, or suggestions for improvement.   

 

The district lacked a systemic review of curriculum in the core tested areas.   The district 

informally reviewed curriculum issues at middle school team meetings and high school 

department meetings, but no formalized process for curriculum review was in place in Athol-

Royalston. 

 

The director of operations also revealed that assessment results did not impact professional 

development activities which might improve the quality of instructional programs.  Interviewees 

further stated that the quality and quantity of professional development was hindered by 

budgetary realities. For example, the district budget was routinely frozen in the early part of the 

academic year resulting in the cancellation of schoolwide programs and funds to support teachers 

who pursue out-of-district professional development support. During the final review year, two 

planned professional development days had been cancelled due to a lack of funding. 

 

EQA examiners also discovered that the limited professional development that was provided in 

grades K-12 was not assessed for its value in improving student performance and instructional 

practice. 

 

4. The district’s evaluation procedure for administrators is aligned with the requirements of the 

Massachusetts Education Reform Act.  

 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor 

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 
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2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), In Athol-Royalston, an examination of 

the evaluations for the district administrators revealed that they were, in fact, aligned with the 

requirements of the Education Reform Act. However, there were some issues around the 

timeliness of these evaluations. One district administrator explained that they had been 

evaluated, “most years, but not every one.” During an interview, the superintendent attributed 

this inconsistency to the turnover in senior management that had taken place over the past year.   

 

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), the EQA team determined that 

the administrative evaluation procedure in Athol-Royalston was not explicitly aligned with the 

Principles of Effective Administrative Leadership contained in the Education Reform Act. The 

EQA team reviewed the evaluations of five of eight district administrators. While timely and 

informative, these evaluations rarely provided direction and specific recommendations for 

growth and development.  

 

6. In order to improve achievement for all students, the district uses disaggregated assessment 

scores to:  

a. evaluate specific aspects of achievement, so that data can be analyzed to identify specific 

strengths and weaknesses in curriculum and instruction,  

b. set priorities for professional development, and  

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

 

EQA Rating from 2004: Unsatisfactory 

EQA Rating from 2006: Unsatisfactory 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), in Athol-Royalston the district 

reviewed data disaggregated by subgroup. During the years 2002 and 2003, groups of staff met 

by subject areas. These groups reviewed the MCAS test scores and made some recommendations 

to the superintendent. Weaknesses were found in the area of literacy in the early grades. 

Interviews with district leadership revealed that the professional development programs were not 

informed by a systemic analysis of student achievement data. The district did not reallocate its 

staff based on any analysis of student assessment data.   
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2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), the district carried out limited 

analysis of student achievement data.  There was no evidence that of the district analyzed data on 

special education students, representing approximately 19 percent of the student population, and 

low-income students, approximately 34 percent of the student population, in 2005-2006. The 

district did not consistently use data to set priorities for curriculum, instruction, professional 

development, and resource allocation at all levels. 

 

Changes to instructional time in the core content areas to improve rates of proficiency were made 

at the school level.  The district did not receive achievement data from outside assessments other 

than MCAS tests, PSAT/SAT reports, and AP scores.  Analysis of MCAS data was carried out at 

the school level by some principals.  DIBELS was used in three elementary schools to document 

student strengths and weaknesses and to identify gaps and overlaps in the reading curriculum.  

Results of GRADE assessments were also used at the elementary level to evaluate specific 

aspects of achievement.  Teachers and staff reported limited training in analyzing data.  MCAS 

scores were analyzed by administrators and department chairs at the middle and high schools.   

  

At the elementary level, analysis of MCAS scores resulted in the decision to provide a 

continuous 90-minute instructional block in reading at one school and not less than 60 minutes of 

continuous instruction in mathematics. At the middle school, analysis of MCAS results led to a 

scheduling and curricular revision that added a daily 30-minute skills period at the start of the 

school day. In the high school, all students received a period of instruction in MCAS 

mathematics and ELA every four days; the time was reallocated from physical education classes. 

Underperforming students in Grade 9 were scheduled for year-long math; the high school offers 

classes on a four-by-four block schedule. Plans have been made to schedule all Grade 10 

students, including special education, for year-long ELA classes in 2006-2007. In grades 11 and 

12, an MCAS remediation course in ELA and math was added to the curriculum for any students 

who failed the ELA or math part of the MCAS tests in Grade 10.  

 

The district did not use student assessment scores to monitor strengths or weaknesses of 

instruction. Formative and summative assessments, in the form of recently developed 

benchmarks, were developed in 2004-2005 and implemented across the curriculum during the 
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current year.  The benchmarks were designed to assess proficiency on state standards and assist 

the review and revision of curriculum, not to assess instruction.  Summative assessment data, in 

the form of MCAS scores, contributed to the decision to apply for a school improvement and 

staff development grant, the Priority School Initiative, at the middle school and the decision to 

provide professional development for elementary teachers in the administration and use of 

DIBELS.      

 

In an interview, administrators revealed that student assessment data were not used as part of a 

teacher’s written evaluation. This was further corroborated by EQA examiners who randomly 

inspected personnel files. The personnel files showed no evidence of assessment informing an 

individual teacher’s evaluation. In addition, administrators revealed that they attempted to 

monitor the instruction program through informal visits and walk-throughs of classrooms. 

Administrators revealed that the current collective bargaining agreement prevented them from 

documenting anything they saw in these informal visits. They were prevented by contract to 

write formal observations of teachers who were on professional status. A review of the collective 

bargaining agreement by EQA examiners with regard to teacher observations revealed that the 

collective bargaining agreement did not prevent administrators from formally evaluating teachers 

on professional status.  

 

Assigning staff based on student performance was not a consistent practice within the district. At 

the elementary level, teachers remained in their regular assignment and could request a transfer. 

Principals indicated that involuntarily transferring a teacher to another assignment was difficult 

based on the collective bargaining agreement. At the middle school the principal indicated that 

students who had particular needs would be assigned to the stronger teachers. 

 

At the high school, assigning staff was not based on student assessment results, with the 

exception of the math department. In an interview, the math department chair indicated that he 

assigned his best teachers to grades 9-10 because of the rigorous demands placed on teachers and 

students to pass the MCAS test. Past practice, not the collective bargaining agreement, prevented 

assessment results from being included as part of a teacher’s evaluation. 
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Professional development in Athol-Royalston was informed to some degree by student 

achievement data. Use of data was limited because staff were not trained in data analysis. 

Administrators stated that the trainings in standards-based and differentiated instruction were an 

attempt to generalize practices thought to have raised student performance on the MCAS tests at 

the middle school to the other levels. The emphasis on differentiated instruction in mathematics 

came from an analysis of trend data showing weaknesses in student performance, especially at 

the elementary and high school levels. 

 

Most staff at one district school, and certain staff at another, were acquainted with data analysis 

though the Reading First and Priority Schools grant-funded initiatives. At Sanders Street 

Elementary School, the Reading First coordinator and principal trained teachers to conduct 

collaborative data analysis sessions at grade level meetings. In these sessions, student 

achievement data from the MCAS tests and other standardized tests of literacy skill acquisition 

were used for instructional planning. At the middle school, the principal helped grade level 

teachers of ELA and math analyze the results of the MCAS tests in order to set standards as part 

of the Priority Schools Initiative.  

 

Even under the Priority Schools Initiative, data analysis training at the middle school was limited 

in scope and comprehensiveness.  In an interview with the EQA examiners, the middle school 

principal stated that few middle school teachers had sufficient training to use data independently. 

The high school principal stated that high school staff were “way behind in data analysis” until 

he introduced guidance, ELA, and math department chairs to the use of TestWiz software after 

receiving initial training himself in 2005-2006. In interviews with the EQA team, high school 

department chairs stated that they were still not proficient in data analysis and needed further 

training.  

 

District administrators received preliminary training in data analysis in 2005-2006. In interviews, 

they told the EQA examiners that the Sanders Street School principal provided them instruction 

in the use of TestWiz software in the fall of 2005-2006. In the winter of 2005-2006, a university 

consultant engaged by the district provided administrators with instruction in data analysis to 

guide strategic planning and the development of district and school improvement plans. 
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The district did not use the analysis of student achievement data for the reallocation of staff and 

resources, or to improve student achievement for all student populations. Due to a shortfall in 

revenue in FY2006 and a failed $480,000 override, it was necessary to reduce the budget and 

reallocate resources. This was accomplished in meetings with the chairman of the school 

committee and the union president.  
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Standards   Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 
5a 
voc 6    Total Total

S4 - Curriculum 2004 2006 
 Excellent      N/A       
 Satisfactory      N/A       
 Needs Improvement (2006) 2006 2006 2006 2006 2006 N/A 2006    N/A 6 
 Poor (2004) 2004  2004 2004 2004 N/A 2004    5 N/A 
 Unsatisfactory  2004    N/A     1  

 

Standard 4. CURRICULUM: The district, each of its schools, and programs utilize curricula 

that are aligned with the state curriculum frameworks in the core academic subjects of English 

Language Arts (ELA), mathematics, science and technology, history and social science, and 

world languages. The curricula are current, academically sound, and clearly understood by all 

who administer and teach in the district.  

 

Indicators 

 

1. A curriculum leader is assigned to and active in every school in the district.  

 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor 

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), in Athol-Royalston, the district did not 

assign specific staff at each school to serve in a curriculum leadership role. The district did, 

however, have an assistant superintendent with overall responsibility for curriculum coordination 

and professional development. As a result of this lack of leadership, the content and scope of the 

district’s curriculum was inconsistent from school to school.  

 

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), a new director of operations was 

hired who had many of the same responsibilities in the area of curriculum as the former assistant 

superintendent, though the position did not provide for the supervision of building-level 

administrators.  Administrators for some schools in the district were working as curriculum 

leaders during the last two years.  Nevertheless, there were no clearly identified curriculum 
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leaders in each school in the district. At the elementary level, principals were involved in the 

development and review of curriculum as members of two district-level curriculum revision 

teams in ELA and math, but only informally oversaw the use, alignment, consistency, and 

effectiveness of curriculum delivery at their schools. At the middle school, the principal oversaw 

the use and effectiveness of curriculum delivery in collaboration with team leaders and chairs of 

core subject areas during the last year of the period under review.  At the high school, activity 

involving the development and monitoring of curriculum devolved to department chairs. The 

principal self-identified as a manager, not a curriculum leader.      

 

There were no other administrative staff functioning as curriculum leaders at the building level.  

Each elementary school had a lead teacher, but they did not oversee the administration or 

development of curriculum.  The high school did not have an assistant principal.  

 

2. Teachers in all of the district’s schools:  

a. have access to the current curriculum,  

b. are trained in their use, and  

c. are expected to use them in planning and delivering instruction.  

 

EQA Rating from 2004: Unsatisfactory 

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), in Athol-Royalston, interviews with 

district administrators and principals, and review of curriculum materials, revealed that the 

curriculum was inconsistent from school to school. Some principals explained that their staff had 

a curriculum document, a textbook and district benchmarks, while other principals said that their 

teachers were just given district benchmarks and a copy of the state curriculum frameworks.  

 

Further questioning of the principals revealed that in some schools, little training had been given 

around the use of the curriculum. Also, there had been little accountability for teachers around 

using the curriculum to direct instruction. One principal explained that, “[the curriculum] was 

more of an idea [of what to teach].” Another principal described the curriculum as, “a skeleton,” 

with, “some expectations.”   



  68

 

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), the district completed a 

curriculum document for ELA and math, though the resulting curricula did not contain all 

elements of the state curriculum frameworks. The curricula developed for ELA and math 

contained objectives, consisting of language from the state frameworks, resources, and 

measurable outcomes. Selected objectives were chosen to be assessed as benchmarks.  

Curriculum maps detailing the time of presentation of content were not present at all levels. 

Instructional strategies were not included in the curriculum documents. All teachers had texts, 

list of topics to be covered in the case of science and social studies, in which a formal curriculum 

document had not been developed, and access to instructional materials and lesson plans from 

other teachers. New teachers were paired with an experienced teacher, though the formal 

mentoring program was eliminated for budget reasons during the current year.   

 

At the elementary level (K-6), teachers and administrators reported that curricular materials were 

discussed at all-school meetings.  Some elementary principals conducted walk-throughs to check 

on the implementation of the curriculum.  The principals reported checking that lesson plans 

corresponded to the written curriculum.  There was no formal writing program in place at the 

elementary level.  There was not a common math program in use at the elementary level, though 

there are plans to adopt a program in the summer of 2006. Teachers reported developing their 

own lessons in science, guided by the state frameworks. Not all elementary teachers were using 

the ELA curriculum adopted in 2004-2005.   

 

At the middle school, the goals for the ELA curriculum were taken directly from the state 

frameworks.  The middle school math curriculum was an adoption of selected learning standards 

from the state frameworks. Teachers used different texts to deliver the math curriculum (e.g., the 

Central Mathematics Series, Larson Math, and Everyday Math).  Skill-building texts were also 

used, such as Soaring Scores on the MCAS Mathematics Test, as well as commercial 

manipulatives. There was no purchased curriculum at the middle school level in science. As in 

the case of the elementary schools, teachers worked from the standards provided by the state to 

guide their selection of topics, and teachers at the middle school mapped the topics during 2004-

2005.   
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At the high school, the curriculum in ELA and math was the continuation of the frameworks-

adopted K-12 curriculum developed in both areas during 2004-2005 and implemented in the fall 

of 2005.  The materials in ELA courses include skill-building texts (e.g., Elements of Writing) 

and fiction and drama.  In math, texts were purchased on a course-by-course basis.  

 

All teachers in the district had access to the ELA and math curriculum via a CD that is available 

for copying in each school.  There was no pacing chart or curriculum map at any level in the 

district documents, but the middle school created a curriculum map during the current year as 

part of the Priority Schools project.  Both the ELA and math curricula contained objectives  or 

standards derived from the frameworks and marked as needing to be assessed as benchmark 

learning objectives for all students.  Grade-level teams and department chairs working with their 

teachers created benchmarks or assessments for each standard selected as needing to be assessed. 

The selected benchmarks went into effect during the 2005-2006 academic year.  Administrators 

and staff set levels of achievement in ELA needed for students to be declared proficient. The 

math department did not set these levels for 2005-2006.  As a result of working with the Priority 

School program, the math curriculum at the middle school included pacing charts. It was not 

clear how the performance indicators for each strand or topic were chosen and assessed for 

mastery, that is, to determine the level of achievement sufficient to meet the expected learning 

outcome.   

 

3. The district has an established, well-documented process that involves teachers in the annual 

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

 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor 

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), interviews with principals and district 

administrators revealed that the district did not have a well-documented process to review or 

revise curriculum. This was supported by an examination of the actual ‘implemented’ curriculum 

documents. Curriculum documentation was absent for certain levels and framework documents 

or benchmarks were in their place. Administrators explained that teachers reviewed the MCAS 
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test scores, and conducted item analyses; however, this was not done in a coordinated, district-

wide manner.  

 

In addition, this data analysis did not necessarily lead to curriculum revisions. In 2003, groups of 

teachers met by grade level. As a result of these meetings they made recommendations to the 

superintendent, resulting in some changes.   

 

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), PreK-12 curriculum documents 

in ELA and math were produced.  However, there was no evidence that the district carried out a 

process of curriculum review and revision. The review and rewriting of revised curricula was 

carried out by teams of faculty in the content areas of ELA and math. The teams did not meet 

during the current year. Middle school teachers mapped the four core subject areas of the 

curriculum in 2005-2006.   

 

MCAS data were available for use at all levels but there was no evidence that they were used to 

revise curriculum in a comprehensive way. DIBELS was introduced into the elementary schools 

during the period under review and analysis of DIBELS and Title I assessment data influenced 

the revision of the K-6 part of the ELA curriculum, particularly as the curriculum addressed the 

needs of special education students and the low-income students served by the Title I program.   

 

According to the 2006-2007 District Improvement Plan, a District Curriculum Committee will 

prepare a curriculum renewal cycle for each content area.  The DIP also specified the revision in 

all curricular areas under the direction of K-12 teams, the alignment of all curricula to state 

frameworks, and mapping the resulting curricula. School Improvement Plans (SIPs) were keyed 

to the district plan and called for curricular changes at the school level that reflect district goals, 

for example, in math at the elementary level, and for instructional practice to follow revised 

curricula.   

 

4. Modifications and/or revisions to curricula are:  

a. evaluated for their effectiveness in improving equitable student achievement for all student 

populations, and  

b. revised as necessary and disseminated to staff.  
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EQA Rating from 2004: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), an examination of the district’s 

demographic profile showed that its population was relatively homogeneous. The only subgroups 

present in any statistically significant numbers were students with disabilities and low-income 

students. It was clear from interviews with district personnel that individual modifications were 

made for students. These were reflected in the specific students’ IEPs. These IEPs were 

discussed, as necessary, with staff and the relevant staff were provided with IEP summaries to 

ensure that the originals were not lost. There was no formal evaluation of the effectiveness of 

these modifications, and the district did not incorporate these changes into the curriculum.   

 

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), modifications in the curriculum 

were not evaluated for their effectiveness in improving equitable achievement for all student 

populations.  During the last year of the period under review, PreK-12 curriculum documents in 

ELA and math were produced.  However, there was no evidence that the district had an 

established process for the review and revision of curricula or for evaluating it with respect to its 

success in promoting improvement for identified student subgroups. 

    

MCAS data were available for use at all levels, elementary, middle, and high school, but there 

was no evidence that they were used to assess or revise curriculum as it related to student 

subgroups.  Title I assessment data were analyzed in both of the final two review years, and 

influenced the revision of the K-6 part of the ELA curriculum, particularly as the curriculum 

addressed the needs of special education students and the low-income students served by the 

Title I program.  At the high school, all students received a period of instruction in MCAS math 

and ELA every four days. Underperforming Grade 9 students were scheduled for year-long math 

courses. Plans were made to schedule all Grade 10 students, including special education students, 

for year-long ELA classes in 2006-2007.   
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5. The district regularly implements an established, well-documented process to ensure:  

a. horizontal instructional program articulation throughout the system, and  

b. sequencing and alignment of learning goals and expectations from one grade to the next –  

K-12. 

c. alignment with the state curriculum frameworks across all Grades PreK-12.  

 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), the district used its benchmark 

documents to ensure horizontal articulation at the elementary schools. In addition, the district 

used some ready-made programs, such as SRA in grades K-5, which provided consistency in 

certain areas district wide.  

 

Administrators explained that teachers from grades 7-12 met on a monthly basis; however, the 

purpose of these meetings was general and not focused on curriculum matters. Principals 

highlighted that there was a “communications gap” between grades 5 and 6, and explained that 

teachers from the elementary schools and middle school did not have an opportunity to meet.  

 

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), the district made progress in 

aligning its curricula horizontally and vertically, though curriculum alignment showed different 

levels of completeness across grade levels, and was not in place for all tested areas.  Curricula 

were aligned with state frameworks across all grades.   

 

Beginning in the 2005-2006 year, reading at the elementary level was vertically and horizontally 

aligned across grade levels (K-6) with the adoption of Open Court (Addison-Wesley) as the 

districtwide reading program.  Elements of a common elementary writing program, John Collins 

Writing, were also found at the elementary level, though the program was not used in all schools 

and grades.  Common benchmarks or assessments were instituted across schools in ELA in the 

2005-2006 year. There was no evidence the benchmarks were aligned vertically across grades.  
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Middle school articulation was in effect in 2005-2006 for all tested subjects for grades 6-8.  

There were two four-subject teams in place at the middle school, with each team fully articulated 

horizontally.  In addition, discussion among the teams resulted in vertical articulation in each of 

the four subjects taught by each team. Curriculum mapping in each subject was completed 

during the summer prior to 2005-2006. Common end of course assessments were put into place 

during the 2005-2006 year.   

 

At the high school, courses were aligned vertically in ELA and math as an outcome of 

curriculum revision in these two areas in 2004-2005. Common final examinations or benchmark 

assessments were initiated in 2005-2006 in all areas.  In ELA and math, teachers used common 

assignments in different sections of the same course and every member of the department used 

the same text or an approved text in the case of novels in ELA.  There was no formal vertical 

alignment of course content in science and social studies in place at the high school, though 

teachers and administrators reported that course goals were in agreement with the state 

frameworks.    

 

6. Staffing levels are adequate to deliver the district’s curriculum to all students and student 

subgroups.  

 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor 

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), responses from district administrators 

and principals indicated inconsistencies regarding the adequacies of the staffing levels. However, 

the district had not evaluated staffing levels to determine whether they were sufficient to meet 

the needs of all students. A review of the performance of the district’s students on the MCAS test 

indicated that achievement issues existed, but these could not be attributed directly to staffing 

levels.   

 

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), central office administrators said 

that the district had not formally assessed the relationship between staffing levels and student 

performance. They stated that staffing was reduced from the planned level in 2005-2006 when an 
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override failed in June 2005. District records showed that the positions of two elementary 

teachers, a principal, and a guidance counselor were eliminated from the regular education 

program, an alternative education teaching position was eliminated from the support services 

program, and the special education summer school program was reduced in personnel, scope and 

duration. Funds for additional staff at the high and middle schools to add content specialists and 

reduce class sizes were eliminated in the FY06 budget.  In addition, the allocation for purchasing 

a new K-6 mathematics program was reduced, jeopardizing systemwide adoption. 

  

In interviews with the EQA team, administrators and teachers stated that there were disparities in 

staffing among elementary schools. For example, some schools had lower class sizes and more 

highly qualified teachers than others. Central office administrators were aware of these 

irregularities, and stated that they intended to analyze them in the future. 
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Standards  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5    Total Total
S5 – Instruction: Expectations and Policies 2004 2006 
 Excellent           
 Satisfactory   2006  2004    1 1 
 Needs Improvement (2006) 2006 2006  2006     N/A 3 
 Poor (2004)   2004 2004     2 N/A 
 Unsatisfactory 2004 2004       2  
 

Standard 5. INSTRUCTION: EXPECTATIONS AND POLICIES: The district uses the 

analysis of student achievement data to develop policies and documents that express high 

expectations for student achievement, the employment of quality faculty and staff, and clear 

expectations of the use of effective instructional methods strategies and practices to teach all 

students.  

 

Indicators 

 
1. The district has implemented instructional programs that:  

a. are designed to meet the assessed needs of its students, and  

b. include the practices, resources and procedures needed to support the instructional programs.  

 

EQA Rating from 2004: Unsatisfactory 

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), according to the district administration, 

the staff was aware of the district’s various instructional strategies. A “no drill and kill” 

philosophy had been emphasized. Professional development had been offered to all the staff in 

different instructional strategies. The majority of staff had participated in the Skillful Teacher 

course, and the goal was to make staff aware of the uses of data in the instructional program.  

 

The district emphasized the importance of the use of data. Each school in the district used 

different methodologies to help staff with data analysis. The MCAS test simulation tests were 

used in all elementary schools.  
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The middle school instituted a first period class three years ago that supplemented the curriculum 

in the areas of ELA, math, science, and social studies.   

 

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), the team found that Athol-

Royalston introduced a number of instructional programs during the period under review, but 

there was little evidence that these initiatives were designed to meet the assessed needs of its 

students or included the practices, resources and procedures needed to support the instructional 

programs. 

 

Student assessment  

EQA examiners learned that the district did not collect or use aggregated and disaggregated 

student assessment data in a way that could inform the instructional program. The district did not 

collect achievement data from outside assessments other than MCAS tests, PSAT/SAT reports, 

and AP scores.  Some, but not all, principals analyzed MCAS test data or used formative 

assessments to identify strengths and weaknesses and to identify gaps in curriculum and 

programs.  There were no practices to use formative or summative student assessment to monitor 

the effectiveness of instruction.  Teachers and staff reported limited training in analyzing data, 

and used the available data differently. Interviewees reported that the development of initial 

benchmark assessments in ELA and math was a work in progress with no districtwide results 

reported. 

 

The district engaged the District Improvement Planning Committee in the Data Analysis and 

Strategic Planning Project (DASPP), starting in the fall 2005. The committee analyzed state 

student achievement data and included that analysis in the 2006-2009 DIP. The district 

developed specific goals, strategies, and plans based on the data analysis, according to 

interviewees.  

 

The team also learned that the district did not adequately support existing instructional programs 

through promoting effective instructional strategies, providing support program resources for 

students, targeting resources to students with the greatest needs, providing adequate professional 

development resources to implement instructional programs, or establishing supervision 

practices and procedures that would support and monitor the effectiveness of the delivery.  
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Instructional strategies 

The district created a revised District Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP) which included 

essential elements to help teachers adjust instruction to meet instructional needs of all students.  

However, the district did not fully implement the DCAP by providing to all teachers training and 

oversight, so traction throughout the schools was inadequate. 

 

Instructional support programs   

The district lacked a clearly articulated, comprehensive system of assessments and sufficient 

staffing and lines of authority to provide supervision of district support programs. 

 

The district did not identify any specific segment of the student population for targeted funding. 

The district also did not balance expenditures for Reading First and the Title I program among its 

schools. Thus, the district provided support services to low-performing students only if they 

attended schools with grant and entitlement support programs.  

 

Although the team found no evidence that the district promoted equity among the school 

populations and subgroups, district leadership stated that they did allocate some funds to address 

the general gap in student achievement between the district and the state. The district funded 

transportation for after school student assistance and for an MCAS test remediation program on 

Saturdays. 

 

Material resources  

In an interview with the superintendent, it was stated that resources were not allocated based on 

the analysis of aggregated and disaggregated student assessment data. The district was in a 

financial crisis and maintaining existing core curriculum staff was the priority in determining 

budget effectiveness. The current superintendent stated that there would be a math and ELA 

assessment team (K-12) to revise ways to improve student achievement. Assessment teams will 

include the superintendent, assistant superintendent, principals, team leaders, and lead teachers.    

 
Professional development resources  

At the elementary level, the district introduced such programs as John Collins Writing, 

Accelerated Reader, Accelerated Math, Larson Math, and Lexia. Elementary School 
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Improvement Plans (SIP) written in 2006 cited unmet training needs for some of these programs. 

The plans for two schools indicated that teachers had received no training. In interviews with the 

EQA team, elementary teachers also stated the need for ongoing training on aspects of the Open 

Court program. Administrators told the EQA team that trainings in Open Court had been “pretty 

spotty” prior to and during the period under review. 

 

In a letter to district administrators dated May 2006, the Department of Education Reading First 

literacy specialist encouraged the district to “work with publishers of core and intervention 

reading programs to ensure that district teachers receive the professional development required to 

implement programs with fidelity.”  The specialist went on to recommend formation of a 

districtwide literacy team to determine and provide for professional development in early literacy 

instruction. 

 

Professional development in Athol-Royalston was informed to some degree by instructional 

program content and student achievement data, but professional development was limited and 

uncoordinated across schools during the period under review.  During the current year, three 

days of professional development were eliminated as part of the collective bargaining agreement.  

For the most part, professional development was determined by needs assessments (surveys) of 

teachers.  Elementary teachers received training in curriculum development and content in social 

studies and science during the current year.  The training was necessary to ensure all teachers 

would meet fully qualified status under NCLB.  Elementary teachers also received training in the 

administration and use of DIBELS.  The decision to use DIBELS districtwide (beyond Title I) 

was made as a result of analysis of student assessment data (MCAS scores).   Teachers at the 

middle school received training in learning styles and differentiated instruction, and high school 

teachers received training in differentiated instruction during the current year.  In its 2005-2006 

offerings, the district attempted to address federal highly qualified teacher requirements, and 

deficient areas cited in the 2005 district Comprehensive Program Review (CPR). Neither 

administrators nor teachers reported monitoring any of these activities with the goal of 

maintaining or improving instruction.       

 

To date, the district had not developed a comprehensive purposeful professional development 

plan, including a yearly listing of topics, intended training audiences, and a calendar of training 
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dates. During the period under review, Athol-Royalston did not have a functioning systemwide 

professional development committee. Administrators told the EQA examiners that the director of 

operations attempted to form a committee in the late spring of 2005, primarily to address Title I 

and elementary highly qualified teacher requirements. Although the committee was intended to 

have K-12 representation, the high school members could not attend the meetings because of a 

scheduling conflict that could not be resolved. The middle school was represented, but since the 

middle school had already designed its own professional development activities under the 

Priority Schools Initiative, the committee simply endorsed and encompassed the middle school 

program. This narrowed the focus to designing professional development programs for district 

elementary teachers seeking to meet the requirements for highly qualified teacher by June 2006.  

Goal 5 of the 2006-2009 District Improvement Plan stated the intent to form a district 

professional development committee to conduct a needs assessment, determine training topics 

and publish an annual calendar.  

 

Supervision and evaluation practices 

Supervision practices and evaluation procedures did not support the effective implementation of 

instructional programs. In a review of a sample of 42 teacher evaluations, the EQA examiners 

saw little evidence of evaluators guiding implementation of adopted programs. For example, 

there were few comments in teachers’ evaluations about expectations for interdisciplinary 

writing, and differentiated instruction in mathematics and reading. Formal classroom 

observations of teachers with professional status were rare given the restrictive interpretation of 

the applicable contract language. Administrators stated that they walked through classrooms with 

notice, but did not provide verbal or written feedback to these teachers.  

 

The district did not make changes to supervision and evaluation standards or individual teacher 

professional development plans to support teachers in implementing new programs. In 

interviews, teachers stated that because SIPs were not based on student needs until this year, they 

were of little use in formulating their Individual Professional Development Plans. The plans were 

individually determined rather than based on district and school priorities. The teachers went on 

to say, and administrators confirmed, that they would be expected to address the student learning 

needs set forth in the latest SIPs in subsequent updates and revisions to their Individual 

Professional Development Plans. 
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2. Improving and/or sustaining student achievement is the shared responsibility of: the district, 

each of its schools, the students, their parents, and the community.  

 

EQA Rating from 2004: Unsatisfactory 

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), there was a lack of district-wide 

initiatives and programs. This was primarily due to the significant turnover at the central office. 

This turnover led to a dismantling of any system-wide coordination. Furthermore, the district did 

not take a leadership role in seeking student, parent, and community support for education 

reform.   

 

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), the current superintendent has 

taken a leadership role in developing a shared responsibility for improving student achievement 

among internal and external audiences. The superintendent cultivated this change through the 

involvement of a wide representation of school personnel and community residents in the 

development of the plan for the future improvement of the district. This planning process and the 

distribution of reliable information regarding the school district have resulted in improved 

support for the district, its schools, and students. 

 

The current superintendent, during the second half of the 2005-2006 school year, created a 30-

member Planning Committee comprised of central administration, principals, teachers, school 

committee members, town officials, parents, and community leaders. This committee was 

established to develop goals for a three-year District Improvement Plan (DIP), for school years 

2006-2007, 2007-2008, and 2008-2009, with a detailed standards-based plan for the first year. A 

February 2006 Council of Council Meeting was also held by the current superintendent with 

representatives from district school councils. Three members of the school committee were in 

attendance. The meeting provided information regarding the District Improvement Plan and the 

expectation of alignment between the DIP and individual School Improvement Plans (SIPs).  
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Goal 8 of the 2006-2007 DIP calls for the district to improve the community involvement in its 

schools to create vehicles for the community to provide input into the decision-making process 

of the district. Various activities and strategies are planned including the expansion of 

community representation on the DIP Planning Committee. Additional action includes the 

formalization of the school committee sub-committee on community relations and the expansion 

of community representation membership. 

 

A consistent flow of information from the current superintendent since November 2005 

regarding the state of the district has served to reassure stakeholders that they were aware of the 

conditions that existed within the school district. The district’s fiscal crisis, DOE Coordinated 

Program Review recommendations from April 2005, EQA district examination findings from 

January 2004, and the district improvement plan goals were primary sources from which 

information was provided. Information was received through meeting documentation, 

newspaper, and cable television and was acknowledged by town officials, school committee 

members, residences of the regional towns and the school district community. 

 

An improved sense of shared responsibility among internal and external audiences for student 

progress has been demonstrated in the recent successful passage in FY07 of a $1.25 million 

override by both towns. An attempted $480,000 override in FY06 failed by a wide margin. 

 

Despite the efforts being made, administrators and teachers were not completely confident that 

student achievement is a shared responsibility by the community because of the lack of 

appreciation and respect felt by school professionals. This was reflected in the many 

administrative changes during 2004-2006, including at least one change in every principal 

position and the employment of three different superintendents, which have reduced focus on 

student achievement. The contentious relations between members of the school committee have 

made it difficult to arrive at a consensus of support for student achievement, although some 

recent reduction in conflict has been cited during the override effort. 
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3. The district has allocated sufficient instructional time in the core content areas to promote 

academic achievement and a level of proficiency for all students. Instructional time in each 

content area:  

a. meets state requirements at each level, and  

b. meets the educational needs of students as determined through an analysis of student 

achievement data.  

 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor 

EQA Rating from 2006: Satisfactory 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), many of the schools in the district 

allocated sufficient instructional time in the core content areas to meet the state’s time and 

learning requirements.  

 

Each school referred to their school improvement plans (SIPs) when establishing policies to best 

meet the needs of their student population. There was some communication among the 

elementary schools. Programs that were successful were sometimes shared. Students were 

offered many MCAS test remediation programs that were grant funded. On average, 20 to 30 

percent of those students identified as needing these services took advantage of the after-school, 

Saturday, and summer programs.  

 

The district encouraged parent interest by hosting various academic and non-academic programs, 

such as math night and the Greek festival. Administrators indicated that they would have liked to 

see better parent involvement. Informational MCAS test seminars were held yearly, but parental 

participation was limited. There was a Title I parent coordinator and a parent librarian. The 

community had a human resource center that provided courses for student achievement and 

parenting. The local Young Men’s Christian Association (YMCA) also provided after-school 

programs.   

 

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), the district reported all schools 

met the state requirements for time on learning in the core subjects for the 2004-2005 academic 

year.     



  83

 

To improve performance on the MCAS tests, the district increased instructional time in core 

subject areas. At the elementary level, the district decided to provide a continuous 90-minute 

instructional block in reading in elementary schools (one school had 110 minutes of continuous 

reading each day) and not less than 60 minutes continuous instruction in mathematics.  The 

district added a daily 30-minute skills period at the start of the school day at the middle school.  

The district also provided all students with a period of instruction in MCAS mathematics and 

ELA every four days at the high school, by using time from physical education classes.  The high 

school also provided underperforming students in Grade 9 a year-long mathematics course (the 

high school offers classes on a 4x4 block schedule).  The high school also added an MCAS 

remediation course in English and mathematics to the curriculum for students in grades 11 and 

12 who failed the Grade 10 ELA or mathematics MCAS test. Interviewees also stated that the 

high school has made plans to have all grade 10 students scheduled for yearlong English classes 

in the 2006-2007 school year.   

 

4. The district employs highly qualified teachers, that are certified in the area(s) of their primary 

assignment or responsibility.  

 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor 

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), during the 2002-2003 school year, an 

average of eight percent of the teaching staff were on waivers. At the time of the on-site review, 

this had been reduced to a total of three staff members.  

 

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), according to a self-report 

prepared by the district for the EQA, 98 percent of Athol-Royalston teachers (162 of 165) were 

licensed. Three teachers lacked certification. According to administrators, two of these teachers 

were uncertified, long-term substitutes engaged to replace elementary level teachers who 

departed during the school year. Administrators stated that the district engaged replacements at 

the substitute rate rather than salaried certified teachers to help address a funding shortfall. In a 

review of a sample of 42 teacher files, the EQA team found three teachers on waivers. In 
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interviews, administrators clarified that six teachers were on waivers, four of them in special 

education. Since these teachers cannot be counted as licensed, the actual percentage of Athol-

Royalston teachers with appropriate Massachusetts licensure was 94 percent rather than 98 

percent. 
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Standards  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6   Total Total 
S6 – Access to Quality Education Programs 2004 2006 
 Excellent           
 Satisfactory 2004 2004 2004 2004 2004    5  
 Needs Improvement (2006)      2006   N/A 1 
 Poor (2004)      2004   1 N/A 
 Unsatisfactory           

 

Standard 6. ACCESS TO QUALITY EDUCATION PROGRAMS: District and school 

policies and practices require all faculty, staff and students to be in attendance. Retention, 

suspension, transition management, and dropout prevention policies and programs encourage and 

support equitable participation in quality educational programs for all students.  

 

Indicators 

 

6. The district has policies and practices that assign faculty to students and courses that maximize 

all faculty talents and skills and promote high levels of student achievement.  

 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor 

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), the department chairmen completed the 

class assignments at the high school. The certification of staff drove particular assignments, 

especially in the science programs. At the middle school, the instruction was delivered using a 

team approach with the inclusion model of instruction. The teams were distributed by floor, with 

one special education teacher assigned to each floor. The special education teacher alternated 

between teams. At the elementary schools, there was no specific procedure for assigning staff.   

 

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), the district had no policies or 

practices to assign faculty to students and courses or identify teachers who promoted high levels 

of student achievement. None of the teacher evaluations reviewed by the EQA team explicitly 

addressed student achievement. Once teachers earned professional status, they were considered 

not to be subject to direct classroom observation, according to some interviewees. The teacher 

evaluation procedure was rarely used in Athol-Royalston to acknowledge the accomplishments 
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of teachers with professional status, and there was no procedure for evaluating the effectiveness 

of teachers in their roles as department chairs, middle school team leaders and elementary lead 

teachers.   

 

EQA examiners did find evidence of a career ladder to promote faculty the district considered 

effective. Three of the current principals were promoted from teaching positions within the 

district, and a recent former superintendent served as principal of a district school. The 

leadership roles for teachers at Athol-Royalston included department chairs, middle school team 

leaders and elementary lead teachers. Teachers in these roles received stipends and some 

released time from classroom duties. In interviews with the EQA team, administrators stated that 

teachers were not evaluated in these roles and “stayed in them forever.” An attempt by an 

administrator to remove an ineffective leader in order to promote a promising teacher would 

result in an “immediate grievance.” Administrators stated that all they could do was to talk to an 

underperforming leader, and most were reluctant to do even that. 
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Standards  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  Total Total
S7 – Professional Development and Training 2004 2006
 Excellent           
 Satisfactory 2004   2004 2004 2006   3 1 
 Needs Improvement (2006)   2006      N/A 1 
 Poor (2004)  2004    2004   2 N/A 
 Unsatisfactory  2006     2006  
    2004    2004  

2 2 

 

Standard 7. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING: The district has 

adopted and implemented a Professional Development Plan developed through the analyses of 

data for all administrators, teachers, and other professional staff, paraprofessionals and teacher 

assistants, and professional support teams.  

 

Indicators 

 

2. The district updates its Professional Development Plan annually and sets forth a budget for 

professional development within the confines of the foundation budget.  

 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor 

EQA Rating from 2006: Unsatisfactory 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), between 2000-2003, the professional 

development plans were updated annually. Administrators interviewed stated that the primary 

issue regarding professional development was funding. Due to budget constraints, the district had 

eliminated two of the original four professional development days. This came about through the 

negotiations with the Teachers’ Association. The district had met the state-mandated professional 

development requirement in fiscal years 2000 and 2002. Fiscal year 2003 was the only year that 

the district did not meet the requirement. For the years under review, grants were the primary 

source of professional development funds. Professional development offerings were on a first 

come, first serve basis. The district had a course reimbursement component in its teachers’ labor 

union contract.   
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2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006) the district did not allocate 

sufficient financial resources for professional development as a result of budget constraints. The 

DOE eliminated mandated professional development requirements for the period under review. 

For FY2005, $27,949 was budgeted and for FY2006, $18,406, to fund professional development 

programs. Grants were a source of funds for professional development, with 10 percent of Title I 

funds set aside for it. 

 

The district had course reimbursement as part of the teachers contract subject to availability of 

funds. The contractual school year consisted of 185 school days. In FY 2006, as a result of a 

budget shortfall, the teachers and other staff members agreed to three furlough days that 

normally would be used as professional development days. This resulted in a total saving of 

approximately $50,000 to the district. Union concerns hindered progress in providing adequate 

professional development for the staff. 

 

The district had neither a functioning professional development committee, nor a purposeful 

professional development plan, including a yearly listing of topics, intended training audiences, 

and a calendar of training dates. 

 

A review of financial records showed that professional development in Athol-Royalston declined 

constantly with grants accounting for an increasingly larger portion of the overall amount. For 

example, in FY05, the district expended $161,572 for professional development, including 

$78,591 in grants, as compared to an appropriation of $98,406 in FY06, including approximately 

$80,000 in grants. The decline from the prior year amounted to 60 percent, and the grant-funded 

portion of professional development increased from 49 to 81 percent. In FY06, Athol-Royalston 

removed three full professional development days from the calendar. This loss was offset to 

some extent by an agreement with the Teachers’ Association to utilize 30 of 40 yearly staff 

meeting hours for professional development activities. In 2005-2006, the contractual course 

reimbursement benefit for teachers was unfunded. 
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3. The district’s Professional Development program is informed by the following:  

a. analysis of student assessment data disaggregated by student subgroup populations,  

b. evaluation results of programs and services, and  

c. evaluations of professional staff and administrators.  

 

EQA Rating from 2004: Unsatisfactory 

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), between 2000-2003, professional 

development programs were not informed by a systemic analysis of student achievement data. 

The process for developing programs was informal. Discussions occurred between the faculty 

and administrators regarding the prioritization of the professional development budget. The 

teachers’ union also had an impact on the prioritization of professional development offerings. 

Based on the district test scores, the MCAS test had become a focus for professional 

development, as well as differentiated instruction, John Collins, and curriculum mapping. 

Professional development was not connected to faculty evaluations. At times this process had led 

to grievances and impacted bargaining.   

 

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), professional development in 

Athol-Royalston was informed to some degree by instructional program content, and student 

achievement data, but there was little evidence of use of program assessments, research-based 

practices, and staff evaluations to determine training needs. In its 2005-2006 offerings, the 

district attempted to address federal highly qualified teacher requirements and deficient areas 

cited in the 2005 district Comprehensive Program Review (CPR). Central office administrators 

told the EQA team that the district has not performed or contracted for program assessments, and 

does not use teacher evaluations as a source of data on training needs. 

 

During the period under review, Athol-Royalston did not have a systemwide professional 

development committee. Administrators told the EQA examiners that the director of operations 

attempted to form a committee in the late spring of 2005, primarily to address Title I and 

elementary highly qualified teacher requirements. Although the committee was intended to have 

K-12 representation, the high school members could not attend the meetings because of a 
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scheduling conflict that could not be resolved. The middle school was represented, but since the 

middle school had already designed its own professional development activities under the 

Priority Schools Initiative, the committee simply endorsed and encompassed the middle school 

program. This narrowed the focus to designing professional development programs for district 

elementary teachers seeking to meet the requirements for highly qualified teacher by June 2006. 

The district offered programs in science and social studies for elementary teachers in 2005-2006 

by arrangement with the Miller River Environmental Center, and in collaboration with the 

Deerfield Public Schools.   

 

6. Administrators and teachers advance their knowledge and skills on a regular basis by enrolling 

in courses that are directly related to their professional assignments.  

 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor 

EQA Rating from 2006: Satisfactory 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), in Athol-Royalston, teachers were able 

to enroll in a course or professional development program related to their assignments. The 

teachers’ union contract had a course reimbursement provision regarding compensation for 

courses taken by the faculty. Administrators could avail themselves of professional development 

programs primarily funded through grants. Professional development for principals was based on 

their individual goals. Training for administrators and teachers has occurred in TestWiz, restraint 

training, and the development of the strategic plan.  

 

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), while the district did not fund 

course reimbursements for staff in 2005-2006 because of forced budget reductions, it arranged 

and sponsored a variety of courses and workshops directly related to teachers’ assignments.  

 

For example, the district offered programs in science and social studies for elementary teachers 

in 2005-2006 by arrangement with the Miller River Environmental Center, and in collaboration 

with the Deerfield Public Schools.  These courses were intended to help elementary teachers 

satisfy the federal requirements for the highly qualified teacher designation. 

 



  91

The EQA team reviewed memoranda and announcements containing information about 

professional development for 2004-2005 and 2005-2006. The topics listed for 2005-2006 in 

addition to science and social studies for elementary teachers included, “Mentoring of New 

Teachers in Special Education,” “Working with English Language Learners,” and “Effective 

Teaching Strategies for Paraprofessionals.” These workshops addressed staff training needs cited 

in the 2005 CPR. 

 

The district also offered “Standards-Based Unit Design” for high school teachers, “Differentiated 

Instruction in Math” for elementary teachers, and “Math Coaching” through the Hampshire 

Collaborative for elementary teachers at the Riverbend School. Administrators stated that the 

trainings in standards-based and differentiated instruction were an attempt to generalize practices 

thought to have raised student performance on the MCAS tests at the middle school to the other 

levels of the system. The emphasis on math followed from an analysis of trend data showing 

weaknesses in student performance, especially at the elementary and high school levels. 

 

7. The district’s Professional Development Plan is implemented to address and sustain  the goals 

identified in the District Improvement Plan and individual School Improvement Plans.  

 

EQA Rating from 2004: Unsatisfactory 

EQA Rating from 2006: Unsatisfactory 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), in Athol-Royalston, the district 

professional development plan was developed in 2002. The professional development plan and 

the strategic plan were not closely linked, and they did not closely align with the school 

improvement plans (SIPs) and district improvement plan (DIP). Three elementary schools were 

closely linked to the goals.   

 

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), the district developed a District 

Improvement Plan (DIP) approved by the school committee on May 2, 2006. However, no 

professional development plan has been developed or implemented to support the goals within 

the DIP or School Improvement Plans (SIP). 
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The current superintendent, during the second half of the 2005-2006 school year, created a 30-

member Planning Committee comprised of central administration, principals, teachers, school 

committee members, town officials, parents, and community leaders. This committee was 

established to develop goals for a three-year District Improvement Plan (DIP), for school years 

2006-2007, 2007-2008, and 2008-2009, with a detailed standards-based plan for the first year. 

 

Goal 5 of the 2006-2007 DIP calls for the district to provide high quality professional 

development to all teachers, staff and administrators. A professional development committee was 

scheduled to be created by the superintendent by July 2006, with representatives from 

administrators, teachers, support staff and the Athol Teachers Association. A needs assessment is 

planned between May and August 2006, with a 2006-2007 professional development calendar 

completed by mid-September 2006.   

 

During the reexamination period, professional development planning was not informed by 

district or school improvement plans. For most of the period, the district did not have an 

authentic District Improvement Plan (DIP). Administrators stated that the District Strategic Plan 

served as the DIP. This plan was developed independently by a prior superintendent. Principals 

told the EQA team that the district did not provide guidelines on the format and content of their 

School Improvement Plans (SIPs). They went on to state that they were not required to align the 

goals in their SIPs with the goals in the district strategic plan.  

 

Using an inclusive process facilitated by a university consultant, the district developed a three-

year District Improvement Plan for the years 2006-2007 through 2008-2009.  The goals in 

School Improvement Plans for this interval reviewed by the EQA team were correlated with the 

goals in the district plan. The DIP contained goals for improved student performance and a goal 

to create a district professional development committee. Individual School Improvement Plans 

contained student-centered goals based on the DIP, and specified the staff training needs 

associated with the accomplishment of these goals.  
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Standards  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  Total Total 
S8- Student Academic Support Services 2004 2006 
Excellent           
Satisfactory   2004  2004    2  
Needs Improvement (2006) 2006 2006  2006  2006 2006  N/A 5 
Poor (2004) 2004 2004  2004  2004 2004  5 N/A 
Unsatisfactory           

 

Standard 8. STUDENT ACADEMIC SUPPORT SERVICES: The district provides 

appropriate academic support services in ELA, math, and other core content areas for students 

that are not meeting state performance expectations. The district engages in a comprehensive 

analysis of the results from student performance assessments and student needs in order to 

determine the content and scope of academic support services that are offered.  

 

Indicators 

 

1. The district has adopted and is implementing a District Curriculum Accommodation Plan 

(DCAP), which may be a component of the District Improvement Plan (DIP), to assist principals 

in ensuring that all efforts have been made to meet students’ needs in regular education.  

  

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor 

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), there was a district curriculum 

accommodation plan (DCAP) in place. The administrators stated they had a working knowledge 

of the document and referred to it when developing SIPs. A principal in the district stated that the 

DCAP was distributed to all members of the staff in their building. The district did not have a 

DIP but rather referred to the district’s strategic plan. During interviews it was stated that 

classroom teachers in many cases routinely referred students to the instructional support teams 

(IST) but did not use the DCAP.   

 

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), the district developed a District 

Improvement Plan (DIP) approved by the school committee on May 2, 2006. However, no 
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District Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP) was implemented as a component of the DIP 

during the reexamination period. Although the district created a revised DCAP, according to 

documents and interviewees, that included essential elements to help teachers adjust instruction 

to meet instructional needs of all students, the district did not fully implement it by providing 

training and oversight to all teachers, so traction throughout the schools was inadequate. 

 

Goal 1 of the 2006-2007 DIP calls for the district to implement an elementary school reading 

programmatic intervention when it is seen as necessary. Goal 2 requires the identification of and 

ISSP implementation for students who need ELA interventions at grades 4, 7, and 10. Goal 3 

requires the identification of and ISSP implementation for students who need math interventions 

at grades 4, 8, and 10. 

 

Interviewees reported that teachers at the high school and four of the five elementary schools 

were trained in the use of the DCAP in a half-day workshop in 2004-2005; the middle school and 

one elementary school did not receive training as of the date of the reexamination. Principals 

stated that the DCAP was distributed at the beginning of the 2005-2006 school year, the first 

year that there was an explicit expectation for DCAP implementation. Principals acknowledged 

that DCAP implementation expectations were stated more explicitly in some schools than others. 

Elementary teachers interviewed by the team stated that they were aware of the DCAP, and that 

it was sometimes used in the Instructional Support Team/Child Study Team meetings, although 

the structure, process, and use of the DCAP varied from school to school. A review of sample 

IST/CST intervention forms found a limited repertoire of attempted interventions from the 

DCAP. Middle school teachers interviewed by the team stated they were not familiar with the 

DCAP; some teachers stated they had received the document, and others were not familiar with 

the term or the description of the contents.  The middle school had implemented a “learning 

style” inventory, but because of unfamiliarity with the DCAP, did not use the “learning style” 

section of the DCAP to identify assessment/instructional strategies contained therein. 

Interviewees indicated that the DCAP was not used at the high school level to inform instruction. 
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2. The district has a DCAP that is designed to assist the regular classroom teacher in:  

a. analyzing and accommodating diverse learning styles of all students in the regular classroom, 

and  

b. providing appropriate services and support within the regular education program.  

 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor 

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), in Athol-Royalston between 2000-

2003, there were numerous alternatives included in the DCAP that could have aided the 

classroom teacher in making sound judgments. However, there were no detailed strategies 

surrounding analysis and accommodation of individual student needs. During visits to three 

elementary schools, it was apparent that instructional aides were present in classrooms to provide 

appropriate services and support to the classroom teacher.  

 

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), the district created and 

distributed a revised DCAP that included district-specific objectives; accommodations, strategies 

and interventions for regular education students; instructional strategies for ELL students, 

students with attention deficit disorders, special education students, and students with different 

learning styles.  The DCAP contained the elements for instructional strategies and the team 

observed instructional aides, special education, and Title I teachers who could assist the regular 

education teacher to provide the support within the regular education program. At the elementary 

level, the IST/CST process also provided a mechanism for team discussion of strategies 

attempted within the DCAP. 

 

The use of the DCAP had not gained traction because the district had not provided training to 

fully implement the DCAP for the middle school or to one elementary school, embedded 

expectations in the use of the DCAP in the existing processes such as the IST/CST meeting or in 

the supervision process, or organized the DCAP for more effective use by eliminating 

redundancies and clarifying roles and responsibilities for implementing strategies in the 

classroom.  
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4. The district engages in a formal, comprehensive analysis of the results from student 

performance assessments and student needs to determine the content and scope of academic 

support services that are offered.  

 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor 

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), in Athol-Royalston, between 2000-

2003, there was a formal analysis surrounding Title I services and the reading program at the 

early elementary levels. This analysis led to the inclusion of Title I services at the middle school. 

For the most part, these services and analysis were building based. Students at the grades K-3 

levels were assessed frequently. Any student who was not meeting expectations received Title I 

services to address deficits. Remedial services were provided to students identified as special 

education or low functioning. There were many services available to detect a student who was 

not on track and assistance was provided. During the years under review, there was no 

coordinated effort in grades K-12 to analyze the structure of the academic support services that 

were offered in the district. Administrators stated that there was little articulation of programs 

from school to school. At the time of the on-site review, the current administration was 

addressing these issues.   

 

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), the district still had no 

coordinated effort in grades K-12 to analyze the structure of the academic support services that 

were offered in the district, and the team learned from documents and interviewees that 

articulation of programs from school to school was still weak. However, the district was 

beginning to use data from the Data Analysis and Strategic Planning Project (DASSP) to shape 

the DIP, and individual administrators, schools and teams of teachers made isolated efforts to 

analyze MCAS and Title I achievement data to determine the content and scope of academic 

support services offered at their schools or within their programs. The special education, Title I, 

and Reading First coordinators and teachers described how they used data to inform program 

placement and service delivery. Some elementary principals and some middle school teacher 

teams and high school departments articulated how they used data to inform student placement 

decisions, and the decisions to emphasize a content area or a type of question for students. The 
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district also developed and administered teacher-developed assessments with the intent to refine 

these tests in order to create districtwide benchmarks, but interviewees indicated that these 

assessments were not yet refined to adequately inform support needs for students. 

 

Interviewees stated that the district had many areas to address in the attempt to impact student 

achievement without the budget and resources necessary to implement priority services and 

programs, so budget limitations rather than student needs drove the district’s decisions to offer 

new programs and services or reduce existing programs. For example, the district eliminated a 

dropout prevention coordinator because of budget issues, and Title I staffing was reduced due to 

budget cuts, in spite of increased needs for both programs. Title I programs were limited to three 

of the five elementary schools due to federal provision requirements, and the non-Title I schools 

lacked staff expertise in administering informative assessments in reading. Reading First services 

were offered at one elementary school because of grant funding, but grant requirements limited 

the school’s ability to share with the other elementary schools. Elementary principals reported 

that they used creative scheduling and “band-aid” approaches to provision for students in need of 

extra support. One administrator cited the example of an MCAS program staffed by a parent 

volunteer.  

 

The district used formative and summative assessments to identify some students in need of 

remedial services, but did not have a comprehensive system of assessment to identify all at-risk 

students, and only limited services were available for students at risk of performing below 

proficiency on the MCAS tests.   

 

From interviews and a review of documents, the team determined that the delivery of student 

support programs to at-risk students was inconsistent across the district due to several factors. 

Supports were determined by grant funding instead of student needs. The frequency, use, and 

purposes of student assessment varied from school to school. The district did not centrally collect 

all the student assessment data to ensure that all tests were being administered and used for the 

intended purposes. The district lacked a clearly articulated, comprehensive system of 

assessments that could be understood by teachers and administrators. The district lacked 

sufficient dedicated staffing and lines of authority to provide supervision of the support programs 

across the district.  
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At the elementary level, the district offered Title I reading services at four of the five elementary 

schools, Reading First at one of the five elementary schools which was also receiving Title I 

funding, and no remedial math support programs. Title I reading services were only available to 

a limited number of low-performing students at each school and the availability of services at the 

schools depended on annual federal funding levels rather than student needs.  Title I staffing 

varied from 0.5 FTE to 3.0 FTEs from school to school and the percentage of students receiving 

services ranged from less than 10 percent to over 25 percent. 

 

Four assessments were used to determine Title I eligibility and progress, as indicated by 

interviewees and the district’s “Title I criteria form”: DIBELS (for all grades), Lexia (for all 

grades), DRA (grades K-2) and GRADE (grades 3-5).  The schools varied regarding whether 

they used the assessments for all students or for only the students that had been identified for 

Title I services. DIBELS was given in the four elementary schools with Title I funding to 

identify eligible K-5 students, but not in the school lacking Title I funding. Interviewees at some 

schools stated that DIBELS was administered three times a year for all students; others reported 

that DIBELS was administered three times a year to Title I students only. Interviewees stated 

that the district “trained all teachers to administer Lexia” to assess decoding skills and that 

“Lexia should be used by all teachers” for grades K-6, but there was no central coordination to 

ensure that all teachers actually used the program to identify students in need of support and to 

ensure that all students received support when needed. In some schools, the DRA was 

administered to K-2 students in Title I schools once at the end of the Kindergarten year, three 

times in Grade 1, and for selected students in Grade 2. At least one school did not administer the 

DRA, according to interviewees, because of the subjectivity of the testing. GRADE was 

administered twice a year for students in grades 3-5 during the period under review, and 

administered to Grade 2 in the spring 2005-2006.  

 

The elementary school that lacked Title I funding used Lexia as an assessment (for decoding), 

but not to identify students for support programs, since it lacked any academic support programs. 

Interviewees reported that trained teachers may use other assessments to identify student needs, 

but this practice was not consistent across the school. 
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The middle school used GRADE and the MCAS tests to identify students for Title I reading and 

Title I math support.  Like the elementary school, the middle school offered Title I services to 

the lowest performing students with numbers limited by funding.  In the 2004-2005 school year, 

the middle school had 35 students, approximately seven percent, receiving Title I reading 

services and 68 students, approximately 14 percent, receiving Title I math support. Interviewees 

stated that funding cuts in the 2005-2006 school year led to staffing reductions and that existing 

services were inadequate to sufficiently address student needs.  

 

The middle school added a graded MCAS “Study Skills” program for all students. It consisted of 

a 30-45 minute block to the Unified Arts rotation for all students in grades 6-8, with five days a 

week for grade 6 in math and ELA, and three days a week for grades 7 and 8 in a rotating 

schedule of math, ELA, and science instruction.  The middle school had two study hall blocks 

for grades 7 and 8 that teachers reported they used for pull-outs for tutoring and special 

educational services. The skills course offered at the middle school was not available to Grade 6 

students at the K-6 elementary school.  

 

As stated in the high school handbook, interviewees confirmed that “students who do not pass 

any part of the 8th grade MCAS must participate in a 60-hour MCAS remediation program in 

order to be promoted to the 10th grade” and “students who do not pass any part of the 10th grade 

MCAS must participate in a 60-hour MCAS remediation program in order to be promoted to the 

12th grade.” In Grade 10, students received extra instruction in MCAS skills on a rotating 

schedule. In 2004-2005, one of four physical education (P.E.) periods was used for MCAS skill 

building; in 2005-2006, the high school dedicated two of the four P.E. blocks for this purpose. 

The high school offered a semester-long course in math and ELA for grade 11 and 12 students 

who did not pass the Grade 10 MCAS test, and also offered after-school support to these 

students, staffed by volunteer teachers and supported by transportation provided by the district. 

The district also implemented a Saturday MCAS test program to improve MCAS test 

performance. 

 

Although some teachers at some schools took the initiative to provide additional support after 

school, administrators stated that contract issues limited their ability to enforce an expectation 
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that teachers do so. Teachers were required to provide after school support if requested by a 

parent, but interviewees indicated that this was rare. 

 

Based on the percentages of students receiving supplemental and remedial services, MCAS test 

scores, and the team’s review of the academic support delivery system, the team determined that 

the district’s provision of academic supports was inadequate to result in improved academic 

achievement for students at all levels. Although interviewees stated that supports were 

inadequate because of limited funding, the district under-spent its budget for support programs in 

2004-2005. The final financial report for the FY2005 showed unexpended balances for academic 

support programs: $55,683 for the Title I (1-305) grant and $7,635 for academic support 

services.  

 

The 2005-2006 DIP mentions no plans for increased remedial or supplemental supports for at-

risk students from grades 4-12 using assessment data to identify at-risk students. However, Goal 

1 (“Al1 students will read on Grade level at the end of Grade 3”) states that DIBELS should be 

used to identify at-risk students and names one intervention strategy: to “implement (when 

necessary) District Reading programmatic intervention.” 

 

6. Early intervention reading programs are provided at the primary level to ensure that by the end 

of Grade 3 students are reading at the Proficiency level on the MCAS test. * 

 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor 

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), in Athol-Royalston, there were reading 

intervention programs at the primary level. These initiatives included an expansion of Title I 

services, a new reading series (Open Court) and the LEXIA program. Student achievement was 

monitored and checked by use of the DIBELS assessment tool on a quarterly basis. The MCAS 

test results were analyzed at Grade 3, and this data was used to provide extra help in the 

identified areas of weakness. The MCAS data from 2002 showed that 60 percent of Grade 3 

students scored at the proficient level, 7 percent lower then their statewide counterparts.  
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2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), the district continued to offer the 

reading invention programs at the primary level that were offered during the initial review 

period, although the team found that the availability of interventions varied by school and the 

implementation of interventions varied between classrooms within the school.  MCAS test 

proficiency in Grade 3 reading in 2005 was 57 percent, six percentage points below the state 

average. Rates of regular education student proficiency increased by only four percentage points 

between 2003 and 2005 (total tested ranged from 149 to 171 students), but special education 

student proficiency increased from 38 percent in 2003 to 47 percent in 2005 (total tested ranged 

from 30 to 34 students). 

 

Three of five elementary schools had Title I reading services, and reading assessments were 

administered regularly to all students to inform instruction at some, but not all, of the elementary 

schools. Interviewees reported that some elementary schools administered and shared data on 

different assessments and computer-based instructional programs such as Accelerated Reader, 

although DIBELS and GRADE were used consistently in the Title I schools, and the district 

trained all elementary teachers to use Lexia.  Interviewees reported that Open Court texts had not 

been consistently used for reading instruction throughout all the schools, and the DIP noted the 

need to ensure that all classrooms implement the “district reading program.” Reading First was 

provided only at one elementary school. Interviewees reported that the use of reading 

interventions and strategies, such as Wilson Reading, Project Read, and Read Naturally, were 

largely dependent on the skills and training of the teacher. In classroom observations, the team 

did not observe a consistent approach to reading and writing instruction across or between 

grades. 

 

Goal 1 of the district’s new DIP for school years 2007-2009 is that, “All students will read on 

grade level at the end of grade three.” The DIP includes action strategies, responsibility areas, 

resources, a timeline, and indicators for success for goal one, as well as the other goals in the 

plan.  

 

7. The district develops Student Success Plans for all students who qualify for them, and the 

Plans contain the components required by statute. *These indicators are not applicable to 

secondary and vocational schools and districts.  
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EQA Rating from 2004: Poor 

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), according to principals in interviews, 

individualized student success plans (ISSPs) were developed for all students who had failed the 

MCAS test. Principals stated that most plans were developed with the principal and classroom 

teacher. Monitoring of these programs was the responsibility of the principal. On a system-wide 

basis, the plans were updated annually and followed the student as s/he matriculated through the 

system. However, administrators acknowledged that in reality more work was needed to update 

these plans.  

 

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), the district developed a standard 

ISSP, in January 2005, according to interviewees and as indicated by documents reviewed by the 

team. Prior to that, interviewees stated that many ISSPs consisted of only names and scores “that 

never went anywhere.” Administrators at the elementary level stated that teachers and 

administrators sometimes worked together to create the ISSP, and ISSPs were distributed to 

teachers. At the middle school, an administrator reported that different teachers and the principal 

complete parts of the ISSP, but that the ISSPs are not distributed or discussed with teachers once 

created. At the high school, an administrator reported that the principal writes the ISSPs and that 

it is not distributed to teachers. From interviews and a review of documents, the team could not 

determine how well the ISSPs were utilized and how support delivery was monitored when a 

student was determined to be ineligible for Title I.   
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Standards  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total Total 
S9 – Organizational Leadership: Direction, Goal Setting, Policies and Planning 2004 2006 
 Excellent     2004    1  
 Satisfactory 2004        1  
 Needs Improvement (2006)  2006 2006 2006  2006   N/A 4 
 Poor (2004)   2004 2004  2004   3 N/A 
 Unsatisfactory       2006 2006 
   2004     2004 2004 

3 2 

 

Standard 9. ORGANIZATIONAL LEADERSHIP: DIRECTION, GOAL SETTING, 

POLICIES AND PLANNING: The district and each of its schools and programs implement 

improvement plans that are based on the analysis of recent and long-range student performance 

data. The district provides and maintains thorough, complete, and informative documentation on 

past and current initiatives, practices, policies, procedures, and achievements of the district and 

its students. District leaders provide clear direction for student, school, and district performance. 

Implementation of improvement plans is consistently assessed and modified based on ongoing 

analyses of student achievement data.  

 

Indicators 

 

2. The District Improvement Plan (DIP) incorporates the district’s vision and mission statement, 

and the analysis of student achievement data drives the development, implementation, and 

modification of educational programs, services, and practices.  

  

EQA Rating from 2004: Unsatisfactory 

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), between 2000-2003, the district did not 

have a DIP. There was a system-wide strategic plan in place since the 2000-2001 school year. 

The superintendent and administrators developed the plan. Upon its completion it was presented 

to the school committee. The plan was not formally adopted by the school committee, and in 

meetings with the administration and school committee members, it was stated that the plan was 

reviewed and updated since its inception. The plan came about as a result of the school 

committee’s seeking help for the district via a report generated by an outside consulting firm 
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(Coleman-Ross). The report did not address student achievement, but rather focused on 

community involvement and priorities. For the years under review, the strategic plan served as 

the DIP. 

 

2006 Evidence:  During the reexamination period (2004-2006), the district developed a District 

Improvement Plan (DIP) approved by the school committee on May 2, 2006. The superintendent 

demonstrated an understanding of the mission and goals; however, the mission and goals were 

not directly incorporated into the DIP. In addition, the second paragraph of the Mission 

Statement found in the Policy Manual (9002.0) has been eliminated from the central office 

letterhead. This paragraph deals with the partnership between parents, teachers, students, 

community, and school system to promote academic excellence. 

  

The DIP was standards-based in that the attainment of goals is measured in terms of student 

achievement. Also, persons or groups accountable, resources, time lines and evaluation of 

attainment were components of the document. However, no financial resources were identified in 

order to support the goals, by order of the school committee. The development of the standards-

based plan has incorporated the analysis of student achievement data guided by the Data 

Analysis and Strategic Planning Project (DASPP) since the fall of 2005. This data analysis drives 

the future implementation of the educational activities and strategies identified in the plan; 

however, no data is currently used.  

 

3.  The School Improvement Plan (SIP) for every school is aligned with the district’s mission 

statement, and the analysis of student achievement data drives the development, implementation, 

and modification of educational programs, services, and practices.  

 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor  

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), in Athol-Royalston, there were SIPs for 

every school in the district, and they were aligned with the mission statement of the strategic 

plan. Each school council incorporated whatever components of the strategic plan that they 

deemed best to meet the needs of the individual building. The MCAS test initiatives and 
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remediation were included in the SIPs. The major focus of these SIPs was the need for facilities 

updates. However, there was little usage of student assessment data.  

 

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), the district developed a District 

Improvement Plan (DIP). Three of the elementary schools have aligned their School 

Improvement Plans (SIPs), approved by the school committee, to the DIP; the other schools in 

the district did not have SIPs that were aligned with the DIP, although the DIP called for 

alignment for the 2006-2007 school year.  

 

A February 2006 Council of Council Meeting was held by the current superintendent with 

representatives from district school councils. The meeting provided information regarding the 

District Improvement Plan and the expectation of alignment between the DIP and individual 

School Improvement Plans.  

 

The SIPs were standards-based in that the attainment of goals was measured in terms of student 

achievement. Also, persons or groups accountable, resources, time lines and evaluation of 

attainment were components of the documents.  However, no financial resources were identified 

in order to support the goals. The development of the standards-based plan incorporated the 

analysis of student achievement data guided by the Data Analysis and Strategic Planning Project 

(DASPP). This data analysis drives the implementation of the educational activities and 

strategies identified in the plan. 

 

4. District leaders monitor student achievement data throughout the year, considering the goals 

identified in the DIP and individual SIPs and implements programs, policies, and services that 

are most likely to result in improved student achievement.   

 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor 

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), in the Athol-Royalston Regional 

School District, during the time under investigation there was some monitoring of data 

throughout the school year.  
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The administration indicated that data collection, planning, and monitoring of student 

achievement took place in bits and pieces, but nothing was ever connected. For the most part, 

this was done primarily on a building level basis with little district analysis.  

 

Each building implemented programs that were best suited for their respective building as 

identified by the SIP in place. There was extensive work done at all levels in the area of ELA.    

 

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), no progress has been made in the 

ongoing monitoring of student achievement data, with consideration given to the goals of the 

DIP and individual SIPs. Educational activities and strategies identified in the 2006-2007 

improvement plans remain to be implemented; therefore, the ongoing monitoring of data that 

drives student improvement activities and strategies remains incomplete. 

 

6. The leadership reports annually to the school committee, staff, and community concerning the 

extent to which the implementation of the DIP and SIPs have or have not resulted in improved 

student achievement.  

 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor 

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), there was no formal reporting to the 

school committee or any other extensive group as to the results of the implementation of the DIP 

or the strategic plan. It was the practice of the district administration not to have formal 

presentations by principals regarding individual SIPs, but rather have the superintendent give a 

brief summary of the status of the SIPs. The leadership and administration reported a monthly 

MCAS test SIP that was submitted to the superintendent and then shared with the school 

committee. The SIP process, goals, and successes were shared with the school council, and, in 

some cases, with the staff. The school committee only accepted and reviewed the plans but did 

not approve any of these plans.  

 



  107

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), no progress has been made in the 

annual reports to the school committee, staff and community by the district leadership regarding 

the extent to which the implementation of the DIP and individual SIPs has impacted student 

achievement. Educational activities and strategies identified in the 2006-2007 improvement 

plans remain to be implemented; therefore, there was no annual reporting on goal attainment in 

the DIP and SIPs. 

 

7. The superintendent is evaluated annually on the district’s state assessment results and 

implementation of the DIP. This performance evaluation serves as the basis for improving the 

future job performance of the superintendent.  

 

EQA Rating from 2004: Unsatisfactory 

EQA Rating from 2006: Unsatisfactory 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), the school committee did not evaluate 

the superintendent. In an interview, three school committee members stated that the 

superintendent indicated his plan to retire; therefore, the school committee opted not to evaluate 

his performance. Prior to the previous superintendent, there were a number of interim 

superintendents, and they had not been evaluated either.  

 

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), no progress has been made on the 

annual evaluation of the superintendent based on the district’s assessment results and the 

implementation of the DIP. The superintendent serving until June 2005 was evaluated in the 

2004-2005 school year. His performance evaluation made no reference to the district’s 

assessment results or the implementation of the DIP. The subsequent interim superintendent 

served from July 2005 until October 2005, receiving no performance evaluation. The current 

superintendent has served since November 2005 and has not been evaluated.  

 

The superintendent’s latest contract required the evaluation instrument to be mutually agreed 

upon with the school committee and that it clearly articulate the goals, objectives and standards 

by which performance would be measured. Also established in the contract is the first evaluation 

date of April 1, 2006 and the stipulation that an evaluation be conducted on April 1 of each 
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subsequent year. A maximum of a two percent merit increase was part of the contract for the 

third year. At the time of the review, the current superintendent was in discussion with the school 

committee sub-committee to establish the basis for job performance. The superintendent supports 

being held accountable for the attainment of DIP goals and for student improvement. 

 

8. Principals are evaluated annually on school state assessment results and the implementation of 

their respective SIPs. These performance evaluations serve as the basis for improving future job 

performance of the principals.  

 

EQA Rating from 2004: Unsatisfactory 

EQA Rating from 2006: Unsatisfactory 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), district policy dictated that principals 

were evaluated on an annual basis. In most cases, the district adhered to this. Upon review of 

administrative files, there was no defined connection between the evaluation and student 

improvement or state assessment results. According to the administration, principals received a 

raise commensurate with the raise negotiated for the teachers. The goals set for each 

administrator were not necessarily connected to the previous evaluation, so could not have 

become the basis for future growth. This was altered for the 2003-2004 school year and raises 

were to be tied in to the evaluation system. One principal expressed concern that an evaluation 

conducted by a central office administrator included commendations for activities that never had 

been conducted.   

 

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), no progress was been made to 

include the school’s assessment results and the implementation of the individual SIP in the 

annual evaluation of principals. Their contract requires an instrument to be mutually agreed 

upon, and to clearly articulate the goals, objectives and standards by which performance will be 

measured.  

 

The administrative evaluation procedure in Athol-Royalston was not aligned with the 

requirements of the Education Reform Act. Administrative evaluations were timely and 

informative, but varied in the potential to promote individual growth. Compensation and 
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continued employment were not linked to improvement in student performance, accomplishment 

of School Improvement Plan goals and other indicators of effectiveness.  

 

In interviews with the EQA examiners, administrators stated that their evaluations were not 

based on student performance data. They went on to say, and central office administrators 

confirmed, that future evaluations would be based in part on fulfillment of the student-centered 

goals in the newly developed District and School Improvement Plans. Compensation and 

continued employment were not linked to student achievement results, and principals told the 

EQA team that they were not aware of any plans to make them contingent.  According to their 

contracts, administrators were entitled to the percentage increases negotiated by the teachers’ 

association. 

 

Central office administrators stated that they were committed to accountability and would 

discuss the relationship between goal fulfillment and compensation in future contract 

negotiations with district principals. The superintendent supports principals being held 

responsible for the attainment of SIP goals and for meeting the student achievement objectives 

contained in these plans. 
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Standards  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total Total 

S10 – Organizational and Human Resource Management 2004 2006 
 Excellent           
 Satisfactory 2006 2004 2004 2004 2004 2004  2004 6 1 
 Needs Improvement (2006)         N/A  
 Poor (2004) 2004      2004  2 N/A 
 Unsatisfactory       2006   1 
 

Standard 10. ORGANIZATIONAL AND HUMAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT: The 

district has organizational structures, policies, collective bargaining agreements, procedures, and 

practices with clear lines of authority, responsibility, and accountability. Teacher 

retention/turnover rates are within reason. Together, these elements promote efficient and 

effective district operation and facilitate achievement for all students.  

 

Indicators 

 

1. The superintendent, in regular meetings with administrators and members of the school   

committee, develops a coherent vision or mission statement and DIP designed to achieve it. 

 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor 

EQA Rating from 2006: Satisfactory 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), in Athol-Royalston, during the time 

under examination, administrators indicated that the superintendent did not always hold monthly 

meetings. The school committee met monthly, and these meetings were broadcast on local 

television.  

 

There was a community newspaper that included information regarding the school district and 

the outcomes of each meeting. Monthly newsletters were sent from each school home to parents 

with the students. There was a mission statement at the beginning of the strategic plan and this 

plan, served as the DIP. The superintendent and a cadre of administrators in the 2000-2001 

school year developed the strategic plan. Upon its completion, it was presented to the school 

committee but had not been formally accepted by the committee or addressed since its inception.   
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2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), the current superintendent began 

meeting weekly with central office administrators and school principals. School committee 

meetings were held monthly in addition to sub-committee meetings.  

 

The superintendent demonstrated an understanding of the mission and goals; however, the 

mission and goals were not directly incorporated into the District Improvement Plan (DIP). Also, 

the second paragraph of the Mission Statement found in the Policy Manual (9002.0) has been 

eliminated. This paragraph relates to the partnership between parents, teachers, students, the 

community and school system to promote academic excellence. 

 

7. The district actively undertakes efforts to provide teachers new to the district and to the 

profession with coaches and mentors in their respective roles. 

 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor 

EQA Rating from 2006: Unsatisfactory 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), in Athol-Royalston, the district had a 

mentor program for new teachers. The quality of training had changed over the four-year period 

since its inception and as a result both administrators and teachers’ labor union representatives 

voiced concern over the sporadic success of the mentor program.  

 

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), Athol-Royalston provided an 

inconsistent and partially implemented mentoring program for teachers new to the district or 

their roles, and no mentoring program for new administrators. The teacher mentor/induction 

program was negotiated in the 2004-2006 contract, and described in an addendum. In interviews 

with the EQA examiners, both administrators and teachers stated that this program was not 

delivered as conceived. For example, grievances were filed over the district’s failure to provide a 

45-hour teacher induction course annually.  The 45-hour mentor teacher training course was not 

offered by the district with sufficient regularity, and the number of trained mentors was 

diminishing. 
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Administrators stated that the mentoring process was vague because there was no handbook or 

description of the components of the program beyond the language in the contract. For example, 

the processes for assigning mentors and documenting sessions between mentors and mentees 

were unspecified, and therefore varied from school to school. No one was clearly in overall 

charge of the program. Administrators stated that the director of operations was the coordinator, 

while teachers stated that the building principals were responsible. The director of operations 

stated that it was unclear who was directing the program and this resulted in inconsistent 

implementation.  

 

In reviewing a representative sample of teacher evaluations, the EQA examiners found that 

teachers were reassigned within a school, and sometimes dislocated from one school to another, 

because of reductions in force during the period under review. In interviews, administrators 

stated that these teachers usually did not have a mentor to help them in their new roles, and relied 

upon the informal assistance of more experienced colleagues. While teachers new to the district 

were usually assigned a mentor, teachers in a new role were assigned a mentor only at their 

request. In interviews with the EQA team, many teachers stated that they were unaware of this 

option. 

 



  113

 

Standards  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total Total 
S11-Budget Preparation and Development 2004 2006 
 Excellent             
 Satisfactory        2004 2004  2  
 Needs Improvement (2006) 2006   2006       N/A 2 
 Poor (2004) 2004   2004  2004 2004    4 N/A  
 Unsatisfactory  2006 2006  2006 2006 2006   2006 
   2004 2004  2004     2004 

4 6 

 

Standard 11. BUDGET PREPARATION AND DEVELOPMENT: The district has a budget 

preparation and development process that ensures full consideration and effective use of 

available resources essential for district and school operations focused on student achievement. 

The school committee, superintendent, administrators, faculty, staff, parents, and members of the 

community meet their responsibility to ensure that the school budget and appropriation meet the 

educational and achievement needs of all students.  

 

Indicators 

 
1. There are clear, well-documented procedures for the development of the district’s budget to 

ensure input from all staff.  

 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor 

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), in Athol-Royalston, little input from 

stakeholders was used in developing the budget. The budget development process was a “top-

down” effort until the public hearing on the budget.  

 

The administrators did not have input into the budget process, but were called upon to merely 

answer the public’s questions about the budget during public hearings. When reductions in the 

budget were necessary, the superintendent directed the administrators about making the budget 

cuts.   
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2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), the budget was developed based 

on the availability of revenue, according to past and present superintendents interviewed by the 

EQA team. There were no well-documented procedures for the development of the district’s 

budget.  There was initial input from the principals but they did not further participate in budget 

discussions. The teachers’ union became involved with the school committee in the development 

of the FY2006 budget.  The superintendent provided recommendations to the school committee 

on core educational areas that needed to be retained to maintain a sound educational system. 

During FY2006, it was determined that there was a need to have a Proposition 2½ override. An 

override of $480,000 was attempted but was defeated in Athol by a two to one margin. This was 

followed by a meeting between the school committee chairman and the union president deciding 

what reductions were to be made to meet the available revenue. There was very little input from 

relevant stakeholders. The business office staff was responsible for preparing the budget. The 

superintendent developed the FY2007 budget to address the issues that were in the CPR, NEASC 

and EQA reports. For the development of the FY2007 budget, the superintendent used a 

participatory approach, which included the principals, administrators, town finance committees 

and town manager/administrators. 

 

2. Relevant budget decisions are premised on a clear, well-documented, systemic analysis of 

student performance data, as well as other pertinent information.  

  

EQA Rating from 2004: Unsatisfactory 

EQA Rating from 2006: Unsatisfactory 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), in Athol-Royalston, there was little 

systemic analysis of student performance data in the relevant budget decisions. The approach the 

district used was that of trying to preserve rather than improve the local budget allocation. The 

district administration referred to the years under review as a budget crisis. Budgets increased 

from fiscal year to fiscal year, but reductions in services occured from year to year. These cuts 

were made from outside the core areas. Grants funded the student analysis that did occur, and it 

only occur when it was a condition of receipt of the grant. The significant budget decisions that 

were made centered surrounding facility-related issues, for example, the closing of one school 

and the sale of the administrative building. During the years under review, there was a significant 
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one-time financially related issue that occurred which had a severe impact on the budget. The 

district had to pay a settlement for grievances. 

 

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), budget decisions were not 

premised on a clear, well-documented, systemic analysis of student performance data, according 

to administration and staff. There was no policy or practice to use the analysis of student 

performance data in budget discussions. The district administrators referred to the years under 

review as a budget crisis. The superintendent for the period under review stated that budget 

decisions were based on available revenue, which was inadequate to meet the needs of the 

educational system. For example, there were no librarians in any of the schools and substitutes 

were used rather then certified teachers to address the funding shortfall. In interviews, 

administrators and staff stated that because of budget limitations, the district focused on basic 

needs in order to maintain core educational programs and services. Grants were used for student 

data analysis and to address student achievement as required by the grants. 

 

3. The district’s budget process is clear and well-documented and integrates district and school 

improvement plans, long-term goals, and action plans.  

 

EQA Rating from 2004: Unsatisfactory 

EQA Rating from 2006: Unsatisfactory 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), in Athol-Royalston, the budget process 

was a “top-down” effort. The items in the district strategic plan related to the budget and those 

that had a significant financial impact were deferred from year to year. The district heavily relied 

on outside funds, specifically grants. The grant funds were used to attempt to address any 

initiatives in the school improvement plans. The district budget process had no correlation to any 

long-term plans developed by the school administration and school committee.  

 

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), the district’s budget did not 

integrate the district improvement plan, since there was no plan, nor did the budget include long-

term goals and action plans. The SIPs were developed in FY2002 and were not used to prepare 

the budget. The current superintendent, with the support of relevant stakeholders of the district, 
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developed a DIP beginning in FY2007. The superintendent stated that there was no budget for 

each school. The budget process was not clear since there was dissention among school 

committee members in reducing the budget as a result of a failed override in FY2006. State and 

federal grants were used to address improvement in student achievement, as required by the 

grants. 

 

4. The district allocates its resources to accomplish targeted initiatives and objectives at the 

district and school levels to improve student achievement for all student populations.  

  

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor 

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs improvement 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), between 2000-2003, as stated earlier, 

there was no plan to allocate resources to accomplish targeted initiatives and objectives in the 

district. The grant funds received by the district dictated where the grant resources were focused. 

Even in the soliciting of grant funds there was no district-wide coordination of these programs. 

The grant process improved upon completion of the consolidated grant program. Since the 

budget requests needed to be reduced each year under review, there was no analysis of need in 

how these reductions were made. These reductions were made solely on the basis of student 

population percentages.    

 

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), the district did not allocate its 

resources to accomplish targeted initiatives and objectives at the district and school level to 

improve student achievement for all students. The district’s approach was to preserve as much of 

the budget as possible and maintain level services. The superintendent recommended retaining 

the staff in core instructional areas.  For example, the budgets did not include librarians in any of 

the schools. State and federal grants were used as resources to improve student achievement. The 

current superintendent stated that the CPR, EQA and NEASC reports were used for future 

targeted initiatives. The superintendent established a districtwide planning committee to develop 

goals for a three-year DIP document (FY2007-09). The DIP lacked the resources to attain the 

goals. 
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5. The district, as part of its budget process, implements a review process to determine the cost 

effectiveness of all of its programs, initiatives, and activities.  

 

EQA Rating from 2004: Unsatisfactory 

EQA Rating from 2006: Unsatisfactory 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), the district did not conduct a systematic 

cost analysis of programs in its budget process. Any analysis was only sporadic and based on 

situations as they arose. For example, the district needed funds; therefore, it closed one of the 

elementary schools, and sold the administrative building. No analysis of transportation occurred 

because the district contracted with a local vendor with little overhead. During the later part of 

the period under review, the district implemented autism and behavioral programs. The district 

belonged to the CAPS Collaborative, but did not use its resources due to the geographical 

location of the district.  

 

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), as part of the budget process the 

district did not conduct a cost effectiveness analysis of all of its programs, initiatives, and 

activities. All budget decisions were based on retaining core educational subject areas. The union 

president stated that they address educational issues through the contract. The grievance 

procedure was used to address issues in the area of professional development. Any analysis 

conducted was based on the given situation that arose. In interviews with the superintendent, 

enrollment data were used to reduce staff to comply with the reduction in the budget. There was 

a review of fuel costs but this did not result in cost savings.  Electricity was jointly purchased 

with the town of Athol and it was assumed it resulted in cost savings. The district belongs to the 

CAPS collaborative, but it was not used due to the geographical location. The school cafeteria 

was self sustaining with revolving accounts absorbing all overhead costs, such as heath costs. 

 

6. The district’s budget document is clear, complete, current, and understandable and provides 

accurate information on all fund sources as well as previous history and trends.  

 

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor 

EQA Rating from 2006: Unsatisfactory 
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2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), in Athol-Royalston, the budget 

document was clear and complete. The district provided the expended budget for the previous 

fiscal year, the current voted budget of the fiscal year which they were in, and the proposed 

budget for the following fiscal year. The committee and the local officials saw this budget as 

user friendly. The town officials understood each line item of the budget. Each town official had 

a specific focus regarding the school budget. Two of the most common concerns were the issues 

of district facilities and the lack of funding source information.  

 

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), the district budget consisted of 

the previous year budget, the current voted budget, and the proposed budget for the following 

year. It did not contain a description of each of the line items showing the intended use.  The 

budget did not include information from all fund sources, such as state and federal grants. In 

interviews, town officials indicated there was a lack of adequate budget and funding source 

information for the review period. The current superintendent involved the staff and the 

community in the development of the FY2007 budget.   

 

7. The budget and district’s expenditures are adequate to provide for appropriate levels of 

staffing, professional development, materials, supplies, and equipment.  

  

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor 

EQA Rating from 2006: Unsatisfactory 

 

2004 Evidence: According to district administration, the major concern regarding the adequacy 

of the budget was the staffing within the district. The staff consisted largely of those with 

seniority and higher salaries ; as a result, fewer funds were available for programs, materials, and 

equipment.  

 

In Athol-Royalston, new textbooks were deferred, as well as computer and other technology-

related purchases. For the review period, FY2001 was the only year in which Athol-Royalston 

did not meet the state-mandated professional development requirement, falling short by 

approximately $3,760.  
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2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), elementary teachers expressed 

frustration with the level of provisions including materials and equipment.  They related stories 

of telling students to purchase their own supplies ordinarily provided by the district, such as 

paper, pencils, etc. Many teachers reported buying supplies with their own funds, including, 

according to one teacher, ink cartridges. Elementary teachers reported insufficient numbers of 

textbooks. Middle school teachers reported insufficient supplies and equipment.  They noted that 

$16,000 was cut from the budget in the 2005-2006 school year, and as a result equipment in the 

building was not maintained.   

 

Neither elementary nor middle school teachers said they were involved in preparation of the 

budget.  Elementary teachers reported being asked for a list of budget preferences in the 2005-

2006 school year, but for the purpose of distributing funds once the budget has been set. Middle 

school teachers did not submit their “wish list” during the final review year.   

 

Both elementary and middle school teachers said that when money is available, it needs to be 

spent early in the fall.  During the past year all funds were frozen in October.   

 

Funds for professional development were inadequate during the period under review. The EQA 

examiners found that funding of professional development in Athol-Royalston declined with 

grants accounting for an increasing larger portion of the overall amount. For example, in FY05, 

the district expended $161,572 for professional development, including $78,591 in grants, as 

compared to an appropriation of $98,406 in FY06, including approximately $80,000 in grants. 

The decline from the prior year amounted to 60 percent, and the grant-funded portion of 

professional development increased from 49 to 81 percent.  In FY06 Athol-Royalston removed 

three full professional development days from the calendar. This loss was offset to some extent 

by an agreement with the Teachers’ Association to utilize 30 of 40 yearly staff meeting hours for 

professional development activities.   

 

Standard VI input: According to the district administration, the major concern regarding the 

adequacy of the budget was the staffing, supplies and material, and professional development. 

The defeat of the $480,000 override for FY06 exacerbated the situation. The school committee 
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chairman and the union president recommended necessary reductions. The budget in FY2005 

was $20,244,112 and in FY2006 it was $20,956,682 for a 0.35 percent increase (Schedule 19 of 

the End of Year Report). 

 

The total instruction budget decreased by 0.45 percent (from $10,003,198 to $9,988,097) for the 

same period. There were significant increases in the health and energy areas in addition to 

negotiated salary increases. Teachers and staff took furlough days, resulting in a saving of 

approximately $50,000. Interviews with the staff indicated inadequate supplies, material and 

equipment. Professional development funding was cut to an unacceptable level of approximately 

$11,000 and $25,000 for the two years under review. Upon arriving in November 2005, the new 

superintendent determined that there would be a $700,000 shortfall due to increased special 

needs costs and increases in school choice students for the FY2006 budget. The district applied 

for a $1,000,000 state bailout to cover the shortfall, which was accompanied by a fiscal oversight 

board for three years and an increase in town fiscal support to address current account needs. A 

$1,250,000 override was approved by the school committee for the FY2007 budget. The override 

was voted by the two towns. 

 

10. Decisions resulting in changes in budget appropriations are made based on the analysis of 

student data to maximize the opportunities for the achievement of all students.  

 

EQA Rating from 2004: Unsatisfactory 

EQA Rating from 2006: Unsatisfactory 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), in Athol-Royalston, there was no 

systemic analysis of student achievement data in determining changes in the budget 

appropriation. Analysis of student achievement data only occurred if a grant program required it.   

 

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), there was no systemic analysis of 

student achievement data in determining changes in the budget appropriation, according to the 

superintendent. There was analysis of student achievement data as required by the grants.  
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Standards  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total Total
S12-Financial and Capital Asset Management 2004 2006
Excellent             
Satisfactory 2004 2004 2004 2004  2004  2004   6  
Needs Improvement (2006)       2006    N/A 1 
Poor (2004)       2004    1 N/A 
Unsatisfactory     2006    2006 2006 
     2004    2004 2004 

3 3 

 

Standard 12. FINANCIAL AND CAPITAL ASSET MANAGEMENT: The district 

maintains adequate accounting and financial reporting procedures. This is done to: inform 

district-level and school-level decision-makers; to ensure effective and efficient managerial 

control over the use of all funds; to acquire and efficiently manage supplemental funding; and to 

promote student achievement and accountability to the public. The condition, management, and 

maintenance of facilities encourage public support for education and are conducive to promoting 

high levels of student achievement.  

 

Indicators 

 

5. The district reviews student achievement data and the reviews are reflected in its financial 

decisions.  

 

EQA Rating from 2004: Unsatisfactory 

EQA Rating from 2006: Unsatisfactory 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), in Athol-Royalston, student 

achievement data were not reviewed regarding the financial decisions of the district. The only 

review of student achievement data occurred in the grant-funded programs in which data analysis 

was a condition of the grant.   

 

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), student achievement data were 

not reviewed as part of the district’s financial decision making. The only review of student 

achievement data occurred in grant-funded programs in which data analysis was a condition of 

the grant. 
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7. The district uses reliable forecast mechanisms and control procedures to ensure that spending 

is within fiscal budget limits.  

  

EQA Rating from 2004: Poor 

EQA Rating from 2006: Needs Improvement 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), the district’s accounting system forced 

the district to monitor its payroll on an ongoing basis. The district used prior year history for its 

forecasting of some of the operational accounts, as in oil and electricity. Budget freezes occurred 

in the past as a way to manage the budget. In FY2000 and FY2001, transfers from excess and 

deficiencies were used to balance the budget.  

 

Based on a review of the audits for each year under review the district auditors, Melanson and 

Heath, and Company, reported on the financial statement “Statement of Revenue and Other 

Sources Budget vs. Actual General Fund” that no interest income was used in the budget, yet the 

district received interest income each year. In FY2000, they earned $236,292. In FY2001 and 

FY2002, it was $197,998 and $64,564, respectively.  

 

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), the district purchased Budget 

Sense as its new accounting system. The district used the system’s encumbrance system to 

monitor expenditures. There was a separate Excel system for monitoring payroll. The district 

used prior year history for its forecasting the electricity and oil operational accounts. Budget 

freezes were used to control expenditures in FY2006. The accounting system was not able to 

forecast the additional costs in special needs and increased number of students who opted for 

school choice in the FY2006 budget. 

 

Transfers were made from the excess and deficiency to balance the budget. The FY2005 audit 

report revealed an unreserved balance of $45,892 for FY2004 and $58,358 for FY2005. The 

FY2005 audit report recommended, “the school district business office establish a schedule for 

periodic internal audits of the school district’s departmental records. This will provide in 
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improved oversight and should reduce the risk of errors or irregularities occurring and going 

undetected.” 

 

9. The district implements preventive maintenance programs for buildings and equipment that 

are reviewed on a regular basis and are related to the district’s long-term capital needs.  

 

EQA Rating from 2004: Unsatisfactory 

EQA Rating from 2006: Unsatisfactory 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), the district did not have a formal 

preventative maintenance program. It was handled on a case-by case basis.  

 

The district’s Five-Year Capital Plan was reviewed or addressed for the period under review. 

Custodians had routine maintenance issues that they were supposed to complete on a daily basis. 

These functions were primarily for the day-to-day cleaning of each school site.  

 

The Town of Athol contracted out with Gale Associates to complete a Handicap Accessibility 

Transition Plan and Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) analysis of each town building, 

including the schools. The report cited several ADA issues that were not addressed over the past 

several years. The Silver Lake School had $500,000 of upgrade work that was needed. The Ellen 

Bigelow Elementary School had $560,000 of upgrade work that was needed. The Sanders Street 

School had $550,000 of work that was needed. The Riverbend Elementary School had $620,000 

of upgrade work that was needed. The Pleasant Street Elementary School had $90,500 of work 

that was needed. The Athol-Royalston Regional High School had $742,000 of work that was 

needed.  

 

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), the district did not have a formal 

preventive maintenance program that was related to the district’s long-term capital plan, 

according to the current and former superintendents and other administrators. The district did not 

employ any maintenance personnel. All maintenance activities were handled on a case-by-case 

basis. The director of facilities stated that custodians in each of the schools performed minor 

maintenance tasks in addition to their normal duties.  
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The district outsourced major maintenance activities such as annual maintenance and repairs. 

According to the facilities manager, the budget included approximately $75,000 for 

extraordinary maintenance in each of years under review. Maintenance was done on an as-

needed basis. Because of budget constraints, there was no long-term capital plan. The NEASC 

report has placed the high school on probation partly due to the condition and inadequacy of the 

facilities.  There was no potable water in the high school. According to the director of facilities, 

$14,000 was annually spent for bottled water. There was a lack of custodial staff to assure that 

the schools of the district were well maintained. 

 

10. Educational and program facilities are of adequate size, clean, safe, well-lit, well-maintained, 

and conducive to promoting the learning process. * This portion of indicator 12-6 is applied to 

regional academic and vocational school districts.  

  

EQA Rating from 2004: Unsatisfactory 

EQA Rating from 2006: Unsatisfactory 

 

2004 Evidence: In the initial review period (2000-2004), in Athol-Royalston, capital 

improvements were not addressed for the years under review., Tours of the schools, other than 

the Athol-Royalston middle school, revealed that the facilities were in desperate need of 

improvement.  

 

2006 Evidence: During the reexamination period (2004-2006), the district employed Dore and 

Whittier Architects, Inc., to conduct a feasibility study on the current and potential educational 

needs and the long-term disposition of the school facilities. 

 

The report stated, “most of the school facilities evaluated as a part of the study have experienced 

minor maintenance projects since their original construction, but generally speaking, the schools 

remained virtually untouched for the last 35 years. The Athol High School has served the 

community well since its construction in 1957. The Athol elementary schools have also served 

the community well, but the original dates are 1904, 1907, 1919, and 1966, and the facilities are 

showing signs of their age. The newest of the six schools (Pleasant Street) reviewed as part of the 
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study will celebrate its 40th birthday.  Aging facilities, outdated systems, changing educational 

programs in conjunction with federal and state mandates, and a lack of space have taken their toll 

and as a result, a number of concerns are apparent that may have an impact on the quality of the 

learning environment.”  

 

The study concluded that, in general, all the school facilities included in the study were in need 

of upgrades including all building systems and components, technology, windows, roofs and 

hazardous materials abatement, etc., Tours of the schools by EQA examiners revealed that, other 

than the Athol-Royalston middle school and the Royalston elementary school, the facilities were 

in desperate need of improvement.        
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Appendix A: Proficiency Index (PI) 

The Proficiency Index is a metric used to measure and compare all schools and school districts 

regarding their performance on each of the MCAS tests. There are three indices: The Average 

Proficiency Index (API), the English Language Arts Proficiency Index (EPI) and the Math 

Proficiency Index (MPI). The index is developed as follows: 

The Proficiency Index is a measure of the level of achievement a district, school, grade, or 

subgroup has made in relation to the proficiency achievement level on the annual MCAS test. 

The Proficiency Index is calculated as follows: 

Percentage of students scoring 200-208 on test    x    0 = A 
Percentage of students scoring 210-218 on test     x   25 = B 
Percentage of students scoring 220-228 on test     x   50 = C 
Percentage of students scoring 230-238 on test     x   75 = D 
Percentage of students scoring 240 or more on test  x 100 = E 

 
The Proficiency Index PI equals the sum of A + B + C + D + E = PI 

Example: The Governor Ambrose High School had the following results for the 2001 MCAS 

test: 

12 percent of all students scored 200-208; therefore,   12 percent x 0   =   0 
15 percent of all students scored 210-218; therefore,   15 percent x 25   =   3.75 
21 percent of all students scored 220-228; therefore,    21 percent x 50   = 10.5 
34 percent of all students scored 230-238; therefore,    34 percent x 75   = 25.5 
18 percent of all students scored 240 or more; therefore, 18 percent x 100 = 18.0 

 
The Proficiency Index is calculated by adding: 0 + 3.75 + 10.5 + 25.5 + 18 = 57.75 

The Proficiency Index for the Governor Ambrose High would be 57.75 
The MPI would use the same calculation for all students taking the math exam. 
The EPI would use the same calculation for all students taking the ELA exam. 

 
The 100 point Proficiency Index is divided into six Proficiency Categories as follows: 90-100 is 

‘Very High’ (VH), 80-89.9 is ‘High’ (H), 70-79.9 is ‘Moderate’ (M), 60-69.9 is ‘Low’ (L), 40-

59.9 is ‘Very Low’ (VL), and 0-39.9 is ‘Critically Low’ (CL). 
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Appendix B: Athol-Royalston’s Chapter 70 Funding and NSS FY1997-2005 

Foundation Pct Foundation Pct Required Chapter 70 Pct Required Pct Actual Pct Dollars Pct 
Enrollment Chg Budget Chg Local Aid Chg Net School Chg Net School Chg Over/Under Over/ 

FY 

        Contribution     Spending(NSS)   Spending   Requirement Under 
FY97 

 
2,267   13,415,472   75,960 11,412,734   11,488,694   12,192,327   703,633 6.1 

 
FY98 2,186 -3.6 13,284,783 -1 75,215 12,032,447 5.4 12,107,662 5.4 13,269,856 8.8 1,162,194 9.6 
FY99 2,221 1.6 14,196,354 6.9 78,780 13,515,826 12.3 13,594,606 12.3 14,556,795 9.7 962,189 7.1 
FY00 2,287 3 14,590,977 2.8 69,357 14,719,927 8.9 14,789,284 8.8 16,146,718 10.9 1,357,434 9.2 
FY01 2,269 -0.8 14,906,382 2.2 132,617 15,117,002 2.7 15,249,619 3.1 17,079,773 5.8 1,830,154 12 
FY02 2,277 0.4 15,766,726 5.8 92,775 15,673,951 3.7 15,766,726 3.4 16,355,191 -4.2 588,465 3.7 
FY03 2,300 1 16,335,123 3.6 375,137 15,959,986 1.8 16,335,123 3.6 17,561,313 7.4 1,226,190 7.5 
FY04 2,267 -1.4 16,334,999 0 347,437 15,987,562 0.2 16,334,999 0 16,896,237 -3.8 561,238 3.4 
FY05 2,263 -0.2 16,655,466 2 417,088 16,238,378 1.6 16,655,466 2 17,067,514 1 412,048 2.5 

 
                            

Chapter 70 Aid as           FY Dollars per Foundation Enrollment   Percentage of Foundation 
Pct of Actual NSS   Student       

  Fnd 
Budget 

Ch 70 
Aid 

Actual NSS   Ch 70 Required NSS Actual NSS   
  

Head 
Count       

FY97 5,918 5,034 5,378   85.1 85.6 90.9 93.6   2,182       
FY98 6,077 5,504 6,070   90.6 91.1 99.9 90.7   2,123       
FY99 6,392 6,085 6,554   95.2 95.8 102.5 92.8   2,174       
FY00 6,380 6,436 7,060   100.9 101.4 110.7 91.2   2,136       
FY01 6,570 6,662 7,527   101.4 102.3 114.6 88.5   2,171       
FY02 6,924 6,884 7,183   99.4 100 103.7 95.8   2,200       
FY03 7,102 6,939 7,635   97.7 100 107.5 90.9   2,184       
FY04 7,206 7,052 7,453   97.9 100 103.4 94.6   2,170       
FY05 7,360 7,176 7,542   97.5 100 102.5 95.1 

  
2,097  

       
FY06 7,717 7,486 7,888   97 100 102.2 94.9  
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Appendix C: Athol-Royalston 2006 AYP Data 

AYP History and 2006-07 Accountability Status 
ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS 

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) History 

  2003 2004 2005 2006 

2006 Subgroups Not Making AYP Accountability Status 

Aggregate  -  -  -  No  Grades 3-5 

All Subgroups  -  -  -  No  

White -SpecEd -LowInc -  

Aggregate  -  -  -  Yes  Grades 6-8 

All Subgroups  -  -  -  Yes  

  

Aggregate  -  -  -  Yes  Grades 9-12 

All Subgroups  -  -  -  Yes  

  

Identified for Improvement - 
Subgroups  

Aggregate  Yes  Yes  No  No  All Grades 

All Subgroups  Yes  No  No  No  

  

 

MATHEMATICS 

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) History 

  2003 2004 2005 2006 

2006 Subgroups Not Making AYP Accountability Status 

Aggregate  -  -  -  No  Grades 3-5 

All Subgroups  -  -  -  No  

White -LowInc -  

Aggregate  -  -  -  No  Grades 6-8 

All Subgroups  -  -  -  No  

White -SpecEd -LowInc -  

Aggregate  -  -  -  Yes  Grades 9-12 

All Subgroups  -  -  -  Yes  

  

Identified for Improvement - 
Subgroups  

Aggregate  Yes  Yes  No  No  All Grades 

All Subgroups  No  No  No  No  
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2006 AYP Data - English Language Arts By Grade Span 

ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS 

2006 Cycle IV (2005 & 2006) Data 2006 

Participation Performance  Improvement Attendance/CD Student Group 
Enrolled Assessed % Met 

Target 
N  CPI Met 

Target 
CPI 
Change 

Met 
Target 

% Change Met 
Target 

AYP 2006 

Grades 3-5 

Aggregate  481  480  100.0  Yes  636  74.8  No  -0.7  No  95.1  -0.3  Yes  No  

Lim. English Prof.  13  13  -  -  10  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  

Spec. Ed.  108  108  100.0  Yes  127  62.0  No  3.1  No  94.1  -0.2  Yes  No  

Low Income  209  209  100.0  Yes  279  69.4  No  -0.1  No  94.4  -0.5  Yes  No  

Afr. Amer./Black  17  17  -  -  22  69.3  -  -  -  94.5  0.9  -  -  

Asian or Pacif. Isl.  2  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  

Hispanic  28  28  -  -  31  58.9  -  -  -  94.5  -0.7  -  -  

Native American  1  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  

White  433  432  100.0  Yes  577  75.8  No  -0.4  No  95.1  -0.3  Yes  No  

Grades 6-8 

Aggregate  510  508  100.0  Yes  347  80.0  No  -1.5  Yes/SH  94.0  -0.1  Yes  Yes  

Lim. English Prof.  7  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  

Spec. Ed.  95  94  -  -  61  53.7  -  -  -  92.7  0.5  -  -  

Low Income  180  179  99.0  Yes  128  75.8  No  2.5  Yes/SH  92.4  -0.3  Yes  Yes  

Afr. Amer./Black  8  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  

Asian or Pacif. Isl.  6  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  

Hispanic  22  22  -  -  13  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  

Native American  5  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  

White  469  467  100.0  Yes  321  80.3  No  -1.9  Yes/SH  94.0  -0.1  Yes  Yes  

Grades 9-12 

Aggregate  171  170  99.0  Yes  331  81.3  Yes  0.1  Yes/SH  95.0  - Yes  Yes  

Lim. English Prof.  4  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  - -  -  

Spec. Ed.  33  33  -  -  61  61.9  -  -  -  75.0  - -  -  

Low Income  44  44  100.0  Yes  87  76.7  No  11.3  Yes  95.0  - Yes  Yes  

Afr. Amer./Black  3  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  - -  -  
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Asian or Pacif. Isl.  2  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  - -  -  

Hispanic  9  9  -  -  14  -  -  -  -  -  - -  -  

Native American  0  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  - -  -  

White  157  156  99.0  Yes  311  82.1  Yes  0.4  Yes/SH  95.0  - Yes  Yes  
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2006 AYP Data - Mathematics By Grade Span 

MATHEMATICS 

2006 Cycle IV (2005 & 2006) Data 2006 

Participation Performance  Improvement Attendance/CD Student Group 
Enrolled Assessed % Met 

Target 
N  CPI Met 

Target 
CPI 
Change 

Met 
Target 

% Change Met 
Target 

AYP 2006 

Grades 3-5 

Aggregate  482  481  100.0  Yes  315  57.2  No  -2.4  No  95.1  -0.3  Yes  No  

Lim. English Prof.  13  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  

Spec. Ed.  108  107  -  -  60  41.7  -  -  -  94.1  -0.2  -  -  

Low Income  209  208  100.0  Yes  133  51.1  No  0.9  No  94.4  -0.5  Yes  No  

Afr. Amer./Black  17  17  -  -  11  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  

Asian or Pacif. Isl.  2  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  

Hispanic  27  27  -  -  14  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  

Native American  1  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  

White  435  434  100.0  Yes  287  58.0  No  -3.1  No  95.1  -0.3  Yes  No  

Grades 6-8 

Aggregate  508  506  100.0  Yes  674  65.5  No  4.7  No  94.0  -0.1  Yes  No  

Lim. English Prof.  7  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  

Spec. Ed.  94  94  100.0  Yes  131  44.8  No  8.5  No  92.7  0.5  Yes  No  

Low Income  180  179  99.0  Yes  240  59.5  No  6.5  No  92.4  -0.3  Yes  No  

Afr. Amer./Black  8  8  -  -  10  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  

Asian or Pacif. Isl.  6  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  

Hispanic  22  22  -  -  27  54.6  -  -  -  94.0  -0.5  -  -  

Native American  5  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  

White  467  465  100.0  Yes  621  66.2  No  4.8  No  94.0  -0.1  Yes  No  

Grades 9-12 

Aggregate  168  167  99.0  Yes  330  74.7  Yes  3.7  Yes  95.0  - Yes  Yes  

Lim. English Prof.  4  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  - -  -  

Spec. Ed.  32  32  -  -  62  51.6  -  -  -  75.0  - -  -  

Low Income  43  43  100.0  Yes  86  69.2  Yes  16.3  Yes  95.0  - Yes  Yes  

Afr. Amer./Black  3  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  - -  -  
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Asian or Pacif. Isl.  2  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  - -  -  

Hispanic  9  9  -  -  14  -  -  -  -  -  - -  -  

Native American  0  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  - -  -  

White  154  153  99.0  Yes  310  75.0  Yes  4.3  Yes  95.0  - Yes  Yes  
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2006 AYP Data - All Grades 
ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS 

2006 Cycle IV (2005 & 2006) Data 2006 

Participation Performance  Improvement Attendance Student Group 
Enrolled Assessed % Met 

Target 
N  CPI Met 

Target 
CPI 
Change 

Met 
Target 

% Change Met 
Target 

AYP 2006 

Aggregate  1162  1158  100.0  Yes  1314  77.8  No  -0.6  No  93.8  -0.5  Yes  No  

Lim. English Prof.  24  24  -  -  16  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  

Spec. Ed.  236  235  100.0  Yes  249  59.9  No  4.4  No  91.9  -0.6  No  No  

Low Income  433  432  100.0  Yes  494  72.3  No  2.4  No  93.0  -0.3  Yes  No  

Afr. Amer./Black  28  28  -  -  32  73.4  -  -  -  93.2  -0.8  -  -  

Asian or Pacif. Isl.  10  10  -  -  11  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  

Hispanic  59  59  -  -  58  61.6  -  -  -  94.2  -1.0  -  -  

Native American  6  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  

White  1059  1055  100.0  Yes  1209  78.6  No  -0.5  No  93.8  -0.5  Yes  No  

 

MATHEMATICS 

2006 Cycle IV (2005 & 2006) Data 2006 

Participation Performance  Improvement Attendance Student Group 
Enrolled Assessed % Met 

Target 
N  CPI Met 

Target 
CPI 
Change 

Met 
Target 

% Change Met 
Target 

AYP 2006 

Aggregate  1158  1154  100.0  Yes  1319  65.8  No  3.1  No  93.8  -0.5  Yes  No  

Lim. English Prof.  24  24  -  -  18  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  

Spec. Ed.  234  233  100.0  Yes  253  45.8  No  9.4  No  91.9  -0.6  No  No  

Low Income  432  430  100.0  Yes  459  58.9  No  6.8  No  93.0  -0.3  Yes  No  

Afr. Amer./Black  28  28  -  -  25  54.0  -  -  -  93.2  -0.8  -  -  

Asian or Pacif. Isl.  10  10  -  -  12  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  

Hispanic  58  58  -  -  55  53.2  -  -  -  94.2  -1.0  -  -  

Native American  6  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  

White  1056  1052  100.0  Yes  1218  66.5  No  3.1  No  93.8  -0.5  Yes  No  

 


