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Executive Summary 
 

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

Schools in mid-January of 2004. During 2000-2003, it was among the ‘Low’ performing school 

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

examination and the district’s performance on the 2003 Massachusetts Comprehensive 

Assessment System (MCAS) test. However, since the EQA’s data analysis examined grades 4, 8, 

and 10 on the MCAS test the results might differ from the DOE’s figures. 

 

Proficiency/Achievement:
• Salem’s Average Proficiency Index (API) was 69.9, which was based on the 2003 MCAS 

results. The state average for the API was 75.7 in 2003. This placed Salem among the ‘Low’ 
academic school districts in the Commonwealth. In ELA, the district’s ELA Proficiency 
Index (EPI) was 77.2, and the state average for EPI was 82.2. In math, the district’s math 
Proficiency Index (MPI) was 62.6, and the state average for MPI was 69.3. 

 
• On the 2003 MCAS test, 58.4% of the students at Salem scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 

and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. This figure was 10.2 percentage points higher than the 
state average percentages. 
 

• On the 2003 MCAS test, in ELA, 49.8% of the students in Salem scored in the ‘Needs 
Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 10.7 percentage points higher than the 
state’s average percentages in ELA. 
 

• On the same test, in math, 67% of the students in Salem scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 
and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 9.8 percentage points higher than the state’s average 
percentages in math.   
 

• In 2003, in Salem the Proficiency Indices of 77.2 for ELA and 62.6 for math were 5 and 6.7 
points lower than the statewide averages. 

 
• The MCAS performance of all the district’s students did not meet or exceed state proficiency 

standards. 
 
• On the MCAS retest administered in the spring of 2003, 97% of the Salem Class of 2003 

earned a Competency Determination (CD), as compared to 95% of the statewide Class of 
2003. 

 
• On the MCAS retest administered in the spring of 2003, 94% of the Salem Class of 2004 

earned a Competency Determination, as compared to 89% of the statewide Class of 2004. 
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Equity of Achievement/Proficiency: 
• On the 2003 MCAS test, 50.4% of the regular education students in Salem scored in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 9.3 percentage points higher than 
the state’s average percentages for this subgroup of students. 
 

• On the same test, 86.7% of the special education students in Salem scored in the ‘Needs 
Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 7.7 percentage points higher than the state’s 
average percentages. 

 
• On the 2003 MCAS test, 75.2% of the FRL/Y students in Salem scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 1.9 percentage points higher than the state’s 
average percentages for this subgroup of students. 
 

• On the same test, 48% of the FRL/N students in Salem scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 
and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 8.9 percentage points higher than the state’s average 
percentages. 

 
• On the 2003 MCAS test, 75.8% of the African-American students in Salem scored in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 1.2 percentage points higher than 
the state’s average percentages for this subgroup of students. 
 

• On the same test, 79.5% of the Hispanic-American students in Salem scored in the ‘Needs 
Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 1.1 percentage points higher than the state’s 
average percentages. 
 

• On the same test, 49% of the White students in Salem scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 
and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 7.8 percentage points higher than the state’s average 
percentages. 
 

• On the 2003 MCAS test, special education, Hispanic-American, FRL/Y, and African-
American students in Salem all scored lower than the district average PI in both ELA and 
math. 
 

• The MCAS test performance of all the district’s special education, FRL/Y, and Hispanic-
American, and African-American students varied substantially and in a less than satisfactory 
manner in both ELA and math to the district’s regular education, FRL/N, and White students, 
respectively. 

 
Improvement: 
• Between 2000 and 2003, the trend in student performance on the MCAS test was slightly 

upward, with the improvement occurring in all three years in all the categories.  This trend 
was consistent in both ELA and math. 
 

• In Salem, 7.2% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 
than in 2000 and 7.1% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 
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• In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 5.8 points 
and, in math, by 3.9 points. 
 

• In ELA, 9.4% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 
than in 2000 and 7.3% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 
 

• In math, 4.8% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 
than in 2000 and 6.7% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 
 

• The MCAS test performance level in the district improved in the aggregate from 2001-2003. 
 
Equity of Improvement: 
• Between 2000-2003, Salem’s student achievement figures for regular education and 

Hispanic-American students’ results improved by less than the state average in both ELA and 
math. 
 

• Between 2000-2003, Salem’s student achievement figures for White students’ results 
improved by more than the state average in ELA and by less than the state average in math. 
 

• Between 2000-2003, Salem’s student achievement figures for FRL/Y students’ results 
improved by less than the state average in ELA and by more than the state average in math. 
 

• Between 2000-2003, Salem’s student achievement figures for all the district’s students and 
for special education and FRL/N students’ results improved by more than the state average in 
both ELA and math. 

 
Participation and Access: 
• Overall, eligible students were participating in both ELA and math assessments at required 

levels. 
 
Summary of Preliminary Findings by Domain: 
 
Assessment and Evaluation: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on twelve, ‘Poor’ on eight, and 

‘Unsatisfactory’ on one of the twenty-one performance indicators in this domain. 
 

• In Salem, during the period under review, the district administered a variety of assessments 
in addition to the MCAS tests to measure student progress. 

 
• Although the district analyzed assessment data regularly, for the majority of the period under 

review no formal training in data analysis skills was offered to administrators or teachers in 
the district. 

  
• In Salem, the district exceeded the state participation requirement of 95% during the 2003 

administration of the MCAS test. 
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• During the entire period under review, the district’s student attendance was below the state 
average with chronic absenteeism rates at the high school averaging between 35.7% and 
50.2% in grades 9-12 in the 2001-2002 school year.   

 
• During the period under review, the district did not implement programs to encourage student 

attendance, nor did it track, monitor, or evaluate student attendance in a manner that led to 
improved student participation and achievement. 

 
• During the period under review, the district did not have a formal program evaluation plan or 

cycle in place for evaluating any of the core curricula programs. 
 

• Although the district’s evaluation program for teachers and administrators met the 
requirements of the Massachusetts Education Reform Act, evaluations were not always 
completed in a timely manner or signed by both parties.  

 
Curriculum and Instruction: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on twenty, and ‘Poor’ on five of the 

twenty-five performance indicators in this domain. 
 
• During the period under review, the district developed curriculum guides for all content areas 

under the direction of curriculum teams that were established from grades PreK-12.   
 

• The district did not have department heads at the high school to provide leadership in areas of 
curriculum and curriculum revision.  

 
• While the district had aligned its curriculum with the state curriculum frameworks, it was not 

clearly articulated or consistently implemented among or across all grade levels. 
 
• During the period under review, allocated instructional time in content areas did not meet the 

educational needs of all students as evidenced by low student achievement data. 
 
• District recruitment and employment practices enabled the district to hire and retain 

professional staff members who were certified and qualified for the positions they held. 
 

• During the period under review, the district’s instructional programs were not effective in 
meeting the educational needs of all its students. 

 
• During the period under review, the district had well-established practices in place for 

transition management, dropout prevention, and student behavior/discipline. 
 

• The district did not have effective policies or practices to promote high expectations for all 
students, which resulted in high student achievement. 

 
• During the period under review, the district developed professional development plans, 

which were based on the district’s identified needs, student achievement data, and individual 
school’s goals. 
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Student Academic Support Services: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on three and ‘Poor’ on four of the 

seven performance indicators in this domain. 
 
• During the period under review, the district adopted a district curriculum accommodation 

plan (DCAP), but it was not specific in assisting principals or teachers in the ways services 
could be implemented to meet students’ needs.   
 

• In Salem, early intervention reading programs in the district did not result in acceptable rates 
of proficiency among Grade 3 students. 

  
Leadership and Governance: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on sixteen of the sixteen performance 

indicators in this domain. 
 
• During the period under review, school improvement plans’ (SIPs) goals and respective 

action plans were well aligned with the district improvement plan (DIP) and its mission.   
 

• In Salem, building principals received annual evaluations, which contributed to performance-
based pay increases and measured progress towards school improvement goals and student 
assessment results. 

 
• For the period under review, the district had a district improvement plan that was established 

in consultation with the school committee and the necessary district administrators, and was 
aligned with the district mission and vision statements.  

 

• Between 2000-2003, in the district’s documentation and practices it was clearly committed to 
a mentoring program that supported and encouraged teachers who were new to the school 
system. 

 
Business and Finance: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on one, ‘Satisfactory’ on fourteen, 

‘Poor’ on five of the twenty performance indicators in this domain.  
 
• During the period under examination, the Salem Public Schools had effective budget 

processes and procedures that included the appropriate input from school principals, school 
councils, and parents. 

 
• Between 2000-2003, in Salem, the school department budget was consistently funded above 

the required state Net School Spending (NSS) levels. 
 
• In Salem, although independent audits were conducted through the City’s independent audit, 

the findings of these audits were not always addressed in the years under review. 
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• During the period under examination, despite efforts to secure state school building 
assistance (SBA) funds, there was a need to address the serious deficiencies in the physical 
facilities at Salem High School. 
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Part I: Overview of the EQA Review Process and the District 
 

On January 13-15, 2004, the EQA conducted an independent examination of the Salem Public 

Schools for the period between 2000-2003. This examination applied the standards related to the 

EQA’s five major domains of inquiry, which include: A, Assessment and Evaluation; B, 

Curriculum and Instruction; C, Student Academic Support Services; D, Leadership and 

Governance; and E, Business and Financial Management. The EQA’s examination process for 

school districts involved two tiers of investigation and utilized twelve standards. The basis of this 

report is the result of the source documents, correspondence sent prior to the on-site visit, 

interviews with the representative from the school committee, the district leadership team, school 

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

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

 

Salem is a medium-sized city located in Essex County in northeastern Massachusetts. 

Educational, health and social services are the largest sources of employment in Salem, followed 

by manufacturing. According to the 2000 U.S. Census, it has a population of 40,407 people and a 

median family income of $55,635, while the median family income in Massachusetts is $61,664. 

Salem has a Mayor/City Council form of government and a seven-person school committee. The 

Salem Public Schools have 10 schools serving Grades K-12. The most recent Massachusetts 

Department of Education (DOE) figures indicate that there were 5,000 students enrolled in the 

district on October 1, 2003. The demographic/subgroup composition in the Salem Public Schools 

is: 64% White, 28.6% Hispanic-American, 4.6% African-American, 2.7% Asian-American, 

Limited English Proficiency (LEP), 10.9%; Free or Reduced Lunch/Yes (FRL/Y), 36.5%; and 

Special Education (SPED), 16.9%. During the ten years of education reform in Massachusetts, 

Salem’s state Chapter 70 Aid increased by 250% from $3,442,773 in FY1993 to $12,078,597 in 

FY2002. For the fiscal years under review, 2000-2003, Salem received $10,663,526; 

$11,563,901; $12,078,597; and $12,334,597 for a total of $46,640,621 in state Chapter 70 Aid.  

 

This report finds the Salem Public Schools to be a ‘Low’ performing school district, which is 

marked by student achievement that is ‘Moderate’ in English Language Arts (ELA) and ‘Low’ in 

math on the Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS) test. Since 2000, Salem 
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has also demonstrated significant improvements on its ‘Low’ MCAS test scores, but in the 2003 

administration of the MCAS test, 58.4% of its students scored below standard. 

 

Part II:  Tier I Analysis of Student Achievement and MCAS Test Data 
 
At Tier I, while particular attention was paid to the 2003 MCAS test, the EQA review of Salem’s 

MCAS test results (2000-2003) is framed by the following five essential questions. However, 

since the EQA’s data analysis examined grades 4, 8, and 10 on the MCAS test the results might 

differ from the DOE’s figures. 

 

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 MCAS test performance vary among the district’s 

student subgroups? 

 

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

over time? 

 

4. Equity of Improvement: How has 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 did several types of analyses on the 

most current test data: a comparative analysis of the MCAS test data using state and district 

results by grade, ethnicity, and student category, a school-based analysis, a “performance gap” 

analysis, and a series of analyses to determine whether the mean responses for students in the 

district differed significantly from those of the state and between student subgroups within the 

district. Descriptive analyses of the test results for 2003 MCAS test revealed significant 
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differences between students in the district and the average scores of students in Massachusetts. 

A discussion of the analyses follows: 

 
Salem vs. Massachusetts: 
• The aggregate of students in Salem scored lower than the aggregate of the state. 

• The regular education students in Salem scored lower than the state’s regular education 

students. 

• The special education students in Salem scored lower than the state’s special education 

students.  

• The FRL/Y students in Salem scored lower than the state’s FRL/Y students.   

• The FRL/N students in Salem scored lower than the state’s FRL/N students.   

• The African-American students in Salem scored the same as the state’s African-American 

students. 

• The Hispanic-American students in Salem scored lower than the state’s Hispanic-American 

students. 

• The White students in Salem scored lower than the state’s White students. 

 
Salem’s totals vs. Salem’s subgroups: 
• The FRL/Y students in Salem scored lower than all other subgroups in Salem except 

Hispanic-American and special education students. 

• The special education students in Salem scored the lowest of all subgroups in Salem. 

• The African-American and Hispanic-American students in Salem both scored lower than the 

White students in Salem. 
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Assessment of MCAS Results 2000-2003 
1. Proficiency/Achievement: To what extent is the MCAS performance of all the district’s 

students meeting or exceeding state proficiency standards? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• On the 2003 MCAS test, 58.4% of the students at Salem scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 

and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. This figure was 10.2 percentage points higher than the 

state average percentages. 

 

• On the 2003 MCAS test, in ELA, 49.8% of the students in Salem scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 10.7 percentage points higher than the 

state’s average percentages in ELA. 

 

• On the same test, in math, 67% of the students in Salem scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 

and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 9.8 percentage points higher than the state’s average 

percentages in math.   

 

• In 2003, in Salem, the Proficiency Indices of 77.2 for ELA and 62.6 for math were 5.0 and 

6.7 points lower than the statewide averages. 

 

• The MCAS performance of all the district’s students did not meet or exceed state proficiency 

standards. 
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Figure/Table 1: 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

Analysis of Figure/Table 1:  

• Salem had 6.4% and 3.8% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories 

than the state on the 2003 MCAS test. 

 

• Salem had 6% and 4.2% more of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state on the 2003 MCAS test. 

  Advanced 14.2 7.8 
  Proficient 37.6 33.8 

  Needs Improv. 32.2 38.2 
  Warning/Failing 16.0 20.2 
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Figure/Table 2: 
 

 

 
  
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
Analysis of Figure/Table 2: 

• Salem had 6.6% and 3.7% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories 

in ELA than the state on the 2003 MCAS test. 

 

• In ELA, Salem’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category was less than 

one-half that of the state in the category, 5.5% to 12.1%. 

 

• Salem had 8.9% and 1.8% more of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ categories in ELA than the state on the 2003 MCAS test. 

 

• Salem had 5.8% and 4% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories 

in math than the state on the 2003 MCAS test. 

 

• Salem had 3.3% and 6.5% more of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ categories in math than the state on the 2003 MCAS test. 
 

 

 

  Advanced 12.1 5.5 15.9 10.1 
  Proficient 48.4 44.7 26.9 22.9 

  Needs Improv. 30.2 39.1 34.1 37.4 
  Warning/Failing 8.9 10.7 23.1 29.6 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level by Subject and Grade
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Figure/Table 3:   
Proficiency Index (MCAS 2003) by Grade 

 ELA Math 
Salem 77.2 62.6 

Grade 04 75.2 66.6 
Grade 07 81.5 NA 
Grade 08 NA 55.4 
Grade 10 74.3 66.4 

 

Analysis of Figure/Table 3: 

• On average, in Salem, the math PI was 14.6 points less than that for ELA system-wide. (The 

statewide average for this gap was 12.8 Proficiency Index points).  

 

• In ELA, the Proficiency Index in Grade 7 was 4.3 points higher than the district average and 

in Grades 4 and 10 they were 2 and 2.9 points lower than the district average. 

 

• In math, the Proficiency Indices in Grades 4 and 10 were 4 and 3.8 points higher than the 

district average and in Grade 8 it was 7.2 points lower than the district average.  

 
 

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

student subgroups? 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
• On the 2003 MCAS test, 50.4% of the regular education students in Salem scored in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 9.3 percentage points higher than 

the state’s average percentages for this subgroup of students. 

 

• On the same test, 86.7% of the special education students in Salem scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 7.7 percentage points higher than the state’s 

average percentages. 
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• On the 2003 MCAS test, 75.2% of the FRL/Y students in Salem scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 1.9 percentage points higher than the state’s 

average percentages for this subgroup of students. 

 

• On the same test, 48% of the FRL/N students in Salem scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 

and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 8.9 percentage points higher than the state’s average 

percentages. 

 

• On the 2003 MCAS test, 75.8% of the African-American students in Salem scored in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 1.2 percentage points higher than 

the state’s average percentages for this subgroup of students. 

 

• On the same test, 79.5% of the Hispanic-American students in Salem scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 1.1 percentage points higher than the state’s 

average percentages. 

 

• On the same test, 49% of the White students in Salem scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 

and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 7.8 percentage points higher than the state’s average 

percentages. 

 

• On the 2003 MCAS test, special education, Hispanic-American, FRL/Y, and African-

American students in Salem all scored lower than the district average PI in both ELA and 

math. 

 

• The MCAS test performance of all the district’s special education, FRL/Y, and Hispanic-

American, and African-American students varied substantially and in a less than satisfactory 

manner in both ELA and math to the district’s regular education, FRL/N, and White students, 

respectively. 
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Figure/Table 4: 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 
Analysis of Figure/Table 4:  

• Salem had 7.1% and 2.3% fewer regular education students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s regular education students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

 

• Salem had 5.9% and 3.4% more of its regular education students score in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s regular education students on 

the 2003 MCAS test. 

 

• Salem had 1.1% and 6.6% fewer of its special education students score in the ‘Advanced’ 

and ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s special education students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

 

• Salem had 8% more and 0.3% fewer of its special education students score in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s special education students on 

the 2003 MCAS test. 

  Advanced 16.8 9.7 2.3 1.2 
  Proficient 42.2 39.9 18.7 12.1 

  Needs Improv. 30.4 36.3 41.3 49.3 
  Warning/Failing 10.7 14.1 37.7 37.4 
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Figure/Table 5: 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of students by FreeLunch status at each proficiency level
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  Advanced 3.6 2.7 18.0 11.0 
  Proficient 23.2 22.1 42.9 41.0 

  Needs Improv. 41.3 44.8 28.9 34.1 
  Warning/Failing 32.0 30.4 10.2 13.9 

 
Analysis of Figure/Table 5:  

• Salem had 0.9% and 1.1% fewer of its FRL/Y students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s FRL/Y students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

 

• Salem had 3.5% more and 1.6% fewer of its FRL/Y students score in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s FRL/Y students on the 2003 

MCAS test.  

 

• Salem had 7% and 1.9% fewer of its FRL/N students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s FRL/N students on the 2003 MCAS test.  

 

• Salem had 5.2% and 3.7% more of its FRL/N students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s FRL/N students on the 2003 MCAS test. 
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Figure/Table 6: 
 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of students by race at each proficiency level
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  Advanced 3.3 1.9 2.6 2.8 16.6 10.0 
  Proficient 22.0 22.3 19.0 17.8 42.2 41.1 

  Needs Improv. 41.4 47.6 39.9 44.7 30.3 35.4 
  Warning/Failing 33.2 28.2 38.5 34.8 10.9 13.6 

 

Analysis of Figure/Table 6:  

• Salem had 1.4% fewer and 0.3% more of its African-American students score in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s African-American students on the 

2003 MCAS test. 

 

• Salem had 6.2% more and 5% fewer of its African-American students score in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s African-American students 

on the 2003 MCAS test. 

 

• Salem had 0.2% more and 1.2% fewer of its Hispanic-American students score in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s Hispanic-American students on the 

2003 MCAS test. 
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• Salem had 4.8% more and 3.7% fewer of its Hispanic-American students score in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s Hispanic-American students 

on the 2003 MCAS test. 

 

• Salem had 6.6% and 1.1% fewer of its White students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s White students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

 

• Salem had 5.1% and 2.7% more of its White students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s White students on the 2003 MCAS test. 
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Figure/Table 7:   
N-values by category 

   ELA Math 
Salem Advanced 61 113 

 Proficient 495 256 
 Needs Improv. 433 417 
 Warning/Failing 119 330 

Regular Advanced 60 109 
 Proficient 452 246 
 Needs Improv. 309 327 
 Warning/Failing 47 200 

Disability Advanced 1 4 
 Proficient 40 9 
 Needs Improv. 116 84 
 Warning/Failing 46 106 

LEP Proficient 3 1 
 Needs Improv. 8 6 
 Warning/Failing 26 24 

Free Lunch/Y Advanced 8 15 
 Proficient 127 61 
 Needs Improv. 209 172 
 Warning/Failing 78 180 

Free Lunch/N Advanced 53 98 
 Proficient 368 195 
 Needs Improv. 224 245 
 Warning/Failing 41 150 

African-American Advanced 0 2 
 Proficient 18 5 
 Needs Improv. 29 20 
 Warning/Failing 6 23 

Asian-American Advanced 1 11 
 Proficient 23 13 
 Needs Improv. 8 6 

Hispanic-American Advanced 7 11 
 Proficient 80 35 
 Needs Improv. 161 128 
 Warning/Failing 76 149 

White Advanced 52 88 
  Proficient 373 203 
  Needs Improv 234 262 
  Warning/Failing 35 155 
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Table 8:   
 

Proficiency Index (MCAS 2003) Free/Reduced lunch Status, Student Status, and Race 
ELA vs Math PI (by subgroup)
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   ELA Math 

A SALEM 77.2 62.6 

B Regular 82.7 68.3 

C Disability 61.6 42.9 

D FRL/Y 66.5 51.5 

E FRL/N 83.8 69.5 

F African-American 70.3 52.0 

G Hispanic-American 61.6 48.5 

H White 84.5 68.7 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 8:  

• In Salem, White, FRL/N, and regular education students scored 7.3, 6.6, and 5.5 Proficiency 

Index points higher on the MCAS test in ELA than the district average. 

 

• In Salem, special education, Hispanic-American, FRL/Y, and African-American students 

scored 15.6, 15.6, 10.7, and 6.9 Proficiency Index points lower on the MCAS test in ELA 

than the district average.  

 

• In Salem, FRL/N, White, and regular education students scored 6.9, 6.1, and 5.7 Proficiency 

Index points higher on the MCAS test in math than the district average.  

 

• In Salem, special education, Hispanic-American, FRL/Y, and African-American students 

scored 19.7, 14.1, 11.1, and 10.6 Proficiency Index points lower on the MCAS test in math 

than the district average.   

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

over time? 

 

Preliminary Findings: 
• Between 2000 and 2003, the trend in student performance on the MCAS test was slightly 

upward with improvement occurring in all three years in all the categories.  This trend was 

consistent in both ELA and math. 

 

• In Salem, 7.2% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000 and 7.1% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

 

• In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 5.8 points 

and, in math, by 3.9 points. 

 

• In ELA, 9.4% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000 and 7.3% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 
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• In math, 4.8% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000 and 6.7% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

 

• The MCAS test performance level for in the district improved in the aggregate from 2001-

2003. 

Figure/Table 9: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

MCAS 2000 - 2003 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level
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  Advanced 4.4 4.3 6.4 7.8 
  Proficient 30.0 30.4 32.1 33.8 

  Needs Improv. 38.3 41.9 39.6 38.2 
  Warning/Failing 27.3 23.5 21.9 20.2 

 

Analysis of Figure/Table 9:  
• In Salem, 41.6% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

in contrast to 34.4% of all students scoring in this category in 2000.  

 

• In Salem, 20.2% of all students scored at the  ‘Warning/Failing’ category in 2003 in contrast 

to 27.3% of all students scoring in this category in 2000. 
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Figure/Table 10:   

Proficiency Index Trend Data MCAS 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003 

Prof. Index Trend Data
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  ELA Math 
  2000 2001 2002 2003 2000 2001 2002 2003 
Advanced 2.7 2.9 5.6 5.5 6.1 5.6 7.2 10.1 
Proficient 38.1 39.9 43.0 44.7 22.1 21.1 21.2 22.9 

Needs Improv. 41.2 41.4 38.3 39.1 35.5 42.4 40.8 37.4 
Warning/Failing 18.0 15.8 13.1 10.7 36.3 31.0 30.8 29.6 
 

Analysis of Figure/Table 10:  
• In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 5.8 points, 

from 71.4 to 77.2. 

 

• In math, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 3.9 points, 

from 58.7 to 62.6. 

 

• In ELA, 50.2% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 in 

contrast to 40.8% of all students achieving these categories in 2000.  

 

• In ELA, 10.7% of all students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category in 2003 in contrast to 

18.0% of all students scoring at this category in 2000. 
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• In math, 33% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 in 

contrast to 28.2% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000.  

 

• In math, 29.6% of all students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category in 2003 in contrast to 

36.3% of all students scoring in this category in 2000. 

 

4. Equity of Improvement: How has MCAS performance for the district’s student 

subgroups changed over time? 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• Between 2000-2003, Salem’s student achievement figures for regular education and 

Hispanic-American students’ results improved by less than the state average in both ELA and 

math. 

 

• Between 2000-2003, Salem’s student achievement figures for White students’ results 

improved by more than the state average in ELA and by less than the state average in math. 

 

• Between 2000-2003, Salem’s student achievement figures for FRL/Y students’ results 

improved by less than the state average in ELA and by more than the state average in math. 

 

• Between 2000-2003, Salem’s student achievement figures for all the district’s students and 

for special education and FRL/N students’ results improved by more than the state average in 

both ELA and math.  
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Figures 12A-D:  
(bars = Salem; dots = State) 

A. 
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B. 

Prof Index by Subgroup (Math)
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C. 
Prof Index  by Subgroup (ELA)
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Table 12: 
Trend Data by Subgroup (Salem.) Trend Data by Subgroup (State) 

  ELA Math 
ALL ‘01 72.2 59.9 

 ‘02 75.8 60.0 
 ‘03 77.2 62.6 

Regular ‘01 79.7 66.7 
 ‘02 81.7 65.2 
 ‘03 82.7 68.3 

Disability ‘01 46.6 34.9 
 ‘02 50.4 38.7 
 ‘03 61.6 42.9 

FRL/Y ‘01 64.9 47.6 
 ‘02 65.2 48.8 
 ‘03 66.5 51.5 

FRL/N ‘01 75.9 66.2 
 ‘02 81.8 66.5 
 ‘03 83.8 69.5 

Hispanic-
American ‘01 59.0 45.4 

 ‘02 57.9 43.9 
 ‘03 61.6 48.5 

White ‘01 78.7 67.2 
 ‘02 82.8 66.5 
 ‘03 84.5 68.7  

  ELA Math 
ALL ‘01 79.5 67.3 

 ‘02 81.6 67.0 
 ‘03 82.2 69.3 

Regular ‘01 84.1 71.9 
 ‘02 85.8 71.4 
 ‘03 87.2 74.5 

Disability ‘01 55.3 43.5 
 ‘02 58.1 42.6 
 ‘03 62.0 46.4 

FRL/Y ‘01 62.4 48.1 
 ‘02 65.5 47.6 
 ‘03 66.7 51.3 

FRL/N ‘01 84.1 72.6 
 ‘02 86.0 72.2 
 ‘03 87.8 75.8 

Hispanic-
American ‘01 57.1 42.6 

 ‘02 60.3 42.1 
 ‘03 61.6 46.3 

White ‘01 84.3 72.8 
 ‘02 86.4 72.7 
 ‘03 86.9 74.5  

 

Analysis of Figures/Table 12:  

• In Salem, between 2001-2003, all students increased by 5 Proficiency Index points in ELA 

and 2.7 points in math, as compared with increases of 2.7 and 2 points statewide. 

 

• In Salem, between 2001-2003, regular education students increased by 3 Proficiency Index 

points in ELA and 1.6 points in math, as compared with increases of 3.1 and 2.6 points 

statewide. 

 

• In Salem, between 2001-2003, special education students increased by 15 Proficiency Index 

points in ELA and 8 points in math, as compared with increases of 6.7 and 2.9 points 

statewide. 
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• In Salem, between 2001-2003, FRL/Y students increased by 1.6 Proficiency Index points in 

ELA and 3.9 points in math, as compared with increases of 4.3 and 3.2 points statewide. 

 

• In Salem, between 2001-2003, FRL/N students increased by 7.9 Proficiency Index points in 

ELA and by 3.3 points in math, as compared with increases of 3.7 and 3.2 points statewide. 

 

• In Salem, between 2001-2003, Hispanic-American students increased by 2.6 Proficiency 

Index points in ELA and by 3.1 points in math, as compared with increases of 4.5 and 3.7 

points statewide. 

 

• In Salem, between 2001-2003, White students increased by 5.8 Proficiency Index points in 

ELA and 1.5 in math, as compared with increases of 2.6 and 1.7 points statewide. 

 
5.  Participation and Access: Are all eligible students attending and participating in all        

required programs and assessments? 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
• Overall, eligible students were participating in both ELA and math assessments at required 

levels. 

 
Table 13:  

 ELA Math 
Tested 97.62% 98.59% 
NTM 0.09% 0.18% 
NTO 2.29% 1.24% 

 
Analysis of Table 13: 
• On the 2003 MCAS test, Salem’s student test participation rates in ELA and math were 

97.62% and 98.59%, respectively. These figures were 2.62% and 3.59% above the state’s 

standard for test participation, which is 95%. 
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Part III: Summary and Preliminary Findings by Domain 
  

Domain A: Assessment and Evaluation 
 
 Standards            Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total
Domain A – Assessment & Evaluation                   
S1 - Student Assessment                   
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 6 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
S2 – Participation          
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
  Satisfactory 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 N/A 3 
  Poor 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 N/A 3 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 N/A 1 
S3 - Evaluation Processes          
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
  Satisfactory 0 1 1 0 0 1 N/A N/A 3 
  Poor 1 0 0 1 1 0 N/A N/A 3 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
 
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.   

 
Preliminary Finding(s): 

• In Salem, during the period under review, the district administered a variety of assessments 

in addition to the MCAS tests to measure student progress. 

 

• Although the district analyzed assessment data regularly, for the majority of the period under 

review no formal training in data analysis skills was offered to administrators or teachers in 

the district. 
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Indicators: 

1. The district has clear assessment policies and procedures that direct the regular evaluation of 

classroom, school, district, and state assessment results. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In Salem, the district had a policy for the evaluation of instructional programs and 

contained in this policy was a paragraph related to program assessments. The policy stated 

that, "Elements of the district's evaluation shall include testing required by the DOE." 

Further, the policy stated that, "The district support[ed] the use of standardized tests as one 

method for assessing its goals relative to the acquisition of the minimum standards of 

achievement by students of the school department." The policy continued by stating that, 

"The data retrieved [would] be compared to state and national results in order to aid in 

developing individualized instruction and achievement levels." The district had procedures in 

place for review of assessments throughout the levels. These procedures included an MCAS 

test analyses protocol that was used at all grade levels. This template included questions 

regarding student performance, an analysis chart and a course of action regarding 

instructional programs for students. The examination of the MCAS test data began with the 

assistant superintendent receiving the MCAS test data and after an initial analysis, the results 

were sent to all schools. In addition, the district had a district-wide data specialist who 

received the data for input into the district's data system. When the principals received the 

data, they reviewed the data and, at the elementary and middle school levels, an item analysis 

was developed with staff during team meetings, common planning times, and after-school 

staff meetings. According to a district administrator, data at the high school was examined at 

meetings with head teachers and content area staff. It was also learned that analyses of 

assessment data not only took place at the district level, beginning with the assistant 

superintendent, but also through the curriculum leadership team meetings. Principals of all 

schools were required to present the MCAS test data for their buildings to the school 

committee at a series of meetings. For example, the analysis of the Dynamic Indicators of 

Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) at the elementary level took place through team or 

grade level meetings, and in some cases, common planning times. 
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2. District and building administrators carefully and accurately implement the “Principles of 

Test Administration” in their jurisdictions and provide complete and accurate information on 

student status and participation in accordance with the “Principles” in the administration of 

the MCAS test and system-wide tests.  

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Salem, the principals administered the MCAS test in accordance with the 

"Principles of Test Administration." Elementary principals received the tests directly. The 

tests were then placed in a secure location until counting could take place. Test schedules and 

protocols were given to those staff members who would administer the tests. The appropriate 

information was entered and labels were placed on tests. Test administrators signed out for 

the tests and tests were returned to the principals after each testing period. Returned tests 

were again counted and kept in a secure place until testing resumed and was completed. 

Principals then recounted tests, included all paperwork relating to waivers, and packaged the 

tests for pick-up by the delivery service. 

 
3. The district regularly employs criterion-referenced tests, norm-referenced tests, or other 

standardized tests in addition to the MCAS test to assess the progress of all student 

populations.  

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: Between 2000-2003, other than the MCAS test, the district did not use any other 

standardized test as end-of-the year assessments by grade levels. The district used the 

Stanford Achievement test to determine eligibility for Title I and, until 2003, the Stanford 

test was used as a pre-assessment and post-assessment to determine student achievement in 

the MCAS test remedial classes. In 2003, the district implemented a series of assessments to 

assure progress. These assessments included the Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) 

to allow teachers to determine students’ reading accuracy, fluency, and comprehension 

levels. This assessment was used at the elementary level. The Scholastic Reading Inventory 

(SRI), that enabled teachers to assess and monitor student reading progress, was given to 

students in grades 2-9. Each year during the period under review, the next grade level was be 

added until the test reached grade 12. The DIBELS was also given to the elementary students 
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in the two Reading First Schools. At these schools, there were assessment teams in place who 

were responsible for carrying out this testing. The GRAD test was also administered to these 

students in the Reading First schools. Students who were participating in the Reading 

Recovery Program were also assessed with instruments that were part of that program, such 

as Running Records that provided information regarding student needs and progress. A 

Kindergarten/Grade 1 inventory was given to all early primary students to assess readiness 

for writing, letter recognition, and reading. At the middle school, the Orleans-Hannah 

Algebra Prognosis Inventory was given to Grade 7 students to determine capability in 

algebra. In addition to the above, the staff used assessments that accompanied the Everyday 

Math program at the elementary level. Staff at the middle and high school also used common 

(not standardized) assessments created by staff to provide information regarding the math 

proficiency of students. The MELA-O and LAS test were administered to LEP students to 

assess language acquisition levels. In addition, the district administered the SAT and the 

ACT assessments. 

 
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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Salem, as a result of the ELA scores at the elementary level, the district 

introduced a balanced reading program in grades K-3. The Wright Group Phonics was 

introduced across the elementary level. As a result of low math scores throughout the district 

adopted Everyday Math in all elementary schools in 1999. The Connected Math Program 

was adopted at the middle school and at the high school. Integrated math, combining algebra 

and geometry, was offered in grades 9 and 10, as many students were introduced to geometry 

before taking the Grade 10 MCAS test. According to a district administrator, the district was 

moving from incidental to more focused instruction. 
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The changes in instruction at the elementary level and middle level included using 

manipulatives for teaching math concepts. Also, instructional practices in reading had not 

changed since 1984 and, during the time under review, guided reading strategies were 

introduced. In the middle school, the ELA teachers selected focus correction areas in a 

writing program based on the long composition and open response rubrics used to score the 

ELA MCAS test. As a result of the middle school’s participation in the Coalition of Essential 

Schools, a variety of instructional practices were introduced including the examination of 

student work using protocols. An administrator explained that, at the high school level, 

instructional practices now included more of an emphasis on group work and that the goal 

was to have high school instruction become more student-centered. 

 

As a result of analyzing assessment data, supplementary and remedial programs were 

introduced at the elementary level. For example, at a large elementary school with a large 

bilingual population, an additional Title I teacher was assigned. In the middle school, they 

saw the need for support in math, so Title I teachers were assigned to provide more support 

in math. In the high school, extra ELA and math MCAS test remediation was offered in 

Grade 10 and to those upper classmen who had failed to meet the competency determination, 

while tutoring services were also available. For the time under review, DOE grants were 

available for MCAS test tutoring and summer programs. 

 

According to a district administrator, many professional development offerings were driven 

by the MCAS test. For example, middle school teachers participated in the DOE’s PALMS 

workshops in the areas of math and science. There was math training for Everyday Math, 

which included how to teach early algebraic concepts and proportional reasoning. One 

administrator offered professional development on the latest research about reading. As a 

result of the low MCAS test scores on open response questions, workshops were offered in 

Developing Strategies for Open Response. Teachers developed their own science kits (as no 

science text met the standards) and made sure that open response questions were included. 

An elementary administrator described a variety of professional development offerings that 

were provided in the elementary school in response to needs identified in the MCAS test item 

analysis. 
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The district realized they needed a new math program and purchased the Everyday Math 

program and accompanying manipulatives. In reading, the district purchased the leveled 

readers for guided reading. Administrators explained that all purchasing and provisioning 

was determined by the need to purchase materials that were aligned with the state 

frameworks. In order to support the need for phonics, the district purchased a phonics 

program for the elementary program. Each school had a professional library. Materials for 

integrated math at the high school were also purchased. 
 
5. The district and each of its schools disseminate assessment analyses to appropriate staff at 

regular intervals.  

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Salem, the MCAS test data was sent directly to the district. The results were 

then given to the assistant superintendent for curriculum. This administrator analyzed the 

results and did a general analysis of the MCAS test that provided an overview of strengths 

and weaknesses. The MCAS results were then sent to the building principals. At the 

elementary level, the principals, along with literacy/coordinator specialists, began an item 

analysis of the results. This item analysis eventually involved all teachers in the building and 

was done at team meetings and monthly staff meetings, as well as during half-day release 

days. The middle school teams analyzed the MCAS test at team meetings, common planning 

times, and staff meetings. According to a district administrator, meetings to analyze the 

MCAS test data were held at the high school level with head teachers and content area 

teachers. At each level, the MCAS results and analyses were given to the school councils. 

This MCAS test data was then included in each of the school improvement plans (SIPs). In 

addition, principals presented an analysis of the MCAS test data for their school to the school 

committee. 
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6. District administrators, building administrators, and teachers demonstrate that they have the 

skills to use aggregate and individual test analyses to improve instructional programs and 

services for all student populations. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

 
Evidence: No formal training in the analysis of data was provided to administrators until 

September 2003, when training in TestWiz was provided for administrators and elementary 

literacy coordinators/specialists. During interviews, elementary administrators said that all of 

the administrators had master’s degrees and knew how to analyze data. However, one 

administrator said that he was working at trying to use TestWiz before the training was 

offered. During an interview, another district administrator said that all principals had access 

to TestWiz and had a working knowledge of how to use it. In response to a question 

concerning principals' ability to access Grade 9 MCAS test scores, the administrator said that 

probably not many of the principals would be able to accomplish this task successfully. This 

same district administrator said that there was a data processing staff person and that 

principals could request information relating to data from this person. During interviews with 

district administrators, they said that, while teachers were not trained in the analysis of data, 

principals presented data in such a manner so that teachers were able to complete an item 

analysis and determine achievement levels. Teachers who were using other assessment 

instruments, such as those associated with various programs in use, had been trained in how 

to administer these particular tests. In conclusion, while administrators and staff used a 

number of assessments and analyzed the results that led to a number of remedial initiatives 

along with lower class size, the fact remained that 49% of the district's Grade 3 students were 

still scoring in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories on the 2003 

MCAS ELA test. 
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7. The district educates all of its students to meet or exceed the Competency Determination 

(CD) standard by their senior year. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: Based on the progress report on students attaining the Competency Determination 

(CD) released by the DOE in 2003, 97% of the Class of 2003 earned a Competency 

Determination, and 94% of the Class of 2004 earned a Competency Determination.  

 
8. Classroom assessment standards, practices, and expectations for teachers and students are 

consistently linked with learning standards articulated in the state curriculum frameworks. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

 
Evidence: In Salem, a district administrator indicated that assessments at all levels were 

aligned with the state frameworks. Elementary principals also said that they required staff to 

designate in plan books what standards were being taught. However, the teachers' labor union 

was able to abolish this requirement. According to a district administrator, many teachers still 

included this information. At the elementary level, a new report card that was standards-

based was introduced in 2002. Further, at the various levels, all curriculum units were 

aligned with the state curriculum frameworks. In addition, a curriculum template assessment 

was used by building-based teams at each level to identify items of concern and provide a 

strategy or course of action to be implemented to address that particular concern. 

 

For the time under review, an analysis of the high school's organizational chart showed no 

staff leadership provided for curriculum. In interviews, the EQA team was told that there 

were head teachers (some with teaching duties), but that their responsibilities included only 

budget, inventory, and substitute teachers. The high school administration included one 

principal and two assistant principals for a 1,300-pupil high school. 
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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. 

 
Preliminary Finding(s): 

• In Salem, the district exceeded the state participation requirement of 95% during the 2003 

administration of the MCAS test. 

 

• During the entire period under review, the district’s student attendance was below the state 

average with chronic absenteeism rates at the high school averaging between 35.7% and 

50.2% in grades 9-12 in the 2001-2002 school year.   
 
• During the period under review, the district did not implement programs to encourage student 

attendance, nor did it track, monitor, or evaluate student attendance in a manner that led to 

improved student participation and achievement.    

 
Indicators: 

1. The district and each of its schools have clear policies, procedures, expectations, and 

practices that require all students to attend and participate in all mandatory and appropriate 

assessments. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: For the period under review, an examination of the student handbooks from all of 

the Salem schools revealed that the district clearly stated its attendance expectations. These 

handbooks also included information concerning how absences would be addressed, as well 

as the consequences of repeated absences. 

 

Students were also expected to participate in the MCAS test. Overall the district exceeded the 

participation requirement of 95%. In 2003, the district participation rates for ELA and math 

were 97.6% and 98.6% respectively.  
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At the high school, the district held a pep rally to encourage student participation on the 

MCAS test. The literacy specialists, Title I, ESL, and after-school programs also focused on 

encouraging MCAS test participation. The Parent Information Center (PIC) sent letters to the 

parents informing them that all students needed to be in attendance and to take the MCAS 

test. In addition, principals reminded parents through school newsletters, Salem Cable 

Television, and the Salem Evening News. 
 
2. The district and all of its schools regularly monitor and evaluate data on student and staff 

attendance. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

 
Evidence: In Salem, for the period under examination, the district’s students had an average 

attendance rate of approximately 93%. In Salem, students were absent from school an 

average of 12 days per year. At Salem High School, according to DOE data, the rates of 

chronic student absenteeism in 2002 were: Grade 9, 42.6%; Grade 10, 35.7%; Grade 11, 

48.8; Grade 12, 50.2%.  

 

At the high school, the guidance counselors kept track of student attendance. At the 

elementary and middle schools child study teams monitored student attendance. Interviews 

with principals revealed that, if patterns of absence were observed, then schools would 

investigate further. This could include requesting valid doctors notes.  

 

Staff attendance was tracked at the schools and then passed on to the central office. During 

interviews, central office administrators explained that teacher attendance in the district was 

high overall. An examination of teacher attendance data demonstrated that in Salem teachers 

were not in school approximately 10.6 days per year. The teachers’ labor union agreement 

had an attendance component and attendance was also a component of the evaluation 

instrument. 
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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: Poor 

 
Evidence: For the time under review, the district utilized the SASI program to monitor and 

track student attendance. This was done individually in the schools. School nurses, 

adjustment counselors, and guidance counselors monitored the attendance. The SASI system 

also tracked other student information, such as suspensions and dropouts. 

 

The PIC did not have access to the SASI data electronically. The schools provided 

information to the PIC in the form of written reports. Daily attendance from homerooms was 

gathered and then entered into the computer. This information was then collected centrally on 

a regular basis. According to interviews, the district had not regularly analyzed this data. In 

Salem, there was little tracking of students who had ceased to participate in school. 

 

4. The district actively encourages student attendance in conformity with their policies and 

expectations. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

 
Evidence: During the period under review, the district did not have any coordinated 

programs district-wide to encourage student attendance. However, administrators explained 

in interviews that they followed the attendance policy closely. At the high school, work 

permits were denied or revoked for students with unacceptably low attendance.  
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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: Unsatisfactory 

 
Evidence: During the period under review, there was no practice of the district analyzing 

staff attendance data. Furthermore, the district kept minimal records of student attendance 

and did not evaluate the effect of student attendance on student’s academic achievement.  

 
6. The district maintains clear and accurate records on: 

a. student waivers for LEP and ALT status for MCAS assessment; 

b. waivers for staff regarding certification and progress toward certification. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In 2003, in Salem, all LEP students were required to participate in the MCAS 

assessments and no students were on waivers. Previously, waivers for LEP students and 

alternative assessments for students were handled by each individual school. 

 
7. The district focuses on and improves educational outcomes, including English language 

proficiency for all English language learners  (ELL) and: 

a. maintains clear, accurate, program and individual records of all English language 

learners; 

b. annually reviews disaggregated data from standardized tests, attendance, suspension, 

discipline, and dropout records; 

c. uses data analyses to review programs and services to English language learners and 

focuses on areas of needed improvement. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Salem, incoming students to the district were screened by the PIC. The MELA-

O assessment was administered and the data was given to the teachers. The district also 
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provided ongoing language testing. The district had a paper-file system to track information 

on ELL students. These files were readily accessible to appropriate parties. The district had a 

bi-lingual pupil study team that reviewed data for these students on a case-by-case basis. 

According to interviews with administrators, principals looked at data by grade-level and 

subgroup. As a result of ongoing testing and data analysis, the district increased the amount 

of instructional time for English. In addition, there was some professional development on 

various methods of instructional delivery to address diverse learners such as ELL students. 

 
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. 

 
Preliminary Finding(s): 

• During the period under review, the district did not have a formal program evaluation plan or 

cycle in place for evaluating any of the core curricula programs. 

 

• Although the district’s evaluation program for teachers and administrators met the 

requirements of the Massachusetts Education Reform Act, evaluations were not always 

completed in a timely manner or signed by both parties. 

 

Indicators: 

1. The district employs a system of: 

a. school evaluation that focuses on accountability for administrators; 

b. program evaluation that focuses on accountability for administrators and staff;  

c. personnel evaluation that focuses on accountability for all administrators, teachers, and 

staff. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

 
Evidence: In Salem, the district's evaluation of administrators focused on accountability, the 

goals set regarding student achievement, and providing instructional leadership. Every fall, 

administrators met with the superintendent and assistant superintendent to set their goals 
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prior to October 15. There was a mid-year review to determine the progress of these goals. 

This goal-setting process also included a self-assessment component. The district had a 

meeting in May during which the evaluation document was developed. There was no formal 

system in place for reward, but their salary increases were based on how well they performed 

on their goals, of which the MCAS test was one. In an interview with a district administrator, 

the members of the EQA team were told that, in the past year, one administrator received no 

increase in salary based on a lack of performance on the MCAS tests. However, the district 

administrator was quick to point out that MCAS test results were not the only determinant 

used in setting salary increases. 

 

Teachers in the district were evaluated by building principals and assistant principals and 

their evaluation contained the Principles of Effective Teaching. At the high school, head 

teachers (the high school did not have department heads) were not allowed to evaluate staff; 

however, the athletic director evaluated the physical education and health staff members. 

 

There was no specific accountability goal on which teachers were evaluated. However, the 

comments that were made by the evaluator in the evaluation document referred to areas that 

might have needed improvement. An examination of a random sample of evaluations showed 

that only a few of them contained improvement plans. 

 

While the district had a policy regarding the evaluation of programs, the district did not have 

a formal program evaluation plan. However, during the time under review, the district did 

evaluate its Title I Program and special education program. The ongoing assessments of 

programs included the Everyday Math program, as well as the Balanced Literacy Program at 

the elementary level. Program evaluations were included in the individual school 

improvement plans. The district improvement plan's goals were set according to the MCAS 

test data. Each of the schools' SIPs were developed using the MCAS test data. The schools 

monitored these goals. An analysis of the MCAS test data prompted an evaluation of the 

district's Two-Way Language Program (Spanish-English) that resulted in math being taught 

solely in English. The results of the district's program evaluation were analyzed and used to 

inform needed changes or modifications in the district's programs and services that would 

  45



 

most likely result in improved student achievement. However, it was noted by the EQA team 

that the district did not evaluate its Reading Recovery Program, which had been in place 

since 1993 and that, as results indicated, 49% of the Grade 3 students were still not meeting 

the proficiency levels on the MCAS ELA tests. 

 
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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Salem, at the middle school, the math program was evaluated as the school was 

not satisfied with the MCAS test results. An Action Research Project was undertaken with 

the main question focusing on grouping strategies. As a result of this study, changes were 

made in student grouping. In the meantime, the district was monitoring the progress of the 

elementary students in the Everyday Math program. In the middle school, because the district 

determined that they were not serving the needs of their LEP population, they initiated a 

Grade 8 pilot program where students were fully included in the classroom with the TBE 

teacher working with the regular classroom teacher. Based on the results, the program was 

expanded to the rest of the middle school population. The district also evaluated its Title I 

and special education programs, as required by state regulations. 
 

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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The district had a curriculum committee with members representing all grade and 

school levels. At the middle school level, there were also curriculum integration specialists 

who met with staff on a regular basis to discuss curriculum. At the elementary level, there 

were literacy coordinators/specialists who met with staff on a regular basis to monitor the 

effectiveness of the curriculum. Also, according to an interview with a district administrator, 
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the district engaged in a relatively regular evaluation of instructional programs. As an 

example, a review of common assessments of math in the high school led to the creation of a 

new integrated math program, which combined algebra and geometry in grades 9 and 10. 

This change was made because the Grade 10 math MCAS test included a large percentage of 

questions on geometry. 
 
4. The district’s evaluation procedure for administrators is aligned with the requirements 

of the Massachusetts Education Reform Act. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: In Salem, members of the EQA team examined 19 randomly chosen administrator 

evaluations. Of these 19 evaluations, all 19 were signed, but only 13 were completed in a 

timely manner. All evaluations contained the requirements of the Massachusetts Education 

Reform Act. 
 

5. The district’s evaluation procedure for teachers is aligned with the requirements of the 

Education Reform Act. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

 
Evidence: In Salem, an examination of 41 randomly chosen teacher evaluations revealed that 

30 were completed in a timely manner and 36 were signed. All 41 of the evaluations 

contained the requirements of the Massachusetts Education Reform Act. 

  47



 

 
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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: For the time under review, a district administrator indicated that the district 

disaggregated data by scores, as well as educational and racial subgroups. As a result of 

reviewing math scores, the district hired a consultant to come into the district to provide 

workshops to staff regarding the math data. During an interview, an administrator said that in 

the past the district did not make the analysis of disaggregated data a priority in their review 

of MCAS test results. The disaggregation of data also led the district administrator to 

complete a study involving the FRL/Y students at two different schools. The goal of the 

study was to provide information as to why FRL/Y students in one school scored higher on 

the MCAS than FRL/Y students in another school. However, there was little evidence in the 

district's professional development plan that priorities were set to address weaknesses in 

curriculum and instruction.  
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Domain B: Curriculum and Instruction 
 
 Standards                  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total

Domain B –Curriculum & Instruction                 
S4 – Curriculum                     
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
  Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 N/A N/A 5 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 N/A N/A 2 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
S5 - Instruction: Expectations & Policies                    
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 
  Satisfactory 0 1 0 1 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A 3 
  Poor 1 0 1 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A 2 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 
S6 - Access To Quality Education 
Programs                    

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
  Satisfactory 1 1 0 1 1 1 N/A N/A N/A 5 
  Poor 0 0 1 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A 1 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
S7 - Professional Development & 
Training                    
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
  Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A 7 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
 
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. 

 
Preliminary Finding(s): 

• During the period under review, the district developed curriculum guides for all content areas 

under the direction of curriculum teams that were established from grades PreK-12.   

  

• The district did not have department heads at the high school to provide leadership in areas of 

curriculum and curriculum revision.  

 

• While the district had aligned its curriculum with the state curriculum frameworks, it was not 

clearly articulated or consistently implemented among or across all grade levels.  
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• During the period under review, allocated instructional time in content areas did not meet the 

educational needs of all students as evidenced by low student achievement data. 

 
Indicators: 
1. A curriculum leader is assigned to and active in every school in the district. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Salem, between 2000-2003, at the district level there was an assistant 

superintendent in charge of curriculum and instruction, as well as a director of elementary 

education who administered Title I and grants. At the elementary level, there was a literacy 

coordinator/specialist at each of the elementary schools and a district literacy coordinator for 

grades K-5. There were five science integration specialists who serviced the seven schools. 

These science positions were funded by an endowment. At the elementary level, there was no 

math coordinator or specialist. In an interview, however, an administrator said that a review 

of student assessment data indicated the need for a math coordinator in grades K-5.  

 

In the middle school, there were two full-time integration specialists; one for ELA, social 

studies, art, music, and the other for math, science and technology education. These full-time 

specialists provided professional development during common planning time and modeled 

lessons in classrooms. Team meetings in the middle school took place every six days. For 

example, during one of these team meetings a math specialist provided professional 

development in differentiated instruction that included three tiers of instructional strategies. 

At the high school, there were head teachers in each of the content areas; they had no 

supervisory responsibility and did not evaluate teachers. Therefore, they did not oversee the 

delivery of curriculum and instruction. 

 
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: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: In the Salem Public Schools, the district’s curriculum guides were provided to 

examiners during the document review. According to administrators, all teachers had 

curriculum guides in their content areas. Mentors distributed curriculum guides to new 

teachers. Teachers might have called the director of elementary education to request a guide 

as needed. Teachers were trained in the use of the guides at the elementary level by the 

district literacy specialists during the regular school hours with substitutes being provided to 

cover classes when necessary. Training in the elementary math curriculum was provided 

during the summer with teachers attending on a voluntary basis. 

 

At the middle school, team leaders in every cluster, as well as mentors, provided training in 

the use of the guides. The New England Association of Schools and Colleges (NEASC) 

report sent to the principal of Salem High in May, 2002, referenced “the well-organized 

curriculum guides that outline curricular expectations for student learning.” Principals 

oversaw the teachers’ use in planning and delivering curriculum within each building. 

 
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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: During the period under review, curriculum teams from PreK-12 began the 

process of developing curriculum in all of the content areas, grades K-12. The process was 

described in the district strategic plan, which was dated 2001. Teams met together and in 

subgroups to develop a curriculum. According to administrators, all teachers had an 

opportunity to review curriculum before the guides were published. The district had a 

permanent curriculum team that continued to meet monthly. At the elementary level, teachers 

met during planning times with literacy coordinator/specialists to discuss matters of 

curriculum. As a result of these discussions, and surveys sent out by the elementary 

education director, summer workshops were held during which curriculum modifications 

were made. These modifications were disseminated to teachers in the fall for their input. 

After that, the final revisions were made. At the elementary level, teachers met by grade level 
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at least once per year to discuss curricular issues. At the middle school, curriculum was 

discussed during common planning time.  

 

According to a district administrator, revisions to the high school curricula were done at 

department meetings with “department heads.” According to organizational charts supplied 

by the district, neither the system-wide nor the high school chart identified department heads 

or head teachers as key individuals in the area of curriculum. Point of fact, there are no 

department heads listed on the organizational chart of the Salem High School handbook. The 

list of all personnel by name did not identify any individuals as department heads. 

 

During interviews, other district administrators identified the head teachers at the high 

school as department heads who provided leadership in the areas of curriculum and 

curriculum revision. During an interview, a high school administrator described the duties of 

head teachers as involving book inventory, ordering textbooks and materials, and overseeing 

the maintenance of substitute folders. 

 

Curriculum changes were informed by analyses of student assessment data including the 

MCAS test, SRA, DRP, and common math assessments. A middle school administrator, for 

example, stated that more emphasis was placed on the short story when the MCAS test data 

indicated that students needed reinforcement in that genre. The high school introduced an 

integrated math course in Grades 9 and 10 that included geometry, because that math 

standard was measured on the Grade 10 MCAS test. According to a district administrator, 

curriculum teams in all grade levels analyzed the MCAS test results, determined areas of 

weakness by standard, and made necessary changes to the curriculum.  

 

The district has implemented a consistent district curriculum template used in all curriculum 

revision based on Wiggins and McTighe in Understanding by Design. The district’s policy 

manual stated that, “a public presentation will be made to the school committee regarding 

major curriculum adoptions for their approval.” 
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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.   

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In reviewing the district’s student assessment data, for the period under review, a 

two-way program in an elementary school where subjects were taught in English and Spanish 

prompted the discontinuation of teaching of math in Spanish. Modifications and/or revisions 

to the curricula at the middle school were made for LEP students in the middle schools. 

Teachers used common planning time to make modifications in their teaching units for ELL 

students. Modifications were written into the curriculum units and noted in the teachers’ plan 

books according to a middle school administrator. The ELL teacher was present for planning. 

This procedure was also followed for special education students according to interviews. In 

determining changes to the math curriculum to meet the changes in the frameworks, surveys 

were sent out three times during the year to math teachers. A committee met during the 

summer of 2003 to make revisions. These revisions were disseminated to staff for their input 

at the beginning of the school year. 

 

At the elementary level, analyses of student assessment data suggested a weakness in the area 

of phonics in subgroups. Consequently, the district adopted a new phonics program. A 

review of the MCAS test scores in the elementary schools led to the adoption of the 

Everyday Math program. Math was taught a minimum of 60-minutes a day in all seven 

elementary schools. Administrators said that the special education department planned to 

adopt the Performance Improvement Mapping (PIM) process to improve student 

achievement. 

 

At the high school, the practice of placing ELL students into the general track was 

discontinued. The ELL students could then select higher-level courses including Advanced 

Placement (AP). In interviews, administrators said that all revisions to the curriculum were 

disseminated to staff when completed. 
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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. alignment with the state curriculum frameworks across all Grades PreK-12.  

EQA Rating: Poor 

 
Evidence: At the elementary school level, teachers met together at least once a year, by 

grade level, to discuss curriculum and share best practices. Every elementary school had a 

90-minute literacy block and a 60-minute math block. Everyday Math was taught at every 

school at the elementary level across schools and grades. The district used the same science 

units. At the middle school, teachers met regularly (every six days) to discuss curriculum 

issues, and they also met on release days.  

 

The NEASC report sent to Salem high school in November 2001 stated: “Curriculum 

coordination and articulation [were] not consistent in all subject areas. Students receive[d] a 

fragmented education that often depend[ed] on the skills and creativity of the individual 

teachers. Although the curriculum documents appear[ed] to align with the state frameworks 

and national standards, there [was] limited evidence of curriculum alignment and integration 

within and across departments.” 

 

In response to the NEASC report, district administrators said in 2002: “The first phase of a 

written curriculum at Salem high [was] completed. Every course in every department [had] a 

written curriculum that involve[d] key terms, essential understandings, essential skills, and 

strand standard. Teachers [were] presently completing benchmark performances and 

assessment criteria for each curriculum unit.” 

 

An integrated math program combining algebra and geometry was offered in grades 9 and 

10. This offering was developed in response to an analysis of the MCAS test data. In past 

years, some students were not exposed to geometry before taking the MCAS test. 

Administrators stated, and a review of current curriculum guides by examiners indicated, that 

the district’s curriculum was aligned to the state frameworks. 
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6. 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: Poor 

 
Evidence: A review of teacher schedules indicated that the district met the state requirements 

for instructional time at each level. After an analysis of the MCAS test scores, the district 

mandated that instruction in reading at the elementary level be provided in a 90-minute 

literacy block and that instruction in math be provided for a minimum of 60 minutes a day. 

The professional development that was provided was used support to changes in instructional 

time allotments. At the middle school, students had a two-hour ELA/social studies block and 

a two-hour math/science block each day. The high school had the traditional seven-period 

day, with 48-minute periods. 

 

The district’s use of instructional time did not meet the needs of all students as determined 

through an analysis of student achievement data. On the 2003 Tier I Analysis of Student 

Achievement and MCAS Data, 58.4% of students at Salem scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. This figure was 10.2 percentage points 

more than the state average. 

 

7. Staffing levels are adequate to deliver the district’s curriculum to all students and student 

subgroups. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: For the period under review 2000-2003, staffing levels were maintained to meet 

the district’s goal of low class size. With the support of the school committee and the 

superintendent, the ratio of students to teachers was 18 or lower in Kindergarten, 20 or lower 

in the elementary, and approximately 24 on the secondary level. For the period under review, 

the district hired literacy coordinators to meet the elementary needs in ELA. At the 

elementary level, five science integration specialists were hired for the seven schools. A 
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substantial number of middle and high school teachers were hired to meet the goal of lower 

class size.  

 

However, an administrator indicated that the district had been unable to hire a math 

coordinator for the elementary level when test scores indicated the need for additional 

support in math. Organizational charts do not identify instructional leaders in math. The high 

school organizational chart did not identify any instructional leaders and did not include 

department heads. The NEASC report of January, 2003, also indicated the need to “Confirm 

the hiring of a full-time, certified library media specialist.” 

 

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.   

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• District recruitment and employment practices enabled the district to hire and retain 

professional staff members who were certified and qualified for the positions they held. 

 

• During the period under review, the district’s instructional programs were not effective in 

meeting the educational needs of all its 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: Poor 

 

Evidence: For the period under review, the district developed an MCAS test analysis 

protocol that teams of teachers used to analyze the MCAS test student performance as it 

  56



 

related to the instructional programs. This protocol led teachers to examine and change their 

instructional strategies to meet the needs of the students. It included an analysis template that 

focused on the standards and ways that instruction could be changed in order to improve 

student achievement. 

 

At the elementary level, as a result of low reading and math scores, Guided Reading was 

introduced, as well as a new math program called Everyday Math. An examination of the 

Long Composition and Open Response questions on the Grade 7 ELA MCAS test showed 

that there was a need for improving writing. As a result, the middle school offered training in 

the John Collins Writing Program. At the middle school, the adoption of the Coalition of 

Essential Schools Philosophy had informed change to instructional practices, particularly in 

the examination of student work. 

  

An administrator said that changing instructional practice in the high school was more 

challenging than changing instructional practices at the middle or elementary schools. It was 

explained that many high school teachers were still not engaging in student-centered 

instructional practices. 

 

In interviews, the district administrators expressed concern about the lack of technological 

resources at the high school level. This problem was an impediment to effective instructional 

practices using technology. Further, at the high school, many teachers had no access to a 

computer in the classroom. Many of the computers at the high school had no access to the 

Internet. 

 

To improve instructional practices, the district offered training in the state frameworks for a 

core group of 33 teachers during two summers. This core group then offered on site training 

for the rest of the teachers in the district. All of the district’s new hires were required to 

attend a workshop. The district had many practices and procedures available to meet the 

assessed needs of students. Nevertheless, the absence of a math coordinator in the system and 

of instructional leaders in the high school might have deprived teachers of the needed 

resources to meet the assessed needs of students. 
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2. Improving and/or sustaining student achievement is the shared responsibility of: 

a. the district,  

b. each of its schools,  

c. the students, 

d. their parents, and  

e. the community. 

 EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: An examination of DIPs, strategic plans, curriculum alignment, a variety of 

initiatives undertaken during the period under review, and interviews with administrators and 

school committee members indicated that the district assumed responsibility for improving 

student achievement. 

 

At the school level, principals were able to allocate instructional resources where they were 

most needed. The ongoing work of curriculum teams in the elementary and middle school, in 

addition to the changes that were made in scheduling and curriculum, indicated their 

commitment to sustaining student achievement. The lack of instructional leadership in the 

high school remained a problem in taking responsibility for student achievement. In a follow-

up letter from the principal at Salem High School dated January 22, 2003, the first bulleted 

comment referred to the NEASC’s earlier mandate to: “Revise Salem High’s expectations for 

student learning to ensure that they are clear, rigorous, and measurable.” A high school 

administrator had also been directed to: “Submit a plan that ensures that the administrative 

team provided instructional leadership for staff and gives teachers timely feedback through 

the evaluation instrument for their instructional practices on a regular basis.” 

 

In interviews, administrators stated that students throughout the district were strongly 

encouraged to be stakeholders in their own academic achievement. In the Salem High 

Handbook, the principal wrote: “…awareness of responsibility manifest[ed] itself first in 

academic achievement, individual growth and maturity, and by good school citizenship.” 

 

  58



 

Parents attended workshops sponsored by Title I, which included the MCAS test analysis, 

and literacy. An administrator said that parental attendance at specific school meetings was 

increased if baby-sitting was offered. Parental participation in school-based councils where 

expectations for improving student achievement were discussed was strong, according to 

interviews. An administrator said that parents, in general, thought that the teaching staff was 

going to succeed. 

 

The community, through the efforts of the mayor and city council, exceeded the foundation 

budget requirements in order to provide resources for student achievement. The district had a 

variety of partnerships with local cultural and educational institutions in the community who, 

through their resources and programs, promoted student achievement. Some of these groups 

included Salem State College, the Peabody Essex Museum, and the National Park Service. 

 
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. 

 EQA Rating: Poor 

 
Evidence: As a result of examining assessment data at the elementary level, all schools were 

required to have 90-minute, daily literacy blocks. Also, they were mandated to provide a 

minimum 60 minutes of math instruction. At the middle school, there were literacy blocks 

and full inclusion took place. The high school still employed a traditional seven-period day 

with 48-minute periods. In the period under review, attempts by the administrators to change 

the traditional instructional model in the high school were met with resistance in the 

collective bargaining process with the teachers’ labor union. An examination of student 

assessment data suggested that this reallocation of time had not resulted in a level of 

proficiency for all students. 
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4. The district employs highly qualified teachers, that are certified in the area(s) of their primary 

assignment or responsibility. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: According to the school district certification survey September 23, 2003, out of 

the 488 teachers in the district, 469 were fully certified. Personnel files contained waivers for 

some staff who were not yet certified. The DOE denied some applications for waivers. 

Twenty-three teachers were teaching out of their field for one or more periods a day. Of the 

26 administrators employed in the district, 25 were certified for the jobs they held. One third 

of the paraprofessional staff attained the highly qualified status as defined by the federal No 

Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act. 

 
5. District employment policies and practices identify, and encourage skilled, highly qualified 

personnel to be appointed to and remain in the district’s employ. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory  

 
Evidence: Staff turnover in the district was mainly the result of retirement and family 

reasons. In its efforts to maintain low class sizes, many new teachers were hired during the 

period under review. A mentoring program was provided for all new hires. Mentors received 

training and a stipend of $750.00 a year. That amount was reduced in 2003 to $500.00. In the 

year 2000, the teachers’ contract contained a 7% raise over a period of three years.  

 

According to the district’s 2001 strategic plan, “to attract and retain the most talented and 

qualified staff, the district redesigned its recruitment processes to include networking with 

area colleges and universities and regular website postings of vacancies. The district also 

improved its benefits package to include items, such as course reimbursements and offered 

several opportunities for advancement.” 

 

In order to encourage teachers to become educational leaders, the district was a member of 

Tri-district Initiative for Leadership in Education (TILE) along with two other local 

communities. Under this initiative, teachers in the district could apply to become candidates 
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for a master’s degree in administration at Salem State College. The district paid tuition. 

Teachers carried out the required practicum in the district. The first cohort of eight teachers 

from the district was to graduate in June, 2004. 

 
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. 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• During the period under review, the district had well-established practices in place for 

transition management, dropout prevention, and student behavior/discipline. 

 

• The district did not have effective policies or practices to promote high expectations for all 

students, which resulted in high student achievement. 
Indicators: 

1. District and school policies and practices require all staff and students to be in attendance. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory  

 
Evidence: For the time period under review, the following school committee policies 

addressed school attendance: 5101, School Age; 5102, Enrollment-Salem Residents; 5102.1, 

Enrollment of Non-Resident Students-School Choice; 5102.02, Children of Salem 

Professional Staff; 5103, Student Assignment; 5103, Student Assignment; and 5104, Age 

Majority.  

 

The attendance rate for the period under review was consistently under the state average of 

94.2%. For the period reviewed, Salem’s 2001 attendance rate of 93.4% was the highest rate 

for the four-year period. The 2002 attendance data identified one elementary school at 

92.8%, the middle school at 94.0%, and the high school at 86.2%. The middle school 

attendance for the same year was 93.5%. All other schools had attendance rates above the 

state average. 
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2. The district has well-documented policies and practices that support equitable participation in 

quality educational programs for all students. The policies, procedures and practices address: 

a. transition management, 

b. dropout prevention. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Salem, the director of educational equity and the parent information center 

(PIC) and the comprehensive health-civil rights-Title IX compliance officer were primarily 

responsible for student equity. These two administrative positions collaborated with teachers, 

administrators, students, and parents on issues of student equity and access. 

 

The director of the PIC administered the intra-school choice placement of students. Parents 

might apply to PIC for school assignments. Student assignments were governed by the 

following priorities: 1. Racial Balance (all schools reflected the system’s actual minority and 

non-minority percentage, plus or minus 5%), 2. Available space, 3. Programmatic placement, 

4. Sibling preference, 5. Residential Proximity, 6. Random lottery (after considering all 

priorities, if there were more students then space, a random lottery made the final selections. 

This practice was detailed in school committee policy 5103). 

 

According to district administrators, Salem determined that the minority population was 

under-represented in advanced placement courses. Further, administrators indicated that ELL 

students were being programmed and assigned based on English language proficiency. An 

evolving process was in place to increase the numbers of minorities who should be 

appropriately placed in advanced courses. A new software student information system 

(SASI) was designed to provide a database to effectively identify equity issues involving 

minority students. According to districts administrators, this database was not fully 

operational at the time of the on-site review. Therefore, programming equity issues were 

currently being completed by head teachers and their respective department heads. 

 

According to district administrators, dropout prevention involved assistant principals, 

guidance councilors at the middle and high schools, and adjustment counselors and principals 
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at the elementary schools. Other staff involved with dropout prevention system-wide 

included, the resource officer associated with the family court, the Salem Police 

Department’s resource officer, and the school system’s attendance officer. Also, both the 

high school and middle schools had alternative education for at-risk students. 

 

Child study teams at all schools attempted to identify at-risk students, according to the 

administration. Strategies and action plans were developed for students at risk of dropping 

out. The dropout rates showed some decrease, but still remained above average.  

 

The high school had a Hawthorne program, which provided support for at-risk students who 

were experiencing difficulty following a traditional schedule. These students were considered 

at-risk because of truancy, emotional issues, court involvement, and other concerns. The 

Hawthorne program was an in-house program often staffed by one teacher and a 

paraprofessional. Students might be assigned to the program for part or for all of the school 

day, as needed. According to an administrator, this program was considered transitional and 

helped to reduce the dropout rate.  

 

3. The district has well-documented policies and practices that support equitable participation in 

quality educational programs for all students that address: 

a. high expectations for all students, 

b. participation in challenging courses, 

c. support for students to remain in and succeed in quality programs, and 

d. equitable participation in advanced and AP-type courses. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

 
Evidence: In Salem, the district’s middle school had a formal transition process, which 

began with the principal and the assistant principal attending parents’ nights at each of the 

seven elementary schools. An administrator said that the district was aware of parents’ 

concerns about their children transitioning to middle school. Parents were invited to visit the 

middle school at any time during school hours. Fifth grade students also attended orientation 

sessions before the end of the school year. During the summer, children accompanied by 
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their parents, were free to explore the school in order to familiarize themselves with the 

building. 

 

In order to assign incoming students to the Wharves (a school within a school) at the middle 

school in an equitable way, a survey was sent to the elementary schools. Grade 5 teachers 

were asked a series of questions about the students, which included rating them on a scale of 

one to four according to their academic potential. Then, every attempt was made by middle 

school administrators to assign these students equally among the three Wharves. 

 

According to administrators, the school district had one curriculum for all students, 

regardless of individual and unique difference. When and where necessary, appropriate 

support would be provided to ensure students’ efforts to be successful. The district thought 

that language proficiency should not be a barrier to student success in challenging course 

offerings. 

 

A school district initiative found that ELL students were placed in open track courses rather 

than the more challenging college level studies and AP courses. In the past two years, more 

ELL students were being evaluated for placement in higher-level offerings. Some examples 

included AP Spanish and programs with opportunities for laboratory experimentation. All 

students were encouraged and guided towards more challenging courses of study. According 

to administration, when and where necessary, support was provided for academic success. 

Head teachers with respective department heads worked with ELL staff to identify students 

for advanced placement and college level courses. Computer software had been purchased, 

but was not fully operational, to more effectively identify and place all students in 

appropriate course offerings. 
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4. The district has well-documented policies and practices that respond to student behavior and 

support student needs in an equitable manner. The policies, procedures, and practices address 

issues in the areas of discipline, retention, suspension, and exclusion. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: Between 2000-2003, the high school had an in-school suspension program, but 

due to budget cuts this program was eliminated. In 2002, the total in-school suspension rate 

for the district was 15.6%, compared to the state’s in-school suspension rate of 4.7%. In 

2002, the out-of-school suspension rate for the district was 11.3%, while the state average 

was 6.4%. 

 

According to district administrators, strategies were in place to cope with student behavior 

issues. A step-by-step process was in place that included strong classroom management that 

did not allow misbehavior to be ignored. Progressive and assertive discipline was 

immediately directed toward any type of non-acceptable behavior. Incident reports were well 

documented and progressive. At an appropriate time, based upon a chain of behavioral 

events, students, and parents were called into the school for an interview. Subsequent 

incidents would generate an official warning, such as detention and possible suspension. 

 

The next series of interventions included involvement with child study teams. These teams 

developed strategies to address habitual discipline problems. Program recommendations 

included referrals to special education, which would be deliberated with the child study team. 

A final determination involved a referral to the compliance coordinator. This process was 

outlined and detailed in the schools’ handbooks. 
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5. The district has policies and programs in place to address the needs of transient or mobile 

students. These policies, and programs promote transient student involvement in high quality 

and challenging programs. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: According to district administrators, transient or mobile students were not a 

significant issue in Salem. District administrators estimated that approximately 100 students 

constituted the number of mobile students on an annual basis. Some of the mobile students 

were the result of the State Department of Social Services (DSS) placements at the middle 

and high school. According to administration, a larger problem was the students placed out of 

Salem by DSS and who wished to continue to receive services from Salem. 

 

Support programs were offered to transient students through initiatives from guidance 

counselors, adjustment counselors (elementary only), academic teachers under the local “Day 

Back Program”, elementary principals and assistant principals. Program modifications and 

instructional strategies were designed for mobile students. Interventions included after school 

support, tutoring in class and in school, and, at the middle school, Saturday morning class. 
 
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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: According to the district policy, the superintendent had the authority to assign and 

reassign teachers as necessary. Interviews with the superintendent and other administrators 

indicated that this was a power that was used rarely, if at all. The superintendent explained 

that initial staff assignments were made based on need and faculty talent. However, after this 

time, teachers might be reassigned within their school by the principal, but they were not 

moved to other schools. Teachers were able to make moves within the district by applying 

for a transfer. This was subject to the approvals of the schools' administrations. 
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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.   

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• During the period under review, the district developed professional development plans, 

which were based on the district’s identified needs, student achievement data, and individual 

school’s goals. 

 

Indicators: 
1. The district ensures that every school in the district has identified its professional 

development needs.  The district has developed and implemented a professional 

development plan to address these identified needs for all: 

a. principals, 

b. teachers, and  

c. other professional staff, including paraprofessionals and teacher assistants. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: For the period under review, in Salem, there was an informal process in place for 

identifying the professional development needs for principals and teachers. According to 

interviews with district administrators, the professional development needs were identified 

during discussions with principals. The principals would make requests and the district 

would make efforts to accommodate these needs. According to a district administrator, the 

district did not commit all of its professional development funds at the beginning of the 

school year deliberately. This allowed them to respond to new professional development 

needs as they arose. 

 

Teachers were provided with many different opportunities for professional development. In 

fact, all of the district’s grades K-12 teaching staff participated in Charlotte Danielson’s 

Framework of Teaching. Other courses offered to teachers included: Understanding by 

Design, Writing Across the Curriculum, and Everyday Math. 
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According to administrators, the district recognized the need to address the professional 

development needs of its paraprofessional staff to meet the federal regulations in NCLB for a 

highly qualified staff. The majority of the district’s paraprofessionals worked in the area of 

special education and professional development was provided to this department. An 

administrator said that “attempts” were made to include the paraprofessionals in these 

activities. To accommodate this, paraprofessionals’ hours were extended and they were paid 

to attend. The district was working with North Shore Community College to assist 

paraprofessionals in obtaining their associates degrees. 

 

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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Salem, money for professional development was budgeted using the following 

process: the district determined what programs would be offered, which consultants would be 

hired, and what materials/supplies would be needed. Funding was then assigned to each 

school, using a formula on a per pupil basis. Principals had discretion to use these funds to 

address professional development as needed. The central office also held a portion of their 

professional development funds in reserve to cover the training costs that might arise during 

the year. 

   

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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The district monitored its student data in both the aggregate and disaggregated 

form. From this data, the district determined what the students' needs were and provided 

professional development to complement those identified needs. An administrator explained 
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that analysis was done to determine which, if any, student groups had consistently under-

performed. The district officials went on to explain that the approach was, “more student 

driven.” Some examples of professional development that were offered were: Second 

Language Acquisition (given because ESL students were immersed in the regular classroom) 

and a new phonics program (because students at the elementary level were struggling with 

phonemic awareness). 

 

Principals were expected to specifically look at the data disaggregated by student subgroup 

and see how they were performing. Their findings were then presented to the school 

committee along with their school improvement plans. At this time, they presented their 

strategies for improving the MCAS test scores. During interviews, principals explained that 

the MCAS test was the driving force behind the professional development that took place at 

the building level. 

 

4. The district’s Professional Development programs include training in the teaching of 

the curriculum frameworks, participatory decision-making, community and parental 

involvement, and other skills required for the effective implementation of education 

reform. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Salem, administrators said that a tremendous amount of work was done to 

develop curriculum in the major content areas, align the curricula with the frameworks, give 

out the frameworks to staff, and train them in their usage. New teachers were given guides by 

the principal or their mentors. These mentors assisted the new teachers. New teachers were 

required to participate in workshops throughout the year. 

 

5. The district’s Professional Development Plan and programs include: data analysis 

skills for staff, accommodations for diverse styles of learning, and are aligned with 

the District Curriculum Accommodation Plan. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The district provided staff numerous opportunities for professional development. 

These included TestWiz training for administrators, however, the interviews with the district 

officials reveled that they did not all have the ability to use the software. Other professional 

development included: Framework of Teaching, Understanding by Design, Writing Across 

the Curriculum, and Everyday Math. The district’s goal was to prepare teachers so that they 

could address students’ diverse learning styles. The district developed its DCAP in 2002 and 

implemented it in 2003. Administrators explained that the principals were responsible for 

disseminating the DCAP and training teachers around its use. 

 

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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Salem, administrators’ contracts varied, but funding was made available for 

workshops and/or courses. Also, the district contracted services from a professor at Salem 

State College to provide professional development. The district started each year with a pool 

of  $30,000-$40,000 for teachers to take additional courses. Teachers requested approval for 

reimbursement. This was done on a first-come-first-served basis. Teachers had the freedom 

to take courses, but were reimbursed at the Salem State College course rate.  

 

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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: Administrators explained that the professional development plan was “global and 

based on school plans.” They continued, “[They were] convinced that it [was] important for 

[the professional development plan] to be looser and more responsive” and “The building 

level [was] the best place for that to occur.” 
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Domain C: Student Academic Support Services 
 

 Standards             Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total
Domain C - Academic Support Services                   
S8 - Academic Support Services                   
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
  Satisfactory 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 N/A 3 
  Poor 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 N/A 4 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 

 
Standard 8. STUDENT ACADEMIC SUPPORT SERVICES: The district provides 

appropriate academic support services in ELA, math, and other core content areas for students 

who 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. 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

•  The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on three and ‘Poor’ on four of the 

seven performance indicators in this domain. 

 

• During the period under review, the district adopted a district curriculum accommodation 

plan (DCAP), but it was not specific in assisting principals or teachers in the ways services 

could be implemented to meet students’ needs.   
 

• In Salem, early intervention reading programs in the district did not result in acceptable rates 

of proficiency among Grade 3 students. 

 

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: Poor 
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Evidence: In Salem, the district had a district curriculum accommodation plan (DCAP) that 

identified, in depth, a variety of challenges that certain students might have faced in the 

regular education classroom. While the plan identified and described many accommodations 

that could be made within the regular classroom, it was not specific in addressing the service 

options available to the classroom teacher in the district. 

 

The district’s DCAP was informative, but generic in nature. As noted in the introduction of 

the document, much of it was modeled on the Opportunities for Success guidelines 

developed by the Colorado Department of Education and the East Longmeadow DCAP. In 

interviews, administrators agreed that the DCAP did not identify specific services within the 

district. 

 

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: Poor 

 
Evidence: In Salem, the DCAP assisted the regular classroom teacher in analyzing and 

accommodating diverse learning styles of students in the regular classroom. While the 

district offered many service options for students, the DCAP was not specifically designed to 

assist the regular classroom teacher in seeking outside support services if needed. 
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3. Components of the DCAP include the following:  

a. direct and systematic instruction in reading; 

b. provision of services to address the needs of students whose behavior may interfere with 

learning;  

c. provisions encouraging teacher mentoring and collaboration and parental involvement; 

and  

d. assistance to classroom teachers, such as professional development, to help them analyze 

and accommodate the needs of students. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

 
Evidence: In Salem, components of the DCAP did not include direct and systematic 

instruction in reading. While there were services available in the district to address the needs 

of students whose behavior might interfere with learning, those services were not contained 

in the DCAP. Further, the district had a mentoring program that was not referenced in the 

DCAP. The DCAP did contain references to parental involvement in addressing the needs of 

students. While the district had professional development programs that helped teachers 

analyze student needs, there was no direct reference to these offerings in the DCAP. 

 

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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Salem, between 2000-2003, the district engaged in a formal, comprehensive 

analysis of the results of student performance assessments. After the superintendent received 

the MCAS test data, it was passed on to the assistant superintendent who conducted an initial 

analysis that was presented to the school committee. He also did a brief item analysis to 

determine the strengths and areas of concern in the various subject areas. This analysis, plus 

test data, was sent to the schools. Curriculum teams at each individual school analyzed their 

own data to determine strengths, concerns, and emerging patterns in student achievement. 
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The 90-minute literacy and 60-minute math blocks at the elementary school level, in addition 

to the new phonics program, were introduced after a comprehensive assessment of student 

performance data. Academic support programs were also offered on Saturdays and in the 

summer, funded by DOE grants. Title I, language support, and some tutoring were also 

offered. Principals had the discretion of assigning Title I teachers in those instructional areas 

where they were most needed. 

 

 The grades 9 and 10 integrated math, combining both algebra and geometry, was initiated at 

the high school in 2002. An analysis of test data indicated that geometry had to be a part of 

the math curriculum before students took the Grade 10 MCAS. 

 

5. Beginning at the Kindergarten level, the district uses data available from classroom teachers 

and standardized tests to*:  

a. identify all students who are not meeting grade-level performance expectations; and 

b. provide these students with sufficient supplementary and/or remedial services.  

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The district used the DRA in grades K-3 and the SRI in grades 2-9. The DIBELS 

was used in three of the elementary schools. With the introduction of the Reading First 

program at two of the elementary schools, assessments were used related to the reading test, 

which was a team-administered series.  

 

Supplementary services were provided by Reading Recovery and Title I staff. The literacy 

support specialists also worked with small groups. At the middle school, the three Title I 

teachers were assigned by the principal to serve students identified as needing support. At the 

middle school, special education teachers and ELL staff were assigned to various clusters to 

support students in a full inclusion model. 

 

The MCAS test tutoring was available during the school day for Grade 9 students who under-

performed on middle school level MCAS tests. In preparation for the MCAS test, 

academically at-risk students were offered additional classes in ELA and math starting in 
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Grade 10. These classes were in addition to regularly scheduled classroom instruction. Those 

students who failed the Grade 10 MCAS test were eligible to enroll in the MCAS test 

remediation classes until they met the competency determination. 

 
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. *These 

indicators are not applicable to secondary and vocational schools and   districts. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

 
Evidence: In Salem, Reading Recovery, a Balanced Literacy Program, Title I services, and 

pockets of Wilson Reading were provided at the primary levels. Nevertheless, even with 

these programs, 49.4% of third graders were reading at the proficiency level. 

 
7. The district develops Student Success Plans for all students who qualify for them, and the 

Plans contain the components required by statute. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence:  Between 2000-2003, the district developed Individualized Student Success Plans 

(ISSPs) for all students who qualified for them. Samples of the ISSPs were shown to the 

examiners during the site visit. These plans contained the components required by the state 

and were color-coded by grade levels for easy reference. 

  

At the end of the year, plans were put in students’ cumulative folders and, when appropriate, 

attached to the Individual Educational Plans (IEPs). Often, at the elementary level, the Child 

Study Team developed ISSPs. In the middle school, cluster teachers developed ISSPs during 

common planning time. Plans were kept within the clusters. At the high school, the ISSPs 

were developed by guidance counselors and accessible to teachers on request. 
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Domain D: Leadership and Governance 
 

 Standards                  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total
Domain D - Leadership, Governance, & Organization                   
S9 - Organizational Leadership:  Direction,                   
  Goal Setting, Policies & Planning                   
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
S10 - Organizational & Human Resource           
  Management          
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 
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. 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• During the period under review, school improvement plans’ (SIPs) goals and respective 

action plans were well aligned with the district improvement plan (DIP) and its mission.   
 

• In Salem, building principals received annual evaluations, which contributed to performance-

based pay increases and measured progress towards school improvement goals and student 

assessment results.  
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Indicators: 
1. 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. This documentation is accessible and well organized. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The Salem Public Schools had numerically codified district policies. The policies 

were comprehensive and addressed all operational and governance functions of the Salem 

school district. The policies were reviewed and adopted by the school committee in 

September of 2002. The school committee assumed the lead role in revising and updating 

school and district policies. A subcommittee led by a member of the school committee 

researched, revised, and codified policies. Initially, the school committee employed a 

consultant, and then elected to complete the policies as a local initiative. 

 

Further, the Salem school department developed a strategic plan through the year 2006. This 

plan articulated actions, practices, and initiatives to address critical educational issues, such 

as the MCAS test performance; new school facilities; building renovations; and reduced class 

size. The EQA was provided with documentation of school committee initiatives dating back 

to 1993. This data was maintained in the offices of the assistant superintendent of schools for 

curriculum and the assistant superintendent for human resources. The revised school policies 

were available in all the schools and were made public at school committee meetings. The 

district’s strategic plan was published and made available to the general public. 

 

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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: Salem’s district improvement plan (DIP) had both vision and mission statements. 

The DIP was incorporated into Salem’s strategic plan until 2006. This strategic plan placed 

an emphasis on improving student achievement by aligning all curricula with the state 

frameworks, reducing class size and creating school facilities that would enhance learning 
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opportunities for all students. The EQA team found that the DIP provided the direction and 

guidance in the development of school improvement plans (SIP). Each SIP followed a 

template, which incorporated the MCAS test results into school-based action plans. 

Programs, practices, and strategies contained in the SIPs were initiatives directly related to an 

analysis of the MCAS test data. 

 

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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: For the period of time under review, in Salem, all schools had a school 

improvement plan (SIP). Each SIP was developed based on the mission and the district goals 

of the DIP. The action plans of each SIP focused on improving student achievement on the 

MCAS test results. These action plans also established targets and goals based on the 

assessment outcomes of the previous year. Specific program interventions were also detailed 

in the SIPS. All schools used the same SIP template for individual action plans. 
 

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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In the Salem Public Schools, the assistant superintendent for curriculum was the 

main official to receive the annual MCAS test results. The assistant superintendent conducted 

a system analysis of the results and identified weaknesses on a system-wide basis. The 

MCAS test results analyses were then sent to the respective school principals. 

 

The principals conducted a detailed analysis of the MCAS test and the data, focused on the 

needs to be addressed at each school. Principals, with the school staff, used the results in the 

annual development of the SIP. Prior to the principals’ analysis, the assistant superintendent 

reported the system-wide performance of the school district to the school committee. 
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Subsequent to the meeting with the school committee and assistant superintendent, the 

principals appeared before the school committee and presented individual school results. 

System-wide and individual school strategies were presented to the school committee and the 

general public. These strategies included the implementation of instructional initiatives, 

remedial programs, and professional development. The specific instructional initiatives, 

programs, and professional development activities were identified in Standards 5, 7, and 8.  

 

Finally, the school committee reviewed the individual SIPs in relationship to the DIP and the 

strategies presented by both the assistant superintendent and the principals. The school 

committee’s approval of the SIPs was based on the principal’s strategies for addressing the 

MCAS test results and the overall needs of the individual schools. 
 

5. All of the district’s administrators are appropriately certified. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: For the time under review, Salem employed 26 administrators; 25 were certified 

for the positions they held. One administrator was in a program for state certification. A 

waiver was in place for the director of athletics who was appointed in the summer of 2003. 

 

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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In the Salem Public schools, the school committee and administrative leadership 

held two retreats per year. Districts goals, initiatives and the superintendent’s evaluation were 

the focus of these retreats. Further, principals individually reported their SIPs to the school 

committee annually. These reports were presented at public meetings of the school 

committee. 
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Also, according to district administrators, the principals presented the MCAS test results and 

SIPs to parents and the school councils. Annually, the central administration reported the 

district’s MCAS test results to the school committee and the public. According to members 

of the school committee, the principals’ presentations to the school committee included a 

progress report on the previous year’s SIPs and the results of new program initiatives,  

 

The assistant superintendent for curriculum did the first analysis of the MCAS test results. 

The data were disaggregated by schools and passed on to the principals. The principals 

brought results to their respective staff members for site analysis. The school councils also 

were included in the process of communicating the MCAS test results. The councils, 

teachers, and principals developed the SIP incorporating DIP goals and the district mission. 

The SIP and the MCAS test results were presented to parents groups and the SIP was 

presented to the school committee. 

 
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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: For the period under review, according to the superintendent’s contract, the 

superintendent was to be evaluated annually on June 15, of each year and annual goals were 

to be established no later than October 1, of each year. Each school committee member 

completed an evaluation for the superintendent of schools. These individual evaluations were 

submitted to the personnel subcommittee of the school committee. Copies of the 

superintendent’s evaluations were provided to the EQA team. The superintendent was 

evaluated on the following criteria: Facilities Management, Curriculum, Student 

Achievement, and Vision and Communication with the Public. The superintendent provided 

both indicators and measurable objectives to the school committee as elements of the 

evaluation. These objectives were tied directly to the DIP and the district’s strategic plan. 

 

 Under each evaluation category, the superintendent provided documented accomplishments 

to support the objectives, goals, and indicators set at the beginning of the evaluation year. 
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Under the categories of curriculum and student achievement; the MCAS test results; student 

achievement; and program initiatives were major criteria in assessing the superintendent’s 

performance. 

 

The superintendent was under contract through 2007. The superintendent’s salary was 

established for FY2004 and FY2005. The superintendent, in agreement with the school 

committee, elected not to have predetermined salaries for FY2006 and FY2007. 

 

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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: For the time under review, according to the contracts with each principal, 

principals were to be evaluated on an annual basis by the superintendent or his designee. The 

superintendent was to be either the primary or secondary evaluator of a principal. No later 

than October 30, of each year the principal and evaluator were to meet. The parties mutually 

agreed on the performance goals, which were to be submitted in writing by the principal. 

These goals were to address the district goals, the proper operations of the school, and 

various policy objectives. If the evaluator and principal could not agree on these goals, the 

superintendent established them. The evaluator and principal met within 30 days of the 

anniversary of the principal’s contract. The principals could submit a rebuttal to the 

superintendent and have this rebuttal attached to the evaluation. 

 

The principals were evaluated against the SIP. Salaries were linked to a principal’s 

performance based on the SIP and the MCAS test results. However, the superintendent 

emphasized that the MCAS test was only one component of the principal’s evaluation. The 

superintendent also stated that one principal was not given a raise based on the school’s 

failure to meet the MCAS test expectations. 
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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. 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• For the period under review, the district had a district improvement plan that was established 

in consultation with the school committee and the necessary district administrators, and was 

aligned with the district mission and vision statements.  

 

• Between 2000-2003, in the district’s documentation and practices it was clearly committed to 

a mentoring program that supported and encouraged teachers who were new to the school 

system.  

 
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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In the Salem Public Schools, the superintendent, in collaboration with the 

chairman of the school committee, provided the leadership in the development of the district 

improvement plan. Both the mission statement and vision plan were written and approved by 

the school committee in 1999. During 2000, the DIP was incorporated into an action plan and 

the strategic plan went through 2006. The DIP/strategic plan was shared with other 

administrators and the public. Both the DIP and strategic plan were well received by other 

administrators. School committee members credited the DIP/strategic plan as finally moving 

the school district in the right direction. Further, the DIP/strategic plan gave the leadership 

both a workable and viable vision and mission, according to the school committee. 
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2. The superintendent effectively delegates the educational and operational management of the 

schools to the building principals and program directors. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Salem, school committee policy #2300 detailed the principals’ employment. 

According to the superintendent, the principals were held accountable for all management 

and operational functions of their respective schools. Among the principals’ responsibilities, 

the school’s MCAS test performance was a primary factor in a principal’s evaluation. The 

superintendent indicated that he did not interfere with the principals in the day-to-day 

operation within their schools. However, the superintendent indicated he had high 

expectations for principals and the student achievement within their schools. Principals were 

held accountable and salary increases were tied to a principal’s performance. 

 

3. The district leaders ensure that:  

a. all principals are aware of and understand published policies and district improvement 

plans; and 

b. the district uses system-wide and intra-district communication systems to keep all faculty 

and staff well informed and to provide avenues for response.  

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: Between 2000-2003, the superintendent met regularly with principals and other 

members of the district leadership team to discuss new policies as appropriate. Two members 

of the school committee served as the leaders of the policy revisions. Once a draft of a policy 

was developed, the leadership team reviewed it to comment and edit, when and where 

appropriate. The revised policy manual was sent to each individual for edits and final review. 

According to the school committee, the policy draft was to continue through the next school 

year. The committee would revisit the policies after a year of operation. 

 

The superintendent distributed a superintendent’s bulletin district-wide at least two times per 

month. This could occur more frequently as needed. It was written by the assistant 

superintendent for personnel and reviewed and approved by the superintendent. Electronic 
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mail communication was also used within the district. Each administrator used a cellular 

phone that also had walkie-talkie capabilities.  

 

Regarding communication with the community, the schools sent out newsletters to parents at 

least once per month. Some schools distributed newsletters more frequently. Twice per year 

the superintendent met with Hispanic-American parents to discuss issues pertinent to this 

subgroup. The superintendent held “office hours,” at which time parents could come in and 

discuss any topic with the superintendent. 

 

4. The district publishes a current organizational chart that indicates clear lines of 

responsibility. Job descriptions for all personnel on the organizational chart are current, 

published and available to all faculty and staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In the Salem Public Schools, during the time period under review, the 

organizational chart was in a “wheel” format that was designed with the spokes emanating 

out from the school committee. The superintendent’s position was at the outer edge of the 

wheel and all appropriate governance and operation delegated to the superintendent 

emanated from the superintendent’s position. All other functions revolved around the school 

committee and citizens.  

 

The district had job descriptions for every position on file. As new descriptions were written, 

they were submitted to the superintendent for review and then to the school committee’s 

personnel sub-committee for approval. All job descriptions were catalogued in a volume 

available to all staff and prospective applicants. 

 

5.  The district has a process for the recruitment and hiring of staff that involves  appropriate 

administrative and staff participation. The process is perceived as fair and open and focuses 

on identifying and acquiring the most qualified individuals for each position. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: For the period under review, in Salem, the district had a recruitment packet that 

was used for the recruiting of staff members. The district took an active role in job fairs and 

soliciting colleges in the area for qualified candidates. The assistant superintendent for 

personnel coordinated the hiring of teachers with the principals. This included advertising for 

positions, informing the principals of retirements in each of their respective buildings, and 

the compilation and dissemination of application packets. The principals would then form 

screening committees to interview candidates. The principals would submit candidates to the 

assistant superintendent and superintendent for final approval. The superintendent set the 

salary for each new hire per negotiated salary schedules. The superintendent had the 

authority to place a candidate higher than the actual number of years of experience the 

candidate might have, based on professional service acceptable to the superintendent (the 

superintendent had full discretion to accept and approve prior service). There were no budget 

parameters placed when hiring new staff members. Administrative searches were advertised 

and solicited in the same manner as teachers. A district-wide screening committee was 

formed with school committee, city, and staff representation. 

 

6.  The district ensures that all personnel records are carefully compiled, maintained, and 

available to all appropriate faculty and staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The school committee policy #4107 identified the assistant superintendent for 

human resources as the official custodian of personnel files. According to this policy, 

personnel records were considered confidential under the law and would not be opened for 

public inspection. Access to personnel files was limited to persons authorized by the assistant 

superintendent for human resources. Personnel files would contain employment applications, 

references, records, compensation data, payroll deductions, evaluations, and other pertinent 

information related to the employment and performance of staff. 

 

The policy also stated that the superintendent of schools was ultimately responsible for the 

maintenance and control of all personnel files. The assistant superintendent’s office had all 

personnel records. There was a checklist in each personnel file to ensure that the required 
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documentation was on file. Teachers had access to their respective files, which they could be 

viewed at a mutually agreed upon time. The teachers were allowed to have a labor union 

representative review their files. Whenever this was done, permission was put in writing and 

kept in the central office files. Principals had authority to review staff files for reasons 

approved by the assistant superintendent for human resources and consistent with the need to 

protect the confidentiality and privacy of the files. 

 

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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The Salem Public Schools provided the EQA with documentation regarding a 

comprehensive and detailed teacher mentoring program. Teachers new to the profession, and 

new to Salem, were placed with a mentor. The mentors were trained, experienced teachers 

with at least three years experience. Each mentor’s duties included a list of twenty-two 

responsibilities. Among their responsibilities, mentors had to participate in a summer 

orientation prior to the start of the school year and two cycles of peer coaching training. 

Mentors also were required to maintain a signed, ongoing mentor/mentee journal. Mentors 

were responsible for providing support to mentees in all aspects of Salem’s curricula, 

instruction, and professional growth. Mentors also had to serve as role models and be willing 

to be observed by mentees. 

 

The district’s mission statement indicated that Salem was committed to a mentoring program 

that professionally supported and encouraged teachers new to the school system. According 

to Salem’s mentor document, this commitment was to foster collaboration, collegiality, and 

risk- taking, improve instruction, and increase student performance and the retention of 

teachers new to the system. The mission statement was supported by eight goals, which 

focused on curriculum frameworks, student diversity, classroom management, student 

assessment, instructional strategies, and parent communications.  
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8. The district routinely recognizes the accomplishments of its professional and support staff 

and has low rates of employee turnover, especially among qualified staff with professional 

status. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: For the time under review, teacher recognition was done informally. The City had 

a “Volunteer Day” recognition program. This day recognized teachers within the community 

who had given 20-25 years of service. Teachers were included in this program. The assistant 

superintendent had a “fact sheet” for recognition purposes. The school committee recognized 

the new retirees every year. If a teacher was recognized by an independent organization or 

specific program this award or notoriety was brought to the attention of the school committee 

for district recognition. Also, the district posted awards and recognition of staff on its 

website. 

 

According to district administrators, teacher retention was not a problem in Salem. Teachers 

left the school system for family issues, retirement, and personal reasons. The few teachers 

who did leave Salem for other reasons did not move to neighboring school districts, but 

rather to districts that teachers believed would enhance their careers. During the period under 

review, applicants from outside the district filled the majority of open positions. 
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Domain E: Business and Financial Management 

 

 Standards                  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total
Domain E - Business & Financial Management                       
S11 - Budget Planning & Development                       
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
  Satisfactory 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 8 
  Poor 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
S12 - Financial & Capital Asset Management            
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Satisfactory 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 6 
  Poor 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 4 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 
Salem’s Chapter 70 Funding and Net School Spending FY1993 to 2003: For the 11-year 

period since the Massachusetts Education Reform Act, FY1993 to FY2003, Salem met the state 

mandated Net School Spending Requirement. For the period between FY1993 and FY2003, 

Chapter 70 Aid to Salem increased 258.3% (from $3,442,773 to $12,334,597). Salem’s Required 

Local Contribution increased 44.2% (from $19,262,896 to $27,776,272). For the period since the 

Education Reform Act, Salem received a total of $89,976,884 in Chapter 70 Aid and was 

required to raise locally $253,084,898. From 2000 to 2003, Chapter 70 Aid was $46,640,621 and 

the Required Local Contribution was $105,002,743. For the period between FY1993 and 

FY2003, Salem’s foundation enrollment increased 23.9% and its student headcount increased 

11.4%. Between FY2000 and FY2003, its foundation enrollment decreased 0.2% and its student 

headcount increased 0.1%. 
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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. 

  

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• During the period under examination, the Salem Public Schools had effective budget 

processes and procedures that included the appropriate input from school principals, school 

councils, and parents. 

 

• Between 2000-2003, in Salem, the school department budget was consistently funded above 

the required state Net School Spending (NSS) levels. 

 

Indicators: 

1. There are clear, well-documented procedures for the development of the district’s budget to 

ensure input from all staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Salem, the budget process and procedures were well established. The 

superintendent set the parameters for the development of the budget. These parameters 

required two budgets, one that was level-funded and one with a 10% reduction (or worst case 

scenario). The district leadership team, which involved principals and other district 

administrators, had dialogs with the superintendent on the budget parameters. The principals, 

with the school councils, developed the schools’ budgets. This was followed by individual 

administrators meetings with the superintendent and business manager. Principals and other 

administrators made their respective cases for the individual budgets. These budgets went 

back to the leadership group, who set priorities. The next step involved a review of the 

priorities by the management team (superintendent, three assistant superintendents, and the 

business manager). An initial/first draft was sent to the school committee. The school 

  89



 

committee met with the management team. This was followed by several (three or four) 

public work sessions. The school committee adopted the budget, which was brought to a 

mandated public hearing. The superintendent and school committee presented the budget to 

the city council for final appropriations and approval. 

 

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: Poor 

 
Evidence:   In Salem, according to district administrators and supported by school committee 

members, both the DIP and the SIPs were included as part of the deliberations in the 

development of the school district’s budget. The primary focus and goal of the administration 

and school committee was the maintenance of small class sizes. For example, reducing class 

size was a priority in both the DIP and SIPs and the school district’s budget provided the 

necessary funding to maintain a teacher-to-pupil ratio of one teacher for every eighteen 

students. This commitment to class size prevailed during budget reductions and the resolving 

budget deficits. The emphasis on class size was based on a strategy to improve student 

achievement. Further, school committee members indicated the resources necessary to 

support approved SIPs were provided through budget appropriations. The FY2002 and 

FY2003 budget deficits caused mid-year staff layoffs. The layoffs were limited to 

paraprofessionals and ancillary personnel in order to maintain the district’s goals for class 

size. 

 

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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Salem, the budget developmental process utilized and referenced the district 

and school improvement plans and the district’s goals. For example, the district leadership 

team, which involved principals and other district administrators, had conversations with the 

superintendent on the budget. The principals, with the school councils also developed the 
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schools’ budgets. However, capital plans and deferred maintenance due to budget cuts were a 

concern in the district.  

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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Salem, as stated earlier, the maintenance of small class size at all levels was the 

most important aspect of the budget process. The district was able to maintain the targeted 

class sizes. For the years under review, the district experienced deficits in the special 

education budget, which in FY2003 was $1.5 million. The district’s resources were 

reallocated to address this deficit, as well as for staff layoffs. 

 

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: Excellent 

 

Evidence: In Salem, the district administrators cited the Alternative School Program and the 

French Program as examples of evaluating the effectiveness of school initiatives. Funding for 

the Alternative School was increased from one teacher to three teachers. The French Program 

was reduced and continued on a shared basis between two schools. User fees were applied to 

transportation, athletics, and student activities in order to generate savings and the 

reallocation of existing resources. The City and the school department did not have a formal, 

written agreement regarding the indirect costs for school related services provided by the 

City. There was no disagreement during the years under review regarding these charges. The 

school business manager contacted each City department individually to obtain the charges 

related to school services. 

 

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: Satisfactory 
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Evidence:  In Salem, the budget was presented and compiled in a budget booklet. This 

budget booklet was clear, complete, current, and understandable. It provided detailed line 

item-by-line item financial information for two fiscal years. The gross financial information 

in the form of salaries and non-salaries were presented for FY1997 to the present. A history 

of staff changes was presented from FY1997 to the present. This information was presented 

in a bar graph for FY1997 to the present. Enrollment data was also presented from FY1997 

to the present. Grant information was provided for every grant including the programs 

offered and appropriate dollar amounts. 

 

Every department within the district presented a narrative with the following components: 

program profile and budget overview, recent accomplishments, and recommended changes or 

improvements. These sections provided details regarding what the expenses were for, where 

the department was, the goals achieved, and future plans. 

 

7. The budget and district’s expenditures are adequate to provide for appropriate levels of 

staffing, professional development, materials, supplies, and equipment.  

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: According to district administrators, adequate funding was provided for materials, 

supplies, and equipment. Further, the school district consistently spent above the state 

required amount for professional development. Increased spending during the period under 

review was directed toward hiring classroom teachers to maintain class size. Technology 

equipment purchases were delayed resulting in computers not meeting the state acceptable 

level of “A” or “B” classification. 

 

8. The community provides sufficient financial resources to ensure an educational program of 

quality, as evidenced by a sufficient district revenue levy. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The Salem school budget was consistently funded above the required Net School 

Spending (NSS) levels. During the last two budgets, the school department had to address 

two budget deficits; one based on underestimating and unanticipated special education 
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tuitions and the other resulting from reductions in state funding. The state funding shortfall 

resulted in the mid-year layoffs of paraprofessionals and ancillary staff in music, physical 

education, and library personnel. Medicaid receipts were given to the school prior to the 

school renovation/construction projects undertaken by the City. 

 

9. Financial and audit reports are prepared and submitted in a timely manner to appropriate 

agencies.   

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: During the period of time under review, Salem’s audits were timely and submitted 

to the appropriate agencies. The City’s independent auditors, Tucci and Roselli, P.C, 

indicated that the district did not file grant reports in a timely manner for the three years 

under review. 

 

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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Salem, during the period under review, according to district administrators, 

Salem’s five-year strategic plan focused on issues directly related to improving student 

achievement and learning. Budget commitments were proposed to reduce class size, renovate 

and build school facilities, and realign curriculum consistent with the state frameworks. 

Action plans included over $100 million in bonding, the employment of teachers to reduce 

class size to one teacher to eighteen students across the school district, and the hiring of an 

assistant superintendent for curriculum. According to district administrators, these initiatives 

were based on a commitment to improving student achievement. 
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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. 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• In Salem, although independent audits were conducted through the City’s independent audit, 

the findings of these audits were not always addressed in the years under review. 

 

• During the period under examination, despite efforts to secure state school building 

assistance (SBA) funds, there was a need to address the serious deficiencies in the physical 

facilities at Salem High School. 

 

Indicators: 
1. School committee policies and administrative procedures are clear regarding the processes 

and expectations for expenditures, transfers, and investment of funds with the district’s 

budget and the expenditure of any district funds. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Salem, during the period under examination, school committee policies in the 

3000 section of the policy handbook detailed the fiscal policies of the school committee. 

These policies were clear in their presentation on the details of the district’s budget processes 

and procedures. 
 

2. Regular, timely, accurate, and complete financial reports are made to the school committee 

and the public. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: In Salem, monthly financial reports were made to the school committee, as soon 

as all of the district’s hiring was completed. During the period under review, this report was 

usually presented to the school committee and the public in November of each year. 

 
3. Required local, state, and federal financial reports and statements are filed in a timely and 

accurate manner. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

 
Evidence: In Salem, the required local, state, and federal financial reports were filed in a 

timely manner except for the final financial reports for the grants. In each of the years under 

review, the independent auditors cited the district for the lack of timeliness in their financial 

reporting. 

 

4. The district uses efficient accounting technology that integrates district-level financial 

information with the financial information of each school, and allows financial managers and 

principals to accurately track spending against the budget on a regular basis. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence:  The district used the MUNIS system, which was also used by the City. The 

district’s business office was networked with the City. Each school had access to the MUNIS 

system. However, there was only one printer in the district that could print the MUNIS 

reports. This printer was located in the business office and led to reports being generated by 

the business office and sent to the financial managers. Budget transfers were submitted to the 

City and posted by the City auditor. Transfers averaged four to six weeks for posting to the 

system. The schools submitted requisitions to the business office electronically and on paper. 

These requisitions were charged against individual budgets. The system was designed so that 

no requisition or purchase order could be generated if there were not available funds. 

 

5. The district reviews student achievement data and the reviews are reflected in its financial 

decisions. 

EQA Rating: Poor 
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Evidence: In Salem, the district thought that small class size was the focus of the district in 

term of financial decisions. All financial decisions were made with the goal of maintaining 

and reducing class size district-wide. 

 

6. The district regularly employs: 

a. certified business officials,  

b. purchasing agents with MCPPO credentials,  

c. appropriate independent financial auditing services and implements their 

recommendations to ensure efficient and quality financial systems. 

d. Objective and independent treasurers and auditor.* 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Salem, the business manager was certified. The City purchasing agent was not 

a certified purchasing official. The business manager was trained as an MCPPO and regularly 

attended the meetings to be informed on purchasing issues. Independent audits were done 

through the City’s independent audit. The audit’s findings related to grant reports were not 

addressed for the years under review. 

 

7. The district uses reliable forecast mechanisms and control procedures to ensure that spending 

is within fiscal budget limits. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

 
Evidence: The district business manager encumbered the entire payroll at the beginning of 

the year. This was reviewed regularly to determine if funds were available for use elsewhere. 

Other operating expenses were projected based on past history. For example, electricity was 

analyzed for the past five years and charged accordingly, while power adjustments were 

made as fluctuations occurred. The special education tuition was provided to the business 

office in August. This was based on the known tuitions. Based on the special education 

deficits that occurred, combined with the need for reallocation of funds, there was an 

inadequate method of projecting special education expenses by the special education 

department. 
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8. The district has a system in place to: 

a. ensure that that state bidding laws are followed; 

b. monitor special revenue funds, revolving accounts, and fee structures related to them to 

ensure that they are well-managed and efficiently used;  

c. monitor and track instructional assets such as texts, materials, supplies, and equipment to 

ensure efficient and maximum utilization; and 

d. track its assets in accordance with GASB No.34. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The City had a purchasing agent who oversaw all purchases, including those for 

the schools. It was the responsibility of this official to ensure that all state bidding laws were 

followed. Specifications for Request for Proposals (RFPs) and Invitation for Bids (IFBs) 

were written by the school and reviewed by the purchasing agent. The City had more 

restrictive purchasing parameters than the state. The City required formal bids for amounts 

larger than $10,000. The business manager monitored the special revenue funds. Student 

activity funds were monitored at each school. The major special revenue fund was the school 

lunch program, which was self-sufficient. It was the responsibility of the cafeteria 

manager/director to ensure that the program was solvent. The City was in compliance with 

GASB No. 34. 

 

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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Salem, between 2000-2003, the district facilities manager had a yearly project 

report, which detailed the projects completed and the projects that the district would 

undertake in the coming fiscal years. The district also provided to the City’s capital planning 

committee a capital plan for the schools. 

 

10. Educational and program facilities are of adequate size, clean, safe, well-lit, well-maintained, 

and conducive to promoting the learning process. 

EQA Rating: Poor 
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Evidence: In Salem, both the DIP and the strategic action plan through 2006 demonstrated a 

commitment to address years of neglect with regards to school facilities. A proposed $100 

million funding package supported this commitment. The first $74 million was spent on two 

new elementary schools and renovations to the middle school. These expenditures created 

learning opportunities for all students with special emphasis on ELL students at the Collins 

Middle School. The remaining $36 million was awaiting definitive action for school building 

assistance (SBA). This funding was needed to address serious deficiencies at Salem High 

School. The EQA tour of the high school found the cleanliness of the facility to be of 

concern.  

 

 
 

  98



 

Appendix A: Proficiency Index 
 
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% of all students scored 200-208; therefore,      12%   x    0      =     0 
 15% of all students scored 210-218; therefore,      15%   x   25     =     3.75 
 21% of all students scored 220-228; therefore,       21%  x   50     =   10.5 
            34% of all students scored 230-238; therefore,       34%  x   75     =   25.5 
            18% of all students scored 240 or more; therefore, 18%  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: Salem Chapter 70 Funding and Net School Spending FY1993-2003 

100

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 

FY93 4,124  24,337,434  19,262,896 3,442,773  22,705,669  22,705,669    

FY94 4,267 3.5 24,325,586 0 19,722,554 3,769,024 9.5 23,491,578 3.5 25,478,943 12.2 1,987,365 8.5

FY95 4,317 1.2 26,057,499 7.1 20,034,558 4,826,379 28.1 24,860,937 5.8 25,333,254 -0.6 472,317 1.9

FY96 4,752 10.1 29,551,861 13.4 21,280,402 6,307,766 30.7 27,588,168 11 28,338,289 11.9 750,121 2.7

FY97 4,771 0.4 29,938,283 1.3 22,123,651 7,047,005 11.7 29,170,656 5.7 29,954,590 5.7 783,934 2.7

FY98 4,900 2.7 31,505,968 5.2 22,133,763 8,047,790 14.2 30,181,553 3.5 31,543,814 5.3 1,362,261 4.5

FY99 5,016 2.4 33,992,335 7.9 23,524,331 9,895,526 23 33,419,857 10.7 34,625,295 9.8 1,205,438 3.6

FY00 5,120 2.1 34,997,082 3 25,014,258 10,663,526 7.8 35,677,784 6.8 36,803,745 6.3 1,125,961 3.2

FY01 5,145 0.5 35,777,307 2.2 25,867,830 11,563,901 8.4 37,431,731 4.9 40,392,129 9.8 2,960,398 7.9

FY02 5,110 -0.7 37,191,987 4 26,344,383 12,078,597 4.5 38,422,980 2.6 42,150,149 4.4 3,727,169 9.7

FY03 5,111 0 38,141,011 2.6 27,776,272 12,334,597 2.1 40,110,869 4.4 44,435,266 5.4 4,324,397 10.8

Chapter 70 Aid 
as           

FY Dollars per Foundation Enrollment   Percentage of Foundation 
Pct of Actual 

NSS           
  Fnd Budget Ch 70

Aid
Actual NSS   Ch 70 Required

NSS
Actual

NSS
 
          

FY93 5,901 835 5,506   14.1 93.3 93.3 15.2           
FY94 5,701 883 5,971   15.5 96.6 104.7 14.8           
FY95 6,036 1,118 5,868   18.5 95.4 97.2 19.1           
FY96 6,219 1,327 5,963   21.3 93.4 95.9 22.3           
FY97 6,275 1,477 6,278   23.5 97.4 100.1 23.5           
FY98 6,430 1,642 6,438   25.5 95.8 100.1 25.5           
FY99 6,777 1,973 6,903   29.1 98.3 101.9 28.6           
FY00 6,835 2,083 7,188   30.5 101.9 105.2 29           
FY01 6,954 2,248 7,851   32.3 104.6 112.9 28.6           
FY02 7,278 2,364 8,249   32.5 103.3 113.3 28.7           
FY03 7,463 2,413 8,694   32.3 105.2 116.5 27.8           
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