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Executive Summary 
The Office of Educational Quality and Accountability (EQA) examined the Mashpee 

Regional School District in early December of 2005. During 2002-2005, it was among the 

‘Moderate’ performing school systems in the Commonwealth. The following provides a 

summary of the findings of the examination and the district’s performance on the 2004 

Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS) test. 

Proficiency/Achievement: 

• Mashpee’s Average Proficiency Index (API) was 75.5, which was based on the 2005 

MCAS results. The state average for the API was 77.5 in 2005. This placed Mashpee 

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

English Language Arts (ELA), the district’s ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) was 84, and 

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

was 71, and the state average for MPI was 72. 

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

class of 2005 earned a Competency Determination (CD), as compared to 95 percent of 

the statewide class of 2005. 

• On the MCAS retest administered in the spring of 2005, 96 percent of the Mashpee 

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

the statewide class of 2006. 

• Approximately half of all students in Mashpee attained proficiency on the 2004 and 

2005 MCAS tests. 

• More than half of all students in Mashpee attained proficiency on the 2005 MCAS 

English Language Arts (ELA) tests. 

• Less than half of all students in Mashpee attained proficiency on the on the 2005 

MCAS math and science and technology/engineering (STE) tests.  

• Mashpee’s proficiency gap in ELA was 16 PI points; in math, the proficiency gap was 

29 PI points; and in STE, this gap was 27 PI points.  

• The proficiency gap in Grade 5 STE was narrower in Mashpee than that statewide in 

Grade 5 STE.  
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Equity of Achievement/Proficiency: 

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

were wider than those of all Mashpee students. 

• For Mashpee’s Native American and African-American students, the proficiency gaps 

in both ELA and math were wider than those of all Mashpee students in 2005.  

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

gaps in both ELA and math were wider than those of all Mashpee students in 2005.  

• Mashpee’s ELA performance gap was 35 PI points. In math, the performance gap was 

49 PI points. 

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

2005 MCAS tests, lower than that of regular education students in Mashpee. 

• Less than one third of both Mashpee’s Native American and African-American students 

attained proficiency on the 2005 MCAS tests, lower than that of White students in 

Mashpee.  

• One third of Mashpee’s FRL/Y students attained proficiency on the 2005 MCAS tests, 

lower than that of students not eligible for free or reduced-cost lunch (FRL/N) in 

Mashpee.  

Improvement: 

• In ELA, the proficiency gap in Mashpee was 1 PI point narrower in 2005 than in 2002, 

for an improvement rate of 5.2 percent. 

• In math, the proficiency gap in Mashpee was 4 PI points narrower in 2005 than in 2002, 

for an improvement rate of 12.2 percent. 

Equity of Improvement: 

• The improvement gap in ELA was 9 PI points narrower in 2005 than in 2003 in 

Mashpee. In math, the improvement gap was 8 PI points narrower in 2005 than in 2003 

in Mashpee. 

• The performance gap in ELA was 9 points narrower in 2005 than in 2003 in Mashpee. 

In math, the performance gap was 6 PI points narrower in 2005 than it was in 2003 in 

Mashpee. 
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Participation and Access: 

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

levels in Mashpee. 

Summary of Preliminary Findings of Tier II by Domain: 

Leadership, Governance, and Communication: 

• The Leadership, Governance, and Communication Standard was rated overall as 

‘Needs Improvement’; three of the twelve Indicators were rated as ‘Satisfactory,’ eight 

Indicators were rated as ‘Needs Improvement,’ and one Indicator was rated as 

‘Unsatisfactory.’ 

• Administrative goals served as the District's Improvement Plan were documented for 

the 2004-2005 school year and focused on goal one, increasing academic achievement.  

• There was no alignment between the School Improvement Plans and the District 

Improvement Plan because principals were not directed to correlate the two plans. 

• Student achievement data did not inform decision making for policy and budget 

development including the District Improvement Plan. 

• Principals' and teachers' access to technology was limited due to fiscal constraints. As a 

result, technical staff was obligated to dedicate their time and expertise to repairing 

aging computers. 

• The school committee and the current superintendent initiated several collaborative 

programs to encourage stakeholders to support sustained student achievement. 

Curriculum and Instruction: 

• The Curriculum and Instruction Standard was rated overall as ‘Needs Improvement’; 

two of the ten Indicators were rated as ‘Satisfactory,’ five Indicators were rated as 

‘Needs Improvement,’ and three Indicators were rated as ‘Unsatisfactory.’ 

• English Language Arts (ELA), math, and science curricula existed in a wide variety of 

formats, some of which referenced state frameworks. Only the elementary ELA 

curriculum had stated student objectives. 

• The curriculum had little horizontal and vertical alignment of curriculum. 

• In grades 3 through 12, administrators had little knowledge about the effectiveness of 

the delivery of the curriculum. 

• School leaders rarely followed up on professional development provided by the district,  
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• A key area of need was teaching in an inclusive setting, but little district or school 

professional development or support was available to teachers in this area. 

• The school district followed its five-year plan for the revision of curriculum. 

• School schedules at all levels were revised to address student learning needs revealed in 

MCAS tests.   

• There was little availability or use of instructional technology across the district. 

• There was a lack of high expectations for special education students.  

• The need for formative assessments was only gradually being understood and 

undertaken. 

• There was a wide disparity observed in instruction in classrooms from school to school 

and within areas of instructional focus. 

 
Assessment and Evaluation: 

• The Assessment and Evaluation Standard was rated overall as Needs Improvement; one 

of the eight Indicators was rated as ‘Satisfactory,’ six Indicators were rated as ‘Needs 

Improvement,’ and one Indicator was rated as ‘Unsatisfactory.’ 

• The district did not use formative and summative assessments to diagnose the problems 

that caused the lack of student achievement. 

• The lack of a systemic program for curriculum development and program assessment 

led to building-based efforts to improve achievement that were not consistently 

supported K-12. 

• Disaggregated data was not effectively used to determine program weaknesses for 

subgroups such as special education, Native American, and low-income students.  

• The professional development had not provided consistent, sustained, and targeted 

assistance to staff in areas of need. 

 
Human Resource Management and Professional Development: 

• The Human Resource Management and Professional Development Standard was rated 

overall as ‘Needs Improvement’; seven of the twelve Indicators were rated as 

‘Satisfactory,’ four Indicators were rated as ‘Needs Improvement,’ and one Indicator 

was rated as ‘Unsatisfactory.’ 
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• While the district had a district-wide professional development committee but did not 

have a district-wide professional development structure or organization to support it.  

• Administrative evaluations during the review period were aligned with the 

requirements of Education Reform. A review of documents evidenced no link between 

improvement in student performance to continued employment and/or compensation 

increases for administrators.  

• While the district closely adhered to its teacher evaluation policies and procedures, its 

practices were not in compliance with state statute (MGL, Chapter 71, Section 38) 

requiring that professional status teachers be formally evaluated every two years. 

• Teachers in Mashpee were not held accountable in their performance reviews for 

increasing student achievement. 

 
Access, Participation, and Student Academic Support:  

• The Human Access, Participation, and Student Academic Support Standard was rated 

overall as ‘Needs Improvement’; four of the ten Indicators were rated as ‘Satisfactory,’ 

six Indicators were rated as ‘Needs Improvement,’ and none of the Indicators was rated 

as ‘Unsatisfactory.’ 

• While the district examined disaggregated data, they were not always able to implement 

programmatic changes.  

• Individual Student Success Plans were written for students who scored below 230 on 

the MCAS test. 

• In focus group interviews, teachers said they had not had enough training in 

differentiated instruction, particularly as an increased number of special education 

students were being mainstreamed during the review period. 

• In interviews, the EQA team was told that the district needed to change its Inclusion 

Model to serve special education students better. 

• The number of Native American students designated as special education was twice the 

number of African American students and three times the number of Hispanic students. 

• The district used a limited number of formative assessments to identify at risk students. 

• Teacher assistance teams at all levels provided support for students at risk. 
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• Early intervention programs at the elementary level did not improve student 

achievement during the period under review. In 2002, 27 percent of Grade four students 

were at the ‘Proficient’ level compared to 23 percent in 2005. And while 55 percent of 

these students scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories in 

2002, in 2005, that number had increased to 72 percent. 

• The district had a number of successful transition activities as students moved from one 

grade level to the next and from one school to another. 

• Schools in the district implemented successful procedures to reduce discipline referrals. 

• The high school was proactive in attempting to reduce the number of students who 

might be potential dropouts. 

• The high school staff was aware of the number of students with chronic attendance 

problems and was working to reduce the number.  

• There were few subgroup students enrolled in advanced courses. 

 
Financial and Asset Management Effectiveness and Efficiency: 

• The Financial and Asset Management Effectiveness and Efficiency Standard was rated 

overall as ‘Needs Improvement’; five of the twelve Indicators were rated as 

‘Satisfactory,’ three Indicators were rated as ‘Needs Improvement,’ and four of the 

Indicators were rated as ‘Unsatisfactory.’ 

• The EQA examiners interviewed school district and municipal personnel who identified 

the need for improved communications between the parties. Each noted times when 

relevant financial information was not shared between the parties. 

• Interviews with the superintendent and principals revealed that personnel in the 

Mashpee Public Schools did not generally use student achievement data to enhance the 

decision making process.  

• Although the district exceeded their Net School Spending requirements for the period 

under review, interviews revealed that for the past two fiscal years, the school system 

had experienced difficult financial constraints. Eighteen teachers had been reduced in 

force during that period. 

• The town had a capital improvement committee (CIP) who heard capital budget 

requests from all town departments including the school department. For fiscal year 
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2005, the school committee requested $448,450 in capital project funding for the 

schools. The town meeting voted a CIP recommended sum of $351,691 for all 

municipal and school capital projects for fiscal year 2005. 
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Part I: Overview of the EQA Review Process and the District 
From December 5 through 8, 2005, the EQA conducted an independent Tier II 

examination of the Mashpee School District for the period 2002-2005. This examination 

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

Leadership, Governance, and Communication; 2) Curriculum and Instruction; 3) 

Assessment and Evaluation; 4) Human Resource Management and Professional 

Development; 5) Access, Participation, and Student Academic Support; and 6) Financial 

and Asset Management Effectiveness and Efficiency. The EQA’s examination process for 

school districts involved two tiers of investigation and used six standards. The report is 

based on the source documents, correspondence sent prior to the on-site visit, interviews 

with the representatives from the school committee, the district leadership team, and 

school administrators, as well as additional documents submitted while in district. The 

report does not consider documents, revised data, or comments that may have surfaced 

after the on-site visit. 

 

Mashpee is a town located in Southeastern Massachusetts, situated on the southwest end of 

Cape Cod and bordered by Sandwich on the north, Barnstable on the east, Nantucket 

Sound on the south, and Falmouth on the west. Educational, health, and social services and 

retail trade are the largest sources of employment, followed by professional, scientific, 

management, administrative, and waste management services. According to the 2000 U.S. 

Census, the city has a population of 12,946 people and a median family income of 

$56,702, while the median family income in Massachusetts is $61,664. Mashpee is 

governed by a Board of Selectmen/Executive Secretary/Open Town Meeting form of 

municipal government. There is a five-person school committee in Mashpee. Mashpee has 

three schools serving grades PreK-12. The most recent Massachusetts Department of 

Education (DOE) figures indicate that there were 2,109 students enrolled in the Mashpee 

Public Schools on October 1, 2004. The demographic/subgroup composition in Mashpee 

is: 87.9 percent White, 1.8 percent Hispanic, 3.7 percent African-American, 1.2 percent 

Asian, and 5.4 percent Native American; Limited English Proficiency (LEP), 0.3 percent; 

Low-Income, 17.0 percent; and Special Education, 16.6 percent. 
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Mashpee’s Chapter 70 Funding and Net School Spending FY1997 to 2005: For the nine-

year period, FY1997 to FY2005, Mashpee met the state-mandated Net School Spending 

Requirement. For the period between FY1997 and FY2005, Chapter 70 Aid to Mashpee 

increased 249.7 percent (from $1,126,466 to $3,939,254). Mashpee’s Required Local 

Contribution increased 58.5 percent (from $7,191,407 to $11,399,673). Since FY1997, 

Mashpee received a total of $28,899,605 in Chapter 70 Aid and was required to raise 

locally $83,498,158. From FY2002 to FY2005, Chapter 70 Aid was $17,238,586 and the 

Required Local Contribution was $41,709,345. For the period between FY1997 and 

FY2005, Mashpee’s foundation enrollment increased 21.6 percent and its student 

headcount increased 28.8 percent. Between FY2002 and FY2005, its foundation 

enrollment decreased 2.8 percent and its student headcount increased 1.0 percent. 

This report finds Mashpee Regional to be a ‘Moderate’ performing school district, marked 

by student achievement that is ‘High’ in ELA and ‘Moderate’ in math on the MCAS tests. 

Approximately half of all Mashpee students scored above standard on the 2005 

administration of the MCAS test. 

 12  



 

Tier I: Analysis of Student Achievement MCAS Test Data 
At Tier I, with primary attention paid to the 2005 MCAS tests, the EQA review of 

Mashpee’s MCAS test results (2002-2005) is framed by the following five essential 

questions: 

1. Proficiency/Achievement: To what extent is the MCAS test performance of all of 

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

2. Equity of Achievement: How does the MCAS test performance vary among the 

district’s student subgroups? 

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

changed over time? 

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

student subgroups changed over time? 

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

all required programs and assessments?  

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

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

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

between student subgroups within the district. Descriptive analyses of the results of the 

2005 MCAS test revealed differences between students in the district and the average 

scores of students in Massachusetts. 

 

To highlight those differences, the data was then summarized in several ways: a 

performance-level based summary of student achievement in Mashpee; and comparative 

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

to that of students statewide, in relation to the district averages, and in relation to other 

subject areas, grades, and subgroups. A discussion of that summary follows. 

 13  



 

1. Proficiency/Achievement: To what extent is the MCAS test performance of all the 

district’s students meeting or exceeding state proficiency standards? 

Preliminary Findings: 

• Approximately half of all students in Mashpee attained proficiency on the 2004 and 

2005 MCAS tests. 

• More than half of all students in Mashpee attained proficiency on the 2005 MCAS 

English Language Arts (ELA) tests. 

• Less than half of all students in Mashpee attained proficiency on the 2005 MCAS math 

and science and technology/engineering (STE) tests.  

• Mashpee’s proficiency gap in ELA was 16 PI points; in math, the proficiency gap was 

29 PI points; and in STE, this gap was 27 PI points.  

• The proficiency gap in Grade 5 STE was narrower in Mashpee than that statewide in 

Grade 5 STE.  
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Figures 1 A, B /Table 1: Student MCAS Test Performance; All Students; 2004 and 

2005 

A. 

MCAS 2004 Data 
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level
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MCAS 2005 Data 
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Analysis of Figures/Tables 1 A, B:  

• On the 2004 MCAS tests, 49 percent of Mashpee students scored in the ‘Advanced’ 

and ‘Proficient’ categories, five percentage points less than all students in the state on 

the 2004 MCAS tests.  

• On the 2005 MCAS tests, 52 percent of Mashpee students scored in the ‘Advanced’ 

and ‘Proficient’ categories, two percentage points less than all students in the state on 

the 2005 MCAS tests. 

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

MCAS 2005 Data 
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level
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  Proficient 51 53 28 28 32 34 

  Needs Improvement 31 33 33 36 40 41 

  Warning/Failing 7 6 20 20 18 15 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 2:  

• On the 2005 MCAS ELA tests, 61 percent of Mashpee students scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, one percentage point less than all students in 

the state.  

• On the 2005 MCAS math tests, 44 percent of Mashpee students scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, four percentage points less than all students in 

the state.  

• On the MCAS STE tests, 44 percent of Mashpee students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories in 2005, two percentage points higher than all students in the 

state. 

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

A. 

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

 
MCAS 2005 Data - Grade 04

Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level
English and Math

100

80

60

40

20
B

el
ow

 S
ta

nd
ar

d 0

20

40

60

80

100

State ELA Mashpee ELA State MTH Mashpee MTH

   
A

bo
ve

 S
ta

nd
ar

d

  State ELA 

Mashpee 

ELA State MTH 

Mashpee 

MTH 

  Advanced 10 3 14 5 

  Proficient 40 41 27 23 

  Needs Improvement 41 48 45 56 

  Warning/Failing 9 9 14 16 

C. 

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

Science, Technology and Engineering Test
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D. 

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

MCAS 2005 Data - Grade 07/08
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level
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Advanced 10 8 13 4 

Proficient 57 60 26 28 

Needs Improvement 27 29 31 32 

Warning/Failing 6 3 30 36 
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F. 

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

Science, Technology and Engineering Test
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G. 

MCAS 2005 Data - Grade 10
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level
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Figures 4 A, B/Table 4: MCAS Proficiency Index; by Grade; 2005 

A. 

Proficiency Index by Grade (ELA)

45
50
55
60
65
70
75
80
85
90
95

Grade 03 Grade 04 Grade 07 Grade 10

Grade

PI

State
Mashpee

 
B. 

Proficiency Index by Grade (Math)

45
50
55
60
65
70
75
80
85
90
95

Grade 04 Grade 06 Grade 08 Grade 10

Grade

PI

State
Mashpee

 

 21  



 

 

 

State 

ELA 

Mashpee 

ELA 

State 

Math 

Mashpee 

Math 

State 

STE 

Mashpee 

STE 

Grade 03 85 83 NA NA NA NA 

Grade 04 78 77 74 69 NA NA 

Grade 05 NA NA NA NA 78 87 

Grade 06 NA NA 71 77 NA NA 

Grade 07 86 88 NA NA NA NA 

Grade 08 NA NA 65 59 65 63 

Grade 10 84 85 81 81 NA NA 

All Grades 83 84 72 71 71 73 

 

Analysis of Figures/Table 4: 

• Mashpee’s proficiency gap in ELA was 16 PI points; in math, the proficiency gap was 

29 PI points; and in STE, this gap was 27 PI points.  

• In Grade 5 STE, Mashpee’s proficiency gap was 13 PI points; statewide the 

proficiency gap was 22 PI points in Grade 5 STE.  
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Figure/Table 5: MCAS Proficiency Index (MCAS 2005); by School; 2005 

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

among the district’s student subgroups? 
Preliminary Findings: 

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

were wider than those of all Mashpee students. 

• For Mashpee’s Native American and African-American students, the proficiency gaps 

in both ELA and math were wider than those of all Mashpee students in 2005.  

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

gaps in both ELA and math were wider than those of all Mashpee students in 2005.  

• Mashpee’s ELA performance gap was 35 PI points. In math, the performance gap was 

49 PI points. 

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

2005 MCAS tests, lower than that of regular education students in Mashpee. 

• Less than one third of both Mashpee’s Native American and African-American students 

attained proficiency on the 2005 MCAS tests, lower than that of White students in 

Mashpee.  

• One third of Mashpee’s FRL/Y students attained proficiency on the 2005 MCAS tests, 

lower than that of students not eligible for free or reduced-cost lunch (FRL/N) in 

Mashpee.  
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Figure /Table 6: MCAS Proficiency Index; by Student Status, by Race, and by 

Free/Reduced lunch Status; 2005  

ELA vs Math PI (by subgroup)
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Analysis of Figure/Table 6:  

• In Mashpee in 2005, the proficiency gap in ELA was 16 PI points for all students; for 

students with disabilities, this gap was 35 PI points; for Native American students, it 

was 30 PI points; for African-American students, 32 PI points, and for FRL/Y students, 

30 PI points. 

• The proficiency gap in math for all students was 29 PI points; for students with 

disabilities this gap was 57 PI points; for Native American students, it was 48 PI 

points; for African-American students, 41 PI points; and for FRL/Y students, 40 PI 

points. 

• The subgroup performance range between the highest ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) of 

a subgroup and the lowest EPI of a subgroup was 23 PI points in Mashpee in 2005. In 

math, the subgroup performance range was 35 PI points. 

• The average of the differences between the 2005 EPI of the highest-scoring subgroup 

and those of the other subgroups (excluding the lowest-scoring subgroup) was 12 PI 

points in Mashpee. In math, the average subgroup gap was 14 PI points. 

• The ELA performance gap, the sum of the performance range and the average gap, was 

35 PI points in Mashpee. In math, the performance gap was 49 PI points. 

 

Figures 7 A-D: Student Population by Reportable Subgroups; 2005 

A. 

Students by Status

Disability
17%
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B. 

Students by Race

African American
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90%

Native American
6%

 

C. 

Students by Free Lunch
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D. 

Student Population Free vs. Reduced
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Figure /Table 8: Student Subgroup MCAS Test Performance; by Student Status; 

2005 

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

level
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State 

Regular 

Mashpee 

Regular 

State 

Disability

Mashpee 

Disability 

  Advanced 19 14 3 2 

  Proficient 44 45 20 17 

  Needs Improvement 29 33 43 43 

  Warning/Failing 8 8 34 38 

 

Analysis of Figure/Table 8: 

• On the 2005 MCAS tests, 19 percent of the students with disabilities in Mashpee 

scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 40 percentage points lower than 

that of Mashpee’s regular education students. 
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Figure/Table 9: Student Subgroup MCAS Test Performance; by Race; 2005 

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

Mashpee 

Afr-

Amer 

State 

White 

Mashpee 

White 

State 

Nat-

Amer 

Mashpee 

Nat-

Amer 

 Advanced 4 5 18 13 8 4 

 Proficient 25 23 44 42 35 25 

 Needs Improvement 42 48 29 34 39 42 

 Warning/Failing 29 25 9 12 17 28 

 

Analysis of Figure/Table 9: 

• On the 2005 MCAS tests, 28 percent of the African-American students in Mashpee 

scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 27 percentage points lower than 

that of White students in Mashpee. 

• On the 2005 MCAS tests, 29 percent of the Native American students in Mashpee 

scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 26 percentage points lower than 

that of White students in Mashpee. 
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Figure/Table 10: Student Subgroup MCAS Test Performance; by Free and Reduced 

Lunch Eligibility Status; 2005 

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

FRL(N) 

  Advanced 5 3 20 14 

  Proficient 25 30 44 43 

  Needs Improvement 43 43 28 33 

  Warning/Failing 28 24 8 11 

 

Analysis of Figure/Table 10: 

• On the 2005 MCAS test, 33 percent of the FRL/Y students in Mashpee scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 24 percentage points lower than that of FRL/N 

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

in the district changed over time? 
Preliminary Findings: 

• In ELA, the proficiency gap in Mashpee was 1 PI point narrower in 2005 than in 2002, 

for an improvement rate of 5.2 percent. 

• In math, the proficiency gap in Mashpee was 4 PI points narrower in 2005 than in 2002, 

for an improvement rate of 12.2 percent. 

Figure/Table 11: Student MCAS Test Performance; All Students; 2002, 2003, 2004, 

2005  

MCAS 2002 - 2005 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level
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 Advanced 9 9 10 12 

 Proficient 37 42 39 40 

 Needs Improvement 39 35 40 35 

 Warning/Failing 15 15 12 13 
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Figure/Table 12: MCAS Proficiency Index; All Students; 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 

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

  ELA       Math       

  2002 2003 2004 2005 2002 2003 2004 2005 

Advanced 8% 5% 6% 8% 9% 12% 13% 16% 

Proficient 50% 55% 52% 53% 26% 29% 26% 28% 

Needs Improvement 34% 35% 35% 33% 43% 35% 44% 36% 

Warning/Failing 7% 5% 6% 6% 21% 24% 16% 20% 

 

Analysis of Figure/Table 12: 

• The proficiency gap in ELA was 17 PI points in 2002; in 2005, it was 16 PI points in 

Mashpee. 

• The proficiency gap in math was 33 PI points in 2002; in 2005, it was 29 PI points in 

Mashpee. 
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4. Equity of Improvement: How has the MCAS test performance for the 

district’s student subgroups change over time? 
Preliminary Findings: 

• The improvement gap in ELA was 9 PI points narrower in 2005 than in 2003 in 

Mashpee. In math, the improvement gap was 8 PI points narrower in 2005 than in 2003 

in Mashpee. 

• The performance gap in ELA was 9 points narrower in 2005 than in 2003 in Mashpee. 

In math, the performance gap was 6 PI points narrower in 2005 than it was in 2003 in 

Mashpee. 
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Figures 13 A-D/Table 13: MCAS Proficiency Index; by Subgroup; 2003, 2004, 2005 
NOTE: In the following graphs, the bars represent the individual district’s performance; the dots 

represent the performance of all the schools in the state. 
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Prof Index by Subgroup (Math)
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C. 

Prof Index by Subgroup (ELA)
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STATE    MASHPEE    

    ELA Math     ELA Math 

ALL 03 83 69 ALL 03 84 69 

  04 84 71   04 83 71 

  05 83 72   05 84 71 

Regular 03 88 75 Regular 03 89 77 

  04 89 77   04 88 75 

  05 89 78   05 88 78 

Disability 03 64 45 Disability 03 58 40 

  04 65 48   04 62 50 

  05 65 49   05 65 43 

FRL (N) 03 89 76 FRL (N) 03 85 71 

  04 89 78   04 86 74 

  05 89 79   05 86 74 

FRL (Y) 03 68 51 FRL (Y) 03 67 45 

  04 71 54   04 72 56 

  05 70 55   05 70 60 

Nat Amer 03 78 62 Nat Amer 03 70 49 

  04 80 64   04 71 57 

  05 80 65   05 70 52 

Afr. Amer 03 69 48 Afr Amer 03 72 57 

  04 72 52   04 74 56 

  05 70 53   05 68 59 

White 03 88 74 White 03 86 72 

  04 88 76   04 85 73 

  05 88 77   05 85 73 
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Analysis of Figures 13 A-D/Table 13:  

• In Mashpee, the proficiency gap for all students in ELA was 16 PI points in 2003; in 

2005, it was also 16 PI points. 

• In math, the proficiency gap for all students was 31 PI points in 2003; in 2005, it was 

29 PI points. 

• The subgroup performance range in ELA was 31 PI points in 2003; in 2005, it was 23 

PI points. In math, the subgroup performance range was 37 PI points in 2003; in 2005, 

it was 35 PI points in Mashpee. 

• The average gap in ELA was 13 PI points in 2003; in 2005, it was 12 PI points. In 

math, the average gap was 18 PI points in 2003; in 2005, it was 14 PI points. 

• The performance gap in ELA was 44 PI points in 2003; in 2005, it was 35 PI points. 

• In math, the performance gap in math was 55 PI points in 2003; in 2005, it was 49 PI 

points. 

• The improvement gap in ELA was 60 PI points in 2003; in 2005, it was 51 PI points. In 

math, the improvement gap was 86 PI points in 2003; in 2005, it was 78 PI points. 
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5. Participation and Access: Are all eligible students attending and 

participating in all required programs and assessments? 
Preliminary Finding: 

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

levels in Mashpee. 

Table 14: Student MCAS Test Participation; by Subject Area; 2005 

  ELA Math STE 

NTO 3% 2% 0% 

T 95% 97% 98% 

ALT 0% 0% 0% 

NTM 1% 1% 1% 

NTA 1% 0% 1% 
T = Tested 

NTA = Not Tested, Absent 

NTM = Not Tested, Medical 

NTO = Not Tested, Other 

ALT = Alt. Assessment 

Analysis of Table 14: 

• In Mashpee, the 95 percent student participation rate on the 2005 MCAS ELA test was 

the same as the state’s 95 percent requirement. 

• In Mashpee, the 97 percent student participation rate on the 2005 MCAS math test was 

2 percentage points higher than the state’s 95 percent requirement. 

• In Mashpee, the 98 percent student participation rate on the 2005 MCAS STE test was 

3 percentage points higher than the state’s 95 percent requirement. 
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Appendix A: n- values 

1. n-Values; by Year, Grade, and Subject 
YEAR GRADE ELA Math STE 

2002 Grade 03 0 0 0 

  Grade 04 190 189 0 

  Grade 05 0 0 0 

  Grade 06 0 199 0 

  Grade 07 197 0 0 

  Grade 08 0 182 0 

  Grade 10 156 155 0 

  All Grades 543 725 0 

2003 Grade 03 156 0 0 

  Grade 04 198 199 0 

  Grade 05 0 0 0 

  Grade 06 0 204 0 

  Grade 07 196 0 0 

  Grade 08 0 179 0 

  Grade 10 140 142 0 

  All Grades 690 724 0 

2004 Grade 03 156 0 0 

  Grade 04 145 145 0 

  Grade 05 0 0 178 

  Grade 06 0 178 0 

  Grade 07 184 0 0 

  Grade 08 0 186 186 

  Grade 10 168 168 0 

  All Grades 653 677 364 

2005 Grade 03 131 0 0 

  Grade 04 153 152 0 

  Grade 05 0 0 142 

  Grade 06 0 172 0 

  Grade 07 179 0 0 

  Grade 08 0 183 182 

  Grade 10 154 156 0 

  All Grades 617 663 324 

 39  



 

2. n-Values by Subgroup, Level, and Subject: 2005  

    ELA Math STE 

MASHPEE ALL LEVELS 617 663 324 

 Advanced 48 105 31 

  Proficient 327 188 110 

  Needs Improvement 206 238 134 

  Warning/Failing 36 132 49 

Regular Advanced 46 103 30 

  Proficient 299 177 104 

  Needs Improvement 144 201 95 

  Warning/Failing 17 62 23 

Disability Advanced 2 2 1 

  Proficient 28 11 6 

  Needs Improvement 62 37 38 

  Warning/Failing 18 70 26 

Free Lunch (Y) Advanced 1 7 2 

  Proficient 37 31 12 

  Needs Improvement 53 46 30 

  Warning/Failing 15 39 15 

Free Lunch (N) Advanced 47 98 29 

  Proficient 290 157 98 

  Needs Improvement 153 190 102 

  Warning/Failing 21 93 34 
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3. n-Values by Race, Level, and Subject: 2005

    ELA Math STE 

MASHPEE ALL LEVELS 617 663 324 

 Advanced 48 105 31 

  Proficient 327 188 110 

  Needs Improvement 206 238 134 

  Warning/Failing 36 132 49 

Afr American Advanced 1 1 0 

  Proficient 4 5 5 

  Needs Improvement 10 9 4 

  Warning/Failing 3 7 0 

Native American Advanced 2 1 0 

  Proficient 9 8 5 

  Needs Improvement 19 9 4 

  Warning/Failing 2 17 5 

White Advanced 45 101 31 

  Proficient 308 170 92 

  Needs Improvement 174 212 120 

  Warning/Failing 27 106 44 

4. n-values by Year and Level 

  2002 2003 2004 2005 

Advanced 109 123 130 153 

Proficient 466 591 520 515 

Needs Improvement 499 493 527 444 

Warning/Failing 194 207 153 168 

Total 1,268 1,414 1,330 1,280 

5. n-values by Test Status, Student Status, and Subject: 2005

  ELA Math STE 

T. Disability 110 120 69 

T. Regular 503 543 252 

T. LEP 1 0 1 

NTM. Disability 1 1 1 

NTM. Regular 3 4 2 
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NTO. Disability 5 5 1 

NTO. Regular 14 7 0 

NTA. Disability 1 0 0 

NTA. Regular 2 1 1 
T = Tested 

NTA = Not Tested, Absent 

NTM = Not Tested, Medical 

NTO = Not Tested, Other 

ALT = Alt. Assessment 

Notes: 

In 2005, for state vs. district performance charts, only data from ELA and math tests for grades 3 through 10 was included, unless 

otherwise noted. For Proficiency Index charts, Grade 3 was not included. Grade 3 does not include an ‘Advanced’ level and would 

therefore skew aggregated proficiency level charts. 

In calculation for EPI, the following groups were included for each year reported: 

2002: Gr. 4, Gr. 7, Gr. 10 

2003: Gr. 4, Gr. 7, Gr. 10 

2004: Gr. 4, Gr. 7, Gr. 10 

2005: Gr. 4, Gr. 7, Gr. 10 

In calculation for MPI, the following groups were included for each year reported: 

2002: Gr. 4, Gr. 8, Gr. 10 

2003: Gr. 4, Gr. 8, Gr. 10 

2004: Gr. 4, Gr. 8, Gr. 10 

2005: Gr. 4, Gr. 6, Gr. 8, Gr. 10 

Subgroup inclusion was based on the number of students in a district and the number of schools in a district. To be included, a subgroup 

must have at least 10 times the number of schools in the district to be considered reportable. For example, in a school district with four 

schools, only subgroup categories with 40 or more students from that district in that category were included. 

These results include only Students with test status of Tested, ALT, or NTA with a Scaled Score <> 200 unless otherwise noted. 

Rounded differences may result in slight discrepancies. 

Definitions: 

Proficiency gap: the difference between the Proficiency Index (PI) and the state target PI of 100 in 2014. 

Subgroup performance range: the difference between the highest PI of a subgroup and the lowest PI of a subgroup  

Average gap: the sum of the differences between the PI of the highest-scoring subgroup and those of the other subgroups (excluding the 

lowest-scoring subgroup)  

Performance gap: the sum of the subgroup performance range and the average subgroup gap. 

Improvement gap: the sum of the performance gap and the proficiency gap.  
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Part III: Tier II Domain Findings and Summary 
I. Leadership, Governance, and Communication: School committee, district 

leadership, and school leadership established, implemented, and continuously evaluated 

the cost effectiveness and efficiency of policies and procedures that were standards-based, 

focused on student achievement data and designed to promote continuous improvement of 

instructional practice and high achievement for all students. Leadership actions and 

decisions related to the attainment of district and school goals were routinely 

communicated to the community and promoted public confidence, financial commitment 

and community support needed to achieve high student and staff performance.  

Standard Rating: Needs Improvement 

 
Standard Summary: 

The current superintendent of schools was in her first year as the educational leader of the 

Mashpee Public Schools. Prior to this assignment, she had been the assistant 

superintendent for curriculum and instruction in a neighboring school district. Her 

predecessor had been the superintendent of Mashpee from 2003 to 2005 after serving the 

district in a number of capacities for over 30 years. 

 

The Mashpee Public Schools had a mission statement which was initially developed in 

conjunction with the formation and construction of Mashpee High School. A sub-

committee of parents, teachers, administrators, and community members submitted this 

document to the school committee for approval. According to the current superintendent, 

the high school’s mission statement was updated in 2002 in preparation for its inaugural 

NEASC review. It was summarily incorporated as the district’s mission statement at that 

time. 

 

An inspection of designated documents revealed the existence of a School Improvement 

Plan (SIP) for each of the three schools. An interview with the superintendent revealed that 

the SIPs were not aligned with the District Improvement Plan (DIP), and interviews with 

principals confirmed that they were not directed to align their SIPs with the DIP. 
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Administrative goals were established for the 2004–2005 school year. These goals served 

as the DIP and were developed by the district’s administrators. At a school committee 

summer retreat, the goals were presented and explained, and the school committee 

subsequently endorsed them; although, there was no evidence that these goals received a 

formal vote. The goals made reference to the state frameworks, standards based 

instruction, grade level benchmarks, research based instruction practices, and special 

education learning problems. The document did not have a formal evaluation component 

and there was no correlation between the 2005 plan and the subsequent year. There was 

also no evidence that student achievement data drove the development or implementation 

of a successor plan. 

 

Three school committee members indicated that they became knowledgeable about their 

responsibilities through information presented by the superintendent, numerous newsletters 

forwarded by the Massachusetts Association of School Committees, attendance at the 

MASC Annual Conference, and at the state mandated training workshop. In separate 

interviews with the school committee and superintendent, it was revealed that for the past 

two years funds for education had been extremely limited. Eighteen teaching positions 

were eliminated, efforts to enhance technology were tabled, and capital projects were 

postponed for another year. Department of Education statistics for per pupil expenditures 

for 17 Cape Cod school districts consistently placed Mashpee in the lowest quartile for the 

period under review. However, it must be underscored that during this period of fiscal 

austerity for the schools, the district returned approximately $70,000 to the town at the 

close of FY ’05 and the town recorded 2.4 million dollars in certified free cash as of July 1, 

2005. 

 

The current superintendent made a concerted effort to publicize educational needs and to 

involve all stakeholders. A strategic planning initiative commenced on November 4, 2005, 

and was designed to provide concrete educational direction. Other examples of 

communication with the community included publishing an article in the local newspaper 

on a monthly basis, meeting with over 200 individuals and groups in a variety of forums, 

and communicating more frequently with the director of Indian education. The 
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superintendent was also a member of Rotary, Kiwanis, and the local Chamber of 

Commerce. The school committee viewed their responsibility as a very serious continuing 

challenge. They made reference to the high school graduation ceremony where a school 

and community came together to honor their students: “We are here for the students. It’s 

all about children.”  

 

Preliminary Findings: 

• Administrative goals served as the District's Improvement Plan were documented for 

the 2004-2005 school year and focused on goal one, increasing academic achievement.  

• There was no alignment between the School Improvement Plans and the District 

Improvement Plan because principals were not directed to correlate the two plans. 

• Student achievement data did not inform decision making for policy and budget 

development including the District Improvement Plan. 

• Principals' and teachers' access to technology was limited due to fiscal constraints. As a 

result, technical staff was obligated to dedicate their time and expertise to repairing 

aging computers. 

• The school committee and the current superintendent initiated several collaborative 

programs to encourage stakeholders to support sustained student achievement. 

Indicators: 

1. The district and school leaders had a clearly understood vision and/or mission, goals, and 

priorities included in the District Improvement Plan (DIP). The standards-based plan and 

the analysis of student achievement data drove the development, implementation, and 

modification of educational programs. 

Rating: Needs Improvement 

 

Evidence: The superintendent of schools was in her first year as the educational leader of 

the Mashpee Public Schools. The Mashpee Public Schools had a mission statement which 

was initially developed in conjunction with the formation and construction of the Mashpee 

High School. A sub-committee of parents, teachers, administrators, and members of the 

community submitted this document for approval to the school committee. The mission 
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statement was updated in 2002 in preparation for the high school’s first NEASC review 

and was incorporated as the district’s mission statement at that time. The current mission 

statement was accompanied by an educational philosophy which was developed in 1989, 

revised in 1995, and again in 2004. It was included in the school committee’s policy 

manual. 

 

Administrative goals were established for 2004–2005 and served as the DIP. They 

included  increasing academic achievement; to improving the effectiveness of 

communication systems; appropriately supporting technology for student learning as well 

as staff job performance; and  fostering positive school climate. Each goal included who 

was involved, how  it would happen, the resources necessary, the assessment needed, 

expectations, and a timeline. These goals, the District Improvement Plan, was developed 

by the district’s administrators and endorsed by the school committee at separate summer 

retreats. 

 

Goal one of administrative goals made reference to the state frameworks, standards based 

instruction, grade level benchmarks, research-based instruction practices, and special 

education learning problems. However, there was no formal evaluation component and 

there was no correlation between the 2005 plan and the subsequent year. Further, there was 

no evidence that student achievement data drove the development or implementation of a 

successor plan. There was also no evidence that these district administrative goals were 

ever voted upon by the school committee although they endorsed them.  

 

2. School committee members were informed and knowledgeable about their responsibilities 

under the Education Reform Act, and relied on student achievement data and other 

educationally relevant data as the foundation of their policy-making and decision-making.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In interviews, school committee members indicated that they became 

knowledgeable about their responsibilities under the Education Reform Act through 

information presented by the superintendent at school committee meetings, through 
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numerous newsletters from the Massachusetts Association of School Committees (MASC), 

attendance at the MASC Annual Conference, and workshop training from “On Board.” 

They had also contracted with New England School Development Council (NESDEC) for 

additional training and current information.  

 

Interviews with the school committee and superintendent indicated that for the past two 

fiscal years, the school system had experienced severe financial constraints. Eighteen 

teachers had been reduced in force during that period. The committee became dependent 

on the superintendent to review and interpret data and to bring recommendations to their 

attention in order for the district to remain focused on particular areas including: keeping 

class sizes in accordance with guidelines referenced in the teacher’s negotiated agreement; 

ensuring that special education services were in compliance with state and federal law; 

adding MCAS test preparatory services; and implementing an alternative education 

computerized component at the high school to assist students in meeting state graduation 

requirements. 

 

3. The district was highly effective at data selection, data generation, data gathering and 

interpretation, data use, and data-driven decision-making. 

Rating: Needs Improvement 

 

Evidence: An interview with the superintendent revealed that the most recent mission 

statement was approved in 2002 in preparation for the high school’s NEASC accreditation 

review. The statement was also then applied as the district’s mission statement and had not 

been refined or revised since that time. A strategic planning initiative which commenced 

on November 4, 2005, was designed to provide concrete direction for the school system  

 

The administrative goals which were documented for 2004–2005 and served as the 

District’s Improvement Plan did not incorporate a formal evaluation component. However, 

data were embedded in goal one, to increase academic achievement. As a result, MCAS 

test results were formally analyzed through a contract with Teachers 21. Also, the 

coordinators in English/Language Arts and in math were trained in TestWiz, and they 
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shared their expertise and trained building administrators. MCAS test data was also shared 

by the two coordinators and principals at individual faculty meetings.  

 

Other examples of data accessed by the administration and shared with the school 

committee included: dropout rates, discipline, regular and special education enrollment, 

and student transfers. As a result of data analysis, the following programs were 

implemented: eliminating Saturday detention and instituting an in-school suspension 

program; adding staff to special education programs; and providing summer school 

assistance for at-risk students in conjunction with the town’s summer recreation program. 

 

Principal and teacher use of technology was limited. Classroom observations revealed that 

a computer was sometimes present for teacher use in a classroom and the high school had 

two computer labs for the 1000 student school. Teachers revealed that computers had not 

been updated, hardware had not been purchased over time, and the network administrator 

dedicated his class schedule to repairs and not to data gathering and dissemination. As a 

result, other than the aforementioned reference to TestWiz, data driven decision making at 

the district level was kept to a minimum.  

 

4. Each school used an approved School Improvement Plan (SIP) that was aligned with the 

DIP and was based on the analysis of student achievement data. (Only for multi-school 

districts) 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

 

Evidence: An inspection of relevant documents revealed the existence of a School 

Improvement Plan (SIP) for each of the three schools in Mashpee. An interview with the 

superintendent revealed that the SIPs were not aligned with the District Improvement Plan 

(DIP), and interviews with principals confirmed that they were not directed to align their 

SIPs with the DIP. In addition, there was no evidence that student achievement data drove 

the development or implementation of either the SIPs or the DIP.  
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A review of the SIPs for each of the three schools revealed that the goals were vaguely 

similar, but each school addressed its respective goals in isolation. There was no 

intentional continuity or intentional correlation with the DIP.  

 

The Kenneth C. Coombs School identified five goals for 2005, each with a core value, 

vision, assessment, and strategies. The Quashnet School identified four goals for 2004–

2005. Each goal included who was involved; how would it happen; the resources 

necessary; the assessment needed; expectations; and a timeline. Mashpee High School 

identified seven goals. Each goal was accompanied by an activity; a person(s) responsible; 

available resources; a timeline; and a means of measurement. Each SIP identified its 

number one goal as academic accountability, to increase academic achievement, or high 

learning standards and academic achievement.  

 

5. The district leadership promoted equity by treating schools’ populations and allocations 

differently and allocating more and better resources to their students and schools with 

greater needs. 

Rating: Needs Improvement 

 

Evidence: An interview with the superintendent revealed that for the past two years, funds 

for education in the Mashpee Public Schools were extremely limited. A total of eighteen 

teaching positions were eliminated during a period when the primary objective of the 

school committee and superintendent was to preserve reasonable class sizes. 

 

While confronted with fiscal constraints, principals, coordinators, and teachers employed 

the Performance Improvement Mapping (PIM) process to ascertain program strengths and 

areas in need of emphasis. Purchases for materials and supplies were maintained; however, 

the technology plan and the capital improvement plan objectives were placed in abeyance. 

Department of Education statistics for per pupil expenditures for seventeen Cape Cod 

school districts consistently placed Mashpee in the lowest quartile for the period under 

review. During the past four years for which official figures are available, the district 
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ranked as number 16, 17, 15, and 13 of the 17 Cape Cod districts, with a per pupil 

expenditure of $8,617 in 2004.  

 

The school committee and central administration allocated funds based on preserving class 

size, meeting state and federal special education requirements, and assisting students in 

meeting MCAS graduation mandates. To that end, class size objectives were met with the 

addition of a Kindergarten class, but the high school had some classes of thirty. Special 

education violations were not observed and the graduation rates at the high school were at 

acceptable levels.  

 

During this period of fiscal austerity the school district returned to the town approximately 

$70,000 at the close of FY 2005 and the town currently records 2.4 million dollars in 

certified free cash.  

 

6. The superintendent annually recommended and the school committee annually approved 

educationally sound budgets based primarily on the analysis of student achievement data 

and advocated for these budgets with the appropriating authority and community. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Early in the academic year, the school committee and superintendent received a 

memo from the town manager to limit the successor budget to level services. With that 

mandate in mind, principals prepared budgets which preserved class size and allocated 

sufficient funds for materials and supplies. Leadership of the teachers’ association revealed 

that teacher input during this phase of budget development was minimal. The business 

manager was responsible for calculating all personnel costs. However, the teachers’ 

association submitted to the school committee by December 15 in accordance with the 

current negotiated agreement, a proposed list of staffing needs with accompanying 

justification for each position. The school committee took this request under advisement 

but in the end, due to fiscal constraints, 18 teaching positions were eliminated. Principals 

also involved the school improvement councils in the budget proposal process. No 
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evidence was presented indicating that student achievement data played an integral role in 

budget development. 

 

The principals’ budgets were presented to the superintendent and business manager and 

then to the school committee. Several school committee meetings were devoted to 

deliberations. Representatives from the finance committee and selectmen were in 

attendance at these sessions. One objective of these inclusive discussions was to ensure 

that the final recommended budget proposed at the annual town meeting received the 

endorsement of the selectmen and finance committee. At the May 2005 annual town 

meeting, the school budget was approved with an increase of approximately two percent. 

Despite the two percent increase in the 2006 school budget, according to State Department 

of Education data, Mashpee ranked in the lowest quartile on per pupil expenditures for 

school districts on Cape Cod.  

 

7. The leadership periodically reported to the school committee, staff, and community on the 

extent of its attainment of the goals in the DIP and SIPs particularly regarding student 

achievement. 

Rating: Needs Improvement 

 

Evidence: The district leadership reported student achievement on the MCAS test at least 

once a year to the school committee. According to central office administrators, the 

mission statement and progress made on the DIP did not receive emphasis in the district. 

Essentially, MCAS test results were received at the central office and subsequently were 

reviewed and interpreted by the coordinators of mathematics and English/Language Arts. 

The data were analyzed for accuracy of levels of participation and other performance 

issues. If necessary, appeals were made to the State Department of Education. DOE results 

would then be presented to teachers and staff by the coordinators and the principal at 

regularly held faculty meetings.  

 

No evidence was presented to document that the relationship of student achievement and 

progress relative to the DIP was presented to the Mashpee School Committee. Student 
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achievement on MCAS tests and the SIP were reserved for discussion and dissemination 

by individual schools. Principals routinely mailed home individual student reports 

accompanied by a cover letter. Other discussions about MCAS and SIP progress took place 

at parent teacher association meetings or at the school improvement council meetings. 

Attempts were made to hold school wide presentations, but a principal revealed that more 

presenters went to these sessions than parents. 

 

District accomplishments were published in the annual town report by the school 

committee. References were made to student achievement and special education scores. 

When queried by the EQA examiners, school committee members stated that they did not 

write the report, did not understand it, and could not respond to specific questions about 

the report.  

 

8.  District and school leadership used and effectively implemented practices that required all 

staff to regularly use aggregated and disaggregated student assessment data to improve 

instructional programs and services for all student populations. 

Rating: Needs Improvement 

 

Evidence: Interviews with the superintendent and principals revealed that personnel in the 

Mashpee Public Schools minimally used student achievement data to enhance the decision 

making process. The superintendent stated that adequate funds to support educational 

programs had historically been difficult to access. However, through re-allocation of funds 

the district began the Performance Improvement Mapping (PIM) process in the spring of 

2005. This effort facilitated by a PIM consultant was designed to permit school based 

teams to identify student learning needs and plan strategies for improvement. 

 

Again, as a result of fiscal constraints, textbook replacements were delayed. The reading 

series for Kindergarten through Grade six was fifteen years old, was not appropriately 

challenging, and was not research based. Through a creative arrangement with the 

publisher, a new literacy series replaced the old series and was being piloted in 2005-06. It 
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will allow teachers and administrators to access data and improve programs and services 

for all students. 

 

Attention to technology was also delayed because of inadequate funds. According to 

documentation provided by the superintendent in her EQA summary, there are 1.5 

technology positions for technology support, data management, completing online DOE 

reports, and website maintenance. Technology support staff was challenged to keep 

computers operational. Old computers and a limited number of trained personnel required 

the technology staff to dedicate their expertise specifically to daily break/fix assignments 

as opposed to data gathering and interpretation. 

 

9. District and school leaders monitored student achievement data throughout the year, 

considered the goals identified in the DIP and the SIPs, and implemented or modified 

programs, policies, and services as required. 

Rating: Needs Improvement 

 

Evidence: In separate interviews, the superintendent, coordinators of ELA and math, and 

principals stated that student achievement data were monitored throughout the year. There 

was no evidence of a formal correlation of the data with the DIP or SIPs. School 

Improvement Plans were available for all three schools and an examination of each 

revealed that academic accountability was listed as the first goal. There was no evidence 

that specific benchmarks were established to ensure accountability across the districts. 

 

Student academic achievement was measured across the district through end of unit tests, 

chapter tests, DIBELS, math assessments, and use of old MCAS tests; in addition, math 

portfolios were used at the high school. A visit to several math classes at the high school 

revealed specific dates in designated classes reminding students when their portfolios were 

due.  

 

As a result of these assessments, a number of programs were modified or new services 

were provided for students in order to enhance student academic achievement. Some 
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examples included the piloting of the Reading Street Program in grades K-6 to replace the 

fifteen-year-old reading textbooks; the adoption of a reading fluency component; 

Class.com. had become operational; a special education summer school for low 

performing/at risk students had been organized in conjunction with the town’s recreation 

department; Student Support Centers (SSC) had been revamped; after school tutorials had 

been provided in two of the three schools; and teacher support teams were present in all 

schools. 

 

10. The performance of the superintendent, administrators, and principals was annually 

evaluated based on MCAS results, other student achievement data, and the attainment of 

the goals in the DIP and the SIPs. 

Rating: Needs Improvement 

 

Evidence: An interview with three school committee members revealed that during the 

period under review, the previous two superintendents had been evaluated. The evaluation 

format consisted of checklists completed by each member that were collated by the school 

committee chair who issued a summative statement to the general public. A school 

committee member stated that student achievement data was not incorporated into this 

process He said, “We could not hold the superintendent responsible for student 

achievement when budgets were reduced, staff was laid off, and the student population was 

so challenging.” The current superintendent was in her first year. Performance goals had 

not been established and a revised evaluative instrument was scheduled for development. 

 

An examination of administrative personnel folders indicated that the business manager 

was in his second year, was certified, and had not been evaluated; the director of special 

education had been evaluated, but the evaluation was not instructive, and the director was 

not certified; and the two central office coordinators were evaluated and were certified. 

 

Generally speaking, principals were evaluated, although the narrative report was not 

instructive. All were certified in their current assignments. The evaluation format consisted 

of individual goal setting and a self-evaluation section. All goals were ranked as “met” by 
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the superintendent. There was no evidence provided to indicate that student achievement 

was integral to this process and evaluations did not include references to the DIP and SIPs.  

 

11. The superintendent effectively delegated the educational and operational leadership of the 

schools to the principals and program directors and used student achievement data to assess 

the success of their leadership. 

Rating: Needs Improvement 

 

Evidence: Principals revealed they had total autonomy in the development of their SIPs. 

They had legislated latitude in the hiring, evaluating, and disciplining of staff. They were 

also responsible for implementing program improvements and designing teacher and class 

schedules. Other educational and operating tasks delegated to principals included 

responsibility for maintaining a clean, presentable building, for organizing a school 

improvement council, and for administering a student discipline program.  

 

Interviews with the superintendent, business manager, and principals revealed that a 

monthly budget report was made available to each principal. The MUNIS system permitted 

principals to ascertain line item moneys allocated, purchase orders encumbered, and funds 

available to date. With respect to budgets, principals proposed and monitored expenditures. 

They had free reign to transfer funds (technically with school committee approval) to meet 

changing student needs. 

 

As mentioned previously, the superintendent did not use student achievement data to 

determine successful leadership by principals in the district. 

 

12. The school committee and superintendent created a culture of collaboration and developed 

contracts and agreements which encouraged all stakeholders to work together to support 

and sustain improved student achievement. 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: Interviews with three members of the school committee revealed that they 

relied on the superintendent as the communicator for the school system. They viewed the 

superintendent as a collaborator, an individual who was well organized. They had 

confidence in her ability and were supportive of her leadership. The members emphasized 

that the community perceives itself as having both warmth and pride. They noted that they 

had held a series of informal coffee hours to maintain open lines of communication with 

the community they serve. 

 

The present superintendent had initiated a number of activities in order to encourage 

stakeholders to work together; she had published a monthly article in the local newspaper; 

met with over 200 individuals and groups to foster two-way communication about the 

schools and the community. She was a member of Rotary, Kiwanis, and the local Chamber 

of Commerce. Representatives of the Board of Selectmen and Finance Committee attended 

school committee meetings during budget deliberations. In addition, school committee 

meetings were televised live on cable. Thirty school and community representatives met to 

develop the district’s first strategic plan. Outreach programs and services were designed 

for non-parents and more frequent communication had taken place with the director of 

Indian education. 

 

The school committee viewed their responsibility as a very serious challenge. They made 

reference to the high school graduation ceremony where a school and a community came 

together to honor their students: “We are here for the students. It’s all about children.” 
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II. Curriculum and Instruction: The curricula and instructional practices in the district 

were developed and implemented to attain high levels of achievement for all students. 

They were aligned with components of the state curriculum frameworks and revised to 

promote higher levels of student achievement.

Standard Rating: Needs Improvement 

 
Summary:  

During the final year under review, the Mashpee School District  revised its English 

Language Arts curriculum for the first time using a format which addressed commonly 

accepted elements of a written curriculum, such as alignment with state frameworks, 

statement of student objectives, instructional strategies, and assessments. The revised ELA 

curriculum document lacked measurable student outcomes and specific assessments; in 

addition, there was no evidence that student achievement data drove the modifications and 

changes of the curriculum. The district had a curriculum leader and a system of formative 

assessments to determine the effectiveness of the delivery of the curriculum only for 

Kindergarten through Grade 2.  

 

While there was some district-wide professional development to support teacher 

instructional needs, training in inclusion in mainstream classrooms was not addressed. 

Although, according to the special education administrator, there has been a significant 

amount of training in inclusion. This was an area of need most commonly expressed by 

teachers and underscored by MCAS assessment results. 

 

The Mashpee School District followed a five-year plan for the review and revision of 

curriculum. In addition, all three schools adjusted their schedules to address the assessed 

learning needs of their students more fully. For the most part, however, additional 

instructional time in ELA and math served to address student needs in the aggregate rather 

than those of particular subgroups.  
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Each teacher had an administrative computer, but only a few of the classrooms had 

computers available for student use. These were seldom in use because of their age and the 

failure of the district to provide adequate technology support services.  

 

Toward the end of the period under review, the district administration had come to 

understand and promote the use of formative assessments to determine students’ 

instructional needs.  

 

Classroom observations by the EQA examiners revealed some strengths present across the 

district including the area of classroom management. High expectations for students were 

observed frequently at the K.C. Coombs, but only in 53% of possible instances at Quashnet 

and 42% at the high school.  

Preliminary Findings: 

• English Language Arts (ELA), math, and science curricula existed in a wide variety of 

formats, some of which referenced state frameworks. Only the  elementary ELA 

curriculum had stated student objectives. 

• The curriculum had little horizontal and vertical alignment of curriculum. 

• In grades 3 through 12, administrators had little knowledge about the effectiveness of 

the delivery of the curriculum. 

• School leaders rarely followed up on professional development provided by the district,  

• A key area of need was teaching in an inclusive setting, but little district or school 

professional development or support was available to teachers in this area. 

• The school district followed its five-year plan for the revision of curriculum. 

• School schedules at all levels were revised to address student learning needs revealed in 

MCAS tests.    

• There was little availability or use of instructional technology across the district. 

• There was a lack of high expectations for special education students.  

• The need for formative assessments was only gradually being understood and 

undertaken. 

• There was a wide disparity observed in instruction in classrooms from school to school 

and within areas of instructional focus. 
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Indicators: 

1. The district implemented curricula for all grade levels in tested core content areas that 

clearly addressed all the components of the state curriculum frameworks. The curricula 

document contained, at a minimum, components that addressed: objectives, resources, 

instructional strategies, timelines, articulation maps, and measurable outcomes or 

assessments. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory  

 

Evidence: The district had written curricula in place in English Language Arts, math, and 

science for all grade levels. The ELA curriculum was revised in 2005, the math curriculum 

had most recently been revised in 2001, and the science curriculum in 2002. Only the 

newly revised ELA curriculum and the secondary science curriculum were structured 

around the appropriate Massachusetts frameworks with either a full restatement or a 

numerical reference to specific learning standards.  

 

These written curricula varied as to their components and formats. The elementary and 

secondary sections in ELA, math, and science were developed separately. The elementary 

ELA curriculum had clearly stated student objectives, but the secondary level did not. 

Instead, the secondary ELA curriculum guide listed literary concepts and skills. Both 

guides had generic lists of assessment techniques, and the curriculum guide did not specify 

how the objectives at the elementary level were to be assessed. The instructional strategies 

were comprehensive lists rather than specific strategies suggested for addressing a 

particular objective. The secondary ELA guide specified resources and materials, but the 

elementary guide did not. 

 

The math curriculum was scheduled for revision during the 2005-2006 school year. What 

was available for teachers during the period under review at the elementary level was what 

were called “benchmarks” by grade level, but these were simply learning standards taken 
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directly from the state frameworks. The school district had added a list of math vocabulary 

words for each grade. Also available to elementary teachers in this guide were grade level 

learning standards which were again lists of state learning standards. In addition, there 

were pacing guides for the Investigations program in Kindergarten and the Scott-Foresman 

Addison Wesley texts in grades one and two. At the secondary level, there were math 

objectives for grades 7–12 listed separately. Their course uniformity documents provided 

an overview, the duration, materials, scope and sequence, requirements, and a generic 

statement of outcomes/expectations for each course. Course objectives, instructional 

strategies, and measurable outcomes were not included.  

 

The science curriculum guide included a scope and sequence at the elementary level 

structured around topics and their treatment at particular grade levels. The elementary 

science document did not reference state framework standards or list student objectives, 

instructional strategies, assessments, or specific materials and resources. The secondary 

science framework was arranged by specific course and included broad concepts, 

objectives, and a numerical reference to the science learning standards from the state 

frameworks. However, components such as instructional strategies, assessments, and 

materials and resources were not included. 

 

2. The district’s curricula in all tested areas were aligned horizontally and vertically. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district’s curricula varied and were inconsistent across and within grade 

levels. Despite revised curriculum documents, a review of the district’s curriculum 

evidenced that they were not aligned horizontally and vertically. Each school had its own 

curriculum committees in ELA and math which met monthly. These committees were 

charged with some responsibility for maintaining horizontal alignment within grades at the 

elementary level and courses at the secondary level. However, horizontal alignment of 

elementary ELA curriculum during the period under review was not possible since the 

teachers were working with a basal series produced in 1989. Administrators and teachers 

agreed that teachers for the most part ignored the basal because it did not reflect current 
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research. Instead, students learned from teacher-made materials which varied from 

classroom to classroom. 

 

In math, elementary teachers used the Scott-Foresman Addison Wesley (SFAW) math 

series for the entire period under review. The K.C. Coombs School had developed a math 

pacing guide for kindergarten through grade 2 which blocked out the chapters covered 

each quarter. Teachers did use the SFAW chapter tests, but these were not collected for use 

as formative assessments. Only the results from end-of-book tests were collected, but and 

used to consider modifying the curriculum for the following year, but they were not used 

to assess if students had achieved a specific level of knowledge or understanding. In 

science, the elementary curriculum consisted of lists of topics like soil, weather, and water 

cycle; there was some differentiation as to how the topics were to be addressed in 

successive grades. However, there were no specifics as to what materials were to be used, 

what the student objectives were, or how they were to be assessed. As a result, horizontal 

alignment was not possible in elementary science. 

 

Grades 7 and 8, with the exception of courses for which students were earning high school 

credit, did not have common exams. While the housemaster did do frequent “walk-

throughs,” he did not assume responsibility for monitoring curriculum alignment. In grades 

9–12 during the period under review, the English curriculum consisted of brief course 

descriptions. The administration pressed the department to develop common mid-terms 

and finals; however, teachers claimed this was not possible since specific novels were in 

use at different times of the year. In math grades 9 – 12, the curriculum again consisted of 

a series of course descriptions. However, each course had a common mid-term and final, 

guaranteeing some horizontal alignment. In science, according to the curriculum chair, 

teachers who taught courses in common worked together to produce a common exam. 

However, there were many science courses for which there was only one teacher.  

 

Vertical alignment of elementary ELA curriculum was not possible for the same reason 

that horizontal alignment was not. Because the basal was so outdated, teachers developed 

their own learning materials. Vertical alignment of curriculum between schools was a 
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challenge in part because there was no central office oversight of continuity between 

grades, in particular between grades 2 and 3 and 6 and 7, those points at which students 

changed schools. A few attempts had been made to establish curricular connections 

between schools; however, teachers in grades 3 and 7 claimed little knowledge of what 

students had learned in their previous schools. At the high school in English, math, and 

science during the period under review, curriculum was defined for individual courses and 

the course descriptions did little to specify how one course followed another in terms of a 

continuum of student learning.    
 

3. Each school in the district had a curriculum leader who oversaw the use, alignment, 

consistency, and effectiveness of delivery of the district’s curricula that focused on 

improvement for all of its students. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

 

Evidence: Principals agreed that they were the curriculum leaders in their buildings. The 

principal of the Pre-K to Grade 2 school oversaw the curriculum and its delivery. During 

the period under review, she introduced the use of the DIBELS (Dynamic Indicators of 

Basic Early Literacy Skills) and the Directed Reading Assessment (DRA) so that teachers 

had information from formative assessments on which to base their instruction. She also 

reported working toward horizontal alignment of the math curriculum in her building.  

 

In grades 3 through 6 during the period under review, the principal had 30 opportunities to 

meet with teachers to work on curriculum and instruction. However, he chose to take 

advantage of only 8 of the 30 meeting dates. Instead, he relied upon the district ELA and 

math coordinators to encourage teachers to work with the grade 3-6 teachers on curriculum 

content and to introduce the use of more formative assessments. These coordinators did not 

go into classrooms to determine the consistency of the use of the curriculum.  

 

At the high school, the principal saw himself as the curriculum leader. He delegated to the 

curriculum chairs the responsibility for the periodic review and revision of curriculum. 

However, since curriculum chairs did not go into classrooms, and housemasters did not see 
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curriculum as part of their  responsibility, he had sole responsibility for oversight of the 

delivery of curriculum in classrooms. During an interview, the principal asserted that he 

fulfilled that responsibility when teachers that he was preparing to evaluate listed for him 

framework learning standards they would be addressing during their observed lesson. 

Curricular chairs and secondary teachers agreed that implementation of the curriculum at 

the high school was “a matter of faith,” since there was in effect no oversight of the use of 

the curriculum in classrooms.  

  

4.  Each school provided active leadership and support for effective instructional strategies, 

techniques, and methods grounded in research and focused on improved achievement for all 

students. 

Rating: Needs Improvement 

 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district provided training for teachers at all 

levels in programs such as John Collins Writing and teacher as assessor. There was 

building support for these district-wide initiatives at the K.C. Coombs School, but little 

follow-up from building administrators at the Quashnet School or at Mashpee High School 

during the period under review. Also, the high school math department had a portfolio 

assessment system in which teachers used a bank of prompts for problem solving in math 

with written responses scored by rubric.  

 

Specific instructional strategies introduced and supported at the K.C. Coombs were guided 

reading, Bradley phonics, and inclusion team teaching for special educators. At the high 

school, the principal reported an infusion of computer-assisted instruction, whether in the 

new literacy and numeracy course, the alternative after-school program called PM, or the 

use of Class.com and Plato to support classroom instruction.  

 

MCAS test assessment results indicated a significant gap between the achievement of 

Mashpee students overall and that of special education students. A large percent of special 

education students were in mainstream classes. However, teachers in focus groups 

indicated that in Level I classes at the high school and in classrooms at Quashnet 
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frequently had disproportionately large numbers of special education students in classes. 

Administrators in interviews and teachers in focus groups agreed that regular education 

teachers across the district did not have the appropriate instructional strategies for working 

with special education students in an inclusive setting. In addition, scores for Native 

American students between 2003 and 2005 were flat in ELA and declining  in math, and 

were regularly well below those for Native American students across the state. 

Interviewees indicated few attempts to address these achievement gaps through 

modifications and changes to instruction.   

  

5. The district had an established, documented process for the regular and timely review and 

revision of curricula that was based on valid research, the analysis of the MCAS test results, 

and other assessments, and focused on improved achievement for all subgroups.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The Mashpee School District had an established process for the review and 

revision of curricula every five years. In following that process, the district revised its ELA 

curriculum during the 2004-2005 school year and was working on the revision of its math 

curriculum in 2005-2006. Science curriculum would be revised the following year.  

 

Administrators and teachers agreed that those working on the previous year’s curriculum 

revision in ELA had referenced MCAS test results, including those for subgroup 

populations. They pointed to the fact that there was special education representation on the 

committee, but they also indicated that the curriculum documents did not have 

instructional strategies for addressing the specific needs of special education or low income 

students since the district had the same instructional goals for all their students. 

Furthermore, in the overall process of ELA curriculum revision, the focused  more on the 

use of an unfamiliar common format across the grades, than on the need for grade level 

benchmarks, ongoing common assessments, specific instructional strategies, and specified 

resources and materials. 
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6. The district analyzed student achievement data and allocated instructional time in the tested 

core content areas that focused on improved rates of proficiency for all students. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: District office ELA and math specialists conducted an analysis of MCAS 

results which included item analysis and results for subgroups. Specialists then provided 

teachers with these results. As a result, building administrators increased the amount of 

ELA and math instruction for all students. At the K.C. Coombs and the Quashnet schools, 

a 90-minute literacy block was instituted, and math instructional time increased from 30 to 

60 minutes each day. At the high school, all Grade 7 students took a reading course in 

addition to their regular English class. At Grade 9, all students were required to take a 

literacy and numeracy class for a computer-assisted review of basic math and English 

skills. There were also MCAS preparatory courses for students who had failed either the 

Grade 8 or Grade 10 MCAS tests. In addition, math teachers at all levels included 

“problems of the day” which came from the district office. Despite these changes, 

proficiency index trend data for 2002 through 2005 were flat in ELA and showed only a 

small increase in math.  

 

Title I students at the K.C. Coombs School received additional instruction through a 

pullout program which reinforced what they learned in their mainstream classrooms. 

During the period under review, special education students for the most part received their 

instruction in mainstream classes. There was widespread agreement among administrators 

and teachers that despite the additional instructional time, teachers had not received 

professional development in differentiated instruction. And the MCAS Proficiency Index; 

by student status, by race, and by free/reduced lunch status; 2005 revealed a low 

proficiency rate for disabled students when compared with that of regular education 

students. The proficiency index for regular students was 88 in ELA and 78 in math, while 

that for special education students was 65 in ELA and 43 in math for all students.  

 

7. Appropriate educational technology was available and used as an integral part of the 

instructional process. 
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Rating: Unsatisfactory 

 

Evidence: Interviews with administrators and teachers as well as classroom observations 

by the EQA examiners determined that there was little availability of instructional 

technology in all schools and, as a result, little use of technology for the delivery of 

instruction. Each classroom had an administrative computer available for the teacher, but 

in most cases, these were the only computers in the classroom. In those few classrooms 

where there were some computers available for student use, teachers indicated that they 

were frequently not in working order.  

 

Further, the K.C. Coombs did not have a computer lab, and the Quashnet School’s lab 

although all computers were hand-me-downs from the high school. While the high school 

had a reputation for state-of-the-art technology when it opened in 1996, the EQA 

examiners learned in an interview that even at that time the wiring was not properly 

installed, and there were insufficient hubs to handle the number of computers. During the 

period under review, the high school had two computer labs for classroom use. It also had 

computers available for the newly developed literacy and numeracy course in which 

teachers used Class.com for instruction. Teachers reported that technical support for those 

computers was limited and supporting them was challenging given the age of the 

computers. Math teachers at the high school reported that during the period under review, 

the district had purchased graphing calculators for all advanced math classes.  

 

8.  District and school leaders actively monitored teachers’ instruction for evidence of 

practices that reflected high expectations for students’ work and mastery. 

Rating: Needs Improvement 

 

Evidence: In interviews, teachers and administrators at all levels acknowledged that 

relatively flat MCAS test scores may have been an indication that the schools did not have 

high expectations for achievement by all students, particularly special education students, 

during the period under review. At the K.C. Coombs, high expectations for students were 
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observed in 88 percent of classrooms, at the Quashnet 53 percent of the time, and at the 

high school in 42 percent of the time.  

  

At the high school, out of concern that a relatively small percent of students were in a 

position to take the AP calculus exam, the principal had hired a consultant to work with 

math teachers on raising expectations for students in individual math courses. This 

consultant, though, was scheduled for the 2005-2006 school year, outside the period under 

review. During the period under review, the high school principal had eliminated an 

Integrated Science course because of what he perceived as low expectations for students 

taking the course. This was a course designed to prepare special education students for the 

high school MCAS assessment in science and technology and provided an overview of 

three areas of science. 

 

9.  Through the ongoing use of formative and summative student assessment data, the district 

monitored the effectiveness of teachers’ instruction and provided resources, professional 

development, and support to improve and maintain high levels of instructional quality and 

delivery.  

Rating: Needs Improvement 

 

Evidence: Administrators acknowledged that at the end of the period under review 

teachers were beginning to understand the purpose and use of formative assessments to 

adjust teaching and instruction to increase student achievement levels. At the K.C. 

Coombs, teachers had been using the DIBELS and the DRA for the last two years of the 

period under review and using the data to adjust instruction. At the Quashnet School, the 

EQA examiners observed the use of benchmark assessments for the new ELA program 

being introduced during the 2005-2006 school year. However, during the period under 

review there had been little use of formative assessments at the Quashnet. Toward the end 

of the period under review, the district office was making clear that teachers were expected 

to use the chapter tests in SFAW for periodically assessing student progress in math. Up to 

that point, however, only the end-of-year results had been collected and reviewed. 
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In grades 7 and 8, teachers did not give common final exams in most courses. As a result, 

there was almost no formative assessment data at these levels. At the high school, the math 

department and, to a lesser extent, the English and science departments were giving 

common mid-term and final exams. While results from these common exams were 

collected, the principal reported that he had done little to examine these results as 

formative assessment data. Also, the math department was collecting data in its portfolio 

assessments, but at the time of the EQA site visit, these data was not being used as 

formative assessments to inform instruction. 

 

MCAS test results were the only source of summative assessment data for Grades 3 

through 10. While the MCAS test revealed relatively flat student achievement across the 

district and particularly low rates of achievement for special education and Native 

American students, this information resulted in limited professional development to 

address these needs. An inclusion task force was in place during the 2004-2005 school 

year, and the special education department had promoted courses in team teaching and 

teaching in a standards-based classroom. In addition, writing to address open responses 

questions was promoted. And all teachers in the district received two days of professional 

development in teacher as assessor to address the need for formative assessment in the 

district. However, there was very little professional development on teaching in an 

inclusive setting and differentiated instruction. Teachers had been surveyed about their 

professional development needs and they felt their instructional needs were not being met. 

 

10. Random observations of classrooms revealed that teachers used a variety of effective 

techniques and strategies to address differences in learning style, and that instruction was 

student-focused, reflected high expectations, and called for engaged learning and 

participation on the part of students.  

Rating: Needs Improvement 

 

Evidence: The EQA examiners visited 38 classrooms, 6 at K.C. Coombs, 16 at Quashnet, 

and 16 at Mashpee High School. All but three classroom observations were in either ELA 

or math; 19 of the observations were in ELA, 16 in math, and 3 in other subjects. 
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Positive classroom management including the use of routines and students being on task 

was observed in 88 percent of possible instances at the Coombs, 83 percent at the 

Quashnet, and 57 percent of the possible indicators at the high school.  

 

Instructional practices such as questioning techniques, use of time, and clarity of directions 

and objectives were also rated. At the Coombs, these indicators were observed in 67 

percent of the classrooms, at Quashnet in 59 percent, and at the high school in 50 percent. 

Evidence of high expectations for student performance was observed in 88 percent of the 

classrooms at K.C. Coombs, 53 percent at Quashnet, and 42 percent at the high school. 

 

Under student activity and behavior, examiners observed indicators for student 

engagement in learning, positive interaction between students and between students and 

teachers, and the use of instructional technology. At Coombs, these traits were observed in 

47 percent of the classrooms, at Quashnet in 46 percent, and at the high school in 51 

percent of instances. Finally, in the area of climate, the traits of a positive educational 

climate were observed in Coombs in 100 percent of the classrooms, 79 percent at 

Quashnet, and in 42 percent of instances at the high school.    
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III. Assessment and Program Evaluation: The district and school leadership used 

student assessment result, local benchmarks, and other pertinent data to improve student 

achievement and inform all aspects of its decision-making including: policy development 

and implementation, instructional programs, assessment practices, procedures, and 

supervision. 

Standard Rating: Needs Improvement 

 

Standard Summary: 

Although the official oversight and review of assessment practices in Mashpee fell to the 

superintendent according to school committee policy, these responsibilities were  primarily 

the responsibility of the principals, with the help of K-6 coordinators and department 

chairs. As a result, while the Pre-K-2 school began to train teachers in the DRA and in 

DIBELS during the period under review, training for teachers of grades 4 through 6 

students did not occur until the year of the EQA team visit, after the review period. 

Although Mashpee purchased math materials with a variety of assessment options during 

the review period, elementary teachers had an out-dated basal for ELA until the end of the 

period. Local benchmarks for K-6 were learning standards taken directly from the 

frameworks. 

 

The secondary school made a number of changes as a result of MCAS test results. The 

principal reorganized the house system, and eliminated “directed learning” studies and 

integrated science. Other changes included the addition of pre-Algebra to Grade 7, a 

computer-assisted review course entitled literacy and numeracy, critical thinking and 

literacy, and freshman seminar. Department chairs recognized that most of these efforts, in 

particular, those related to math, did not produce the desired changes. Departmental 

curricula, mainly collections of syllabi, did not contain local benchmarks. Final exams, 

while containing common items, were not reviewed to ascertain if students had achieved 

desired standards. 

 

MCAS test data  were provided to the staff and community. Principals of the grades in 

which the MCAS test was administered said that, for most of the period under review, the 
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MCAS test was “just another test.” MCAS test dates were not printed in the handbooks. 

References to the MCAS test in the Annual Town Report alluded to general improvement 

but no scores were provided. Principals, coordinators, department chairs, and teachers 

reported little community interest in the MCAS test. Continued poor performance of 

special education students and Native-American students was not specifically addressed in 

terms of academic adjustments. 

 

The district voluntarily engaged in the PIM process in the last year under review. This 

process led to a narrower focus for professional development efforts. It also outlined the 

need for formative assessment in grades 3 through 12. Staff saw the PIM process as the 

first systemic step toward data analysis in the district. 

 

Preliminary Findings: 

• The district did not use formative and summative assessments to diagnose the problems 

that caused the lack of student achievement. 

• The lack of a systemic program for curriculum development and program assessment 

led to building-based efforts to improve achievement that were not consistently 

supported K-12. 

• Disaggregated data was not effectively used to determine program weaknesses for 

subgroups such as special education, Native American, and low-income students.  

• The professional development had not provided consistent, sustained, and targeted 

assistance to staff in areas of need. 

 

Indicators: 

1. District assessment policies and practices were characterized by the continuous collection, 

analysis, and use of student assessment results by district and school leadership. 

Rating: Needs Improvement 

 

Evidence: The district had a general written policy for the basic education program 

(M.G.L. 71B, Section 7), and in June 2004, the school committee specifically named the 
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superintendent as the person charged with the collection and coordination of assessment 

data (ILBA). Despite these policies, the district’s collection and use of data was 

accomplished through several different sources and varied greatly by school. 

 

During the 2000-2001 school year, the district employed Teachers 21 to analyze MCAS 

test data. In subsequent years, the K-6 coordinators of ELA and math conducted the 

MCAS analysis for the school system. Principals, assistant principals, and the math 

department chairs at the high school received training in the use of TestWiz. According to 

reports, those who had initially learned TestWiz (K-6 ELA and math coordinators and 

some principals) provided this training for other members of the staff as directed or 

requested by individuals.  

 

The two elementary coordinators provided aggregated and disaggregated the data for both 

the primary (PreK-2) and elementary (3-6) schools. These two individuals, who were 

members of the teachers’ bargaining unit, also sent reports to the secondary school, but had 

no responsibilities for data at that level beyond its preparation and presentation to the 

faculty. Administrative interviews revealed that each principal was free to choose to use 

the data as he or she saw fit. The principals of the elementary (3-6) and secondary schools 

said that little attention had been paid to the data because the MCAS test was considered 

“just another test.”  

 

The high school principal received the MCAS test scores and disaggregated data from the 

K-6 coordinators. He released this information to staff. Staff interviews indicated that in 

the last school year, MCAS test data received a closer analysis at the high school. 

Curriculum chairs and the high school teacher focus group confirmed that, with the 

exception of the math department, faculty received little additional information about 

MCAS test results and did not examine the data beyond the initial presentation. Teachers 

said that the last report contained information about Mashpee’s performance on the 

released items; however, the report was considered too cumbersome to examine closely. 

Unlike other departments, the high school math department faculty reported that in the last 
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several years, the math department chair was able to provide additional reports and student 

data as requested by the staff. 

 

District administrators and teaching staff said that data was used on a limited basis and that 

data had a limited impact on curriculum and school improvement. In 2004–2005, the 

district administrators and the K-6 ELA and math coordinators voluntarily chose to begin 

the Performance Improvement Mapping (PIM) process to look at MCAS test data. District 

staff saw the PIM process as the first systemic step toward data analysis. The PIM findings 

revealed that the district did not use standardized aptitude tests at any grade level and 

confirmed that formative assessments were lacking in grades 3 through 12.  

 

The district did not use standardized tests to collect data on students other than the MCAS 

tests; however, the primary (Pre-K-2) school collected a portfolio of information on each 

child. The portfolio contained the DIBELS (Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy 

Skills) starting in 2004-2005, the DRA (Development Reading Assessment), one writing 

sample per year, and math samples. In 2003-2004, the administrators were trained in the 

use of the DIBELS and the remainder of the staff received training during the last year 

(2004-2005) of the period under review. According to the primary school principal, 

teachers had used the DRA for several years. At the elementary (3-6) school, training for 

the DRA and DIBELS was planned for the  year of the EQA examination. The school 

passed the portfolio to teachers through Grade 6, at which time the staff sent the portfolio 

home to parents.  

 

The K-6 ELA and math coordinators acknowledged that the elementary curriculum in the 

areas of ELA, math, and science were checklists that referenced the state frameworks and 

did not contain local benchmarks. The lack of local benchmarks against which to measure 

student progress was an impediment to the collection of useful data. The Scott 

Foresman/Addison Wesley math series implemented in 2001 provided pre-and post-tests 

as well as unit tests to measure student progress; however, in the period under review, in 

elementary ELA, the district used an old basal series that had limited unit and post-tests 

that were used to measure growth rather than to diagnose instructional gaps and reading 
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problems. During this time, teachers had access to rubrics for the grading of student 

writing in grades 1 and 2. In September 2005, the primary and elementary schools began to 

use a new Scott Foresman/Addison Wesley series that had pre- and post-tests as well as 

unit and quarterly tests.  

 

At Mashpee High School, the data collection systems that were in place were not used to 

examine student work. Although the math department collected student work and 

assessments in a portfolio, the math department chair acknowledged that the department 

did not examine the portfolios and the portfolios themselves were not passed along to the 

student’s next teacher. The department chairs revealed that, although English and math 

department faculty met to create common finals, teachers adjusted the finals to 

accommodate differences in coverage within the same course. Furthermore, interviewees 

said that the principal never reviewed the final exam or examined the results. The teacher 

focus group revealed that the seventh and eighth grade classes did not have common finals 

with the exception of algebra and foreign language classes. At both the elementary (3-6) 

and high school, principals and teachers reported that report card grades and teacher tests 

were inconsistent and grades were not based on specific and commonly held standards, but 

varied from classroom to classroom. However, the English department had developed a 

rubric for use in the correction of student writing, and during school year 2004-2005, the 

two piloted classes of the “Senior Project” also used rubrics for each of the eight units 

within the curriculum. 

 

Although special education staff met with the K-6 coordinators every year, in 2004-2005 

the special education teachers focused on gaining further information about their students’ 

performance, and the special education director followed up with staff so that needed 

changes would be incorporated into the IEPs. The Pre-K-2 principal monitored assessment 

results for special education and Title I students in her school. According to interviewees, 

the special education staff at Mashpee High School received subgroup MCAS scores from 

one of the housemasters, but did not receive further information, feedback, or guidance 

about needed changes. The special education department also employed a wide array of 

diagnostic tests when appropriate.  
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2. District and school leadership required all students to participate in all appropriate 

assessments. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Although the MCAS test dates were not printed in the schools’ handbooks, the 

district informed parents about the MCAS test dates and published notices in the local 

newspaper. The elementary principals called the homes of absent students to ensure that 

they attended school during MCAS testing. The attendance rate for elementary students 

during the MCAS test was satisfactory for most years during the period under review, 

exceeding the state’s required participation level of 95 percent. At the secondary level, 

rates of attendance for ELA, math, and STE generally ranged between 94 and 99 percent 

with several individual years or areas marked by low attendance. In 2005, the Grade 10 

ELA MCAS attendance rate was 90 percent and the math attendance rate was 93 percent. 

The attendance for special education students for both of these exams was low at 83 

percent. 

 

According to district policy, almost all special education students were taught in the 

regular classroom and, as a result, took the regular MCAS test, and few alternate 

assessments were administered. The former Mashpee superintendent, who had previously 

been director of curriculum and instruction, was responsible for the testing of Limited 

English Proficient students which comprised a small population in Mashpee. The MELA-

O and MEPA tests were administered in-house.  

 

3. Through the use of district-generated reporting instruments and report cards, district and 

school leaders implemented assessment systems to measure the attainment of goals, 

progress, and effectiveness. These assessment reports were focused on student achievement 

and were communicated to all appropriate staff and community members. 

Rating: Needs Improvement 
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Evidence: The district reported student MCAS test progress to parents in an open meeting, 

held as soon as results were available. According to principals and coordinators, this yearly 

public meeting was poorly attended despite announcements in the newspaper and 

community television. In addition, the high school chose to send a letter home to parents. 

Principals and teachers attributed the poor attendance to a lack of focus on the importance 

of MCAS testing within the district. The coordinators also delivered this report to the 

school committee and, through local cable access, to the community. The annual town 

report contained a general reference to MCAS test scores, although the exact scores by 

grade and test did not appear in that document. Parents conferred with teachers about their 

child’s performance at regularly scheduled meetings in the fall and, in some schools, the 

spring as well. These meetings had better community attendance than those scheduled to 

deliver MCAS test results. 

 

The results of standardized tests such as the SAT and AP exams were not used to measure 

program effectiveness. A low percentage of students in several of the AP courses took the 

AP exam, and several of the courses had low pass rates. Although most of the U.S. history, 

English, biology, and chemistry students took the AP exam, the participation rate for 

calculus was 12 percent and 8 percent for physics. Although 75 percent of the chemistry 

students and 50 percent of the biology students received a passing score, significantly less 

than half of the test takers passed the other tests. No students had passed the AP physics or 

calculus exams. When teachers and department chairs were asked about professional 

development for teachers of AP courses, they cited the high staff turnover. The high school 

principal recognized the absence of vertical alignment of the math curriculum as an 

underlying cause of some of the results in this area and had arranged for a consultant from 

the College Board to assist the school in this area in the year subsequent to the period 

under review.  

 

In addition, the lack of grade-level benchmarks across the district made it difficult for 

teachers and administrators to measure student performance and to ensure accountability 

for high levels of student achievement.  
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4. In addition to the MCAS test, the district and school leadership regularly used local 

benchmarks and other assessment tools to measure student progress and analyzed and 

disseminated the results in a timely manner to appropriate staff. 

 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The school district did not have local benchmarks with which to measure 

student progress. At the primary and elementary levels, local benchmarks for K-6 were 

learning standards taken directly from the frameworks and lacked assessments beyond 

checklists for the primary grades. While there were pacing guides for Kindergarten, Grade 

1, and Grade 2 for both math and ELA, checklists served as benchmarks, and there were no 

timelines to dictate the pacing of the checklists benchmarks. The math and ELA 

curriculum coordinators for grades K- 6 were members of the teacher’s bargaining unit. As 

such, they did not have any authority to ensure that staff implemented the Pacing Guides or 

other curriculum as part of the instructional program. The principal in each elementary 

school adopted and furthered the curriculum as he or she chose. The principal of the Pre-K-

2 school implemented the pacing guide. There was no clear evidence that the former 

principal of the grades 3-6 school had overseen implementation of an ELA or math 

curriculum for those grades. 

 

The Pre-K-2 elementary school implemented a series of school-based assessments to 

assess progress. All staff members were trained to use the DIBELS during the 2004-2005 

school year, and they had used the DRA for approximately four years. Teachers had also 

used running records during part of the time under review. The staff placed the results of 

these assessments in each student’s  portfolio. Teachers in the elementary (3-6) school 

were to be trained in the DIBELS during the 2005-2006 school year. The SFAW math 

series implemented in 2002-2003 contained pre- and post-tests, chapter tests, and quarterly 

assessments. The basal series in use for grades K-6 contained only unit and end-of-year 

tests. The K-6 grades purchased a new Scott Foresman basal for use in 2005-2006 that had 

greater assessment resources. Teachers and the principal shared the results of the 

assessments with staff and parents. During this period, the Pre-K-2 school did not use the 

checklists to create standards-based report cards. 
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At Mashpee High School, curriculum chairs were teachers with full-time teaching loads. 

They revised curriculum in conjunction with other department members on a five-year 

review cycle. The English curriculum was reviewed during the 2004-2005 school year. 

Math would be reviewed during the current school year, 2005-2006. The curricula in 

English, math, and science referenced the learning standards of the State frameworks and 

contained syllabi for the courses. There were no benchmarks or assessments for 

benchmarks at the secondary level. The English department chair said that the staff 

administered common department final exams, and the math chair said that his department 

gave a common mid-year as well. Both also acknowledged that, although these exams 

contained many common questions, teachers would adjust the exams to fit the amount of 

material covered during the course of the year. Lack of supervisory authority rendered it 

impossible for department chair to determine if teachers implemented the curriculum as 

written. In addition, the common exams were not examined to determine the benchmarks 

that students had met. The high school principal said that he did not review the exams or 

see the results. 

 

According to teacher focus groups, training in the use of assessment data was, in most 

cases, informal, voluntary, and fragmented. These groups said that the district had run 

professional development days focused on MCAS test results with little follow-up to 

ensure that the data was used to improve instruction and programs. The results from the 

district’s work with the PIM process confirmed a lack of attention to assessment. They 

found that grades 3 through 12 lacked in-house assessments, high school-level rubrics, and 

formative assessments. One consequence of that finding was the offering of a course 

entitled “Teacher as Assessor” in spring 2005 and again in August 2005.  

 

5. The district and school leadership used student assessment results and other pertinent data 

to measure the effectiveness of instruction and support programs. 

Rating: Needs Improvement 
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Evidence: The district did not have a system-wide method to ensure that data was 

consistently used to measure the effectiveness of instruction and make programmatic 

changes. Grade level elementary teachers met to discuss data, and high school 

interdisciplinary teams of teachers did the same. According to teacher focus groups, these 

discussions did not lead to quantifiable, concrete changes.  

 

MCAS test data showed that grades 8 and 10 math score proficiency had been highly 

variable over the period under review.  In Grade 8, 72 percent, 76 percent, 68 percent, 80 

percent, 69 percent. In Grade 10, 54 percent, 38 percent, 51 percent, 49 percent, 37 

percent. Due to poor math scores at the secondary level, staff examined the Grade 6 math 

curriculum for content in 2003-2004. As a result, all Grade 7 students began to take a pre-

algebra course in 2004-2005, to be followed by an algebra course for all Grade 8 students 

in the 2005-2006 school year. The Grade 7 course was instituted outside of the regular 

curriculum review cycle. The math department staff also instituted a “problem of the day” 

for all students in grades 7 through 10 in the weeks leading up to MCAS testing. In 2002-

2003, the high school replaced the “directed studies” in grades 7 and 8 with a reading 

course in Grade 7 and a literacy and numeracy course in Grade 8. The district also 

instituted a computer-assisted MCAS test review for all sophomore students who tested at 

230 or below in Grade 8. While teachers used Plato data to identify areas that needed to be 

re-taught to students, MCAS math scores were not used to assess the effectiveness of the 

program. Despite the institution of programs to address deficiencies in math, interviewees 

acknowledged that student achievement results went down. 

 

MCAS test results for English at Mashpee High School improved during the period under 

review. The numbers of students in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Failing’ categories 

generally fell over five consecutive years:  Grade 10: 48 percent, 58 percent, 40 percent, 37 

percent, and 31 percent. Grade 7 ELA results were similar. Staff added more instructional 

time to poetry upon noticing the poor results in this area. The high school also added a 

critical thinking and literacy course for all Grade 9 students. By contrast, at the elementary 

level, the MCAS test results did not show consistent improvement. The ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ rates on the Grade 4 ELA MCAS rose during the 
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period under review and moved from 47 percent, to 43 percent, to 54 percent, and to 56 

percent. Results of the Grade 3 reading exam were relatively stable and without significant 

improvement in these categories; the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ rates 

were 38 percent, 42 percent, 43 percent, and 41 percent. 

 

The district included special education students in most classrooms although the test 

results for this subgroup had been poor according to MCAS test data. The special 

education department created student support centers for students with behavioral issues 

and provided professional development on student behavior issues. Classroom 

observations and teacher focus groups revealed that the Level 1 courses at the high school 

were composed mostly of special education students. Teachers stated that it was difficult to 

teach those students because no training was provided to them on the best instructional 

methods for teaching students who had special learning issues. In addition, classroom 

observation and teacher focus group input confirmed that regular education students with 

behavioral issues composed the remainder of these Level 1 classes. According to several 

interviewees, another concern has been the ineffective use of paraprofessionals in the 

classrooms. Classroom observations revealed that, at all grade levels, the paraprofessionals 

sat or stood at the back of the room for the class period, offering little in the way of 

instructional assistance to the teacher and students.  

 

Although the schools cited efforts to reach out to the Native American community, the 

district provided few additional educational resources to this population. The Native 

American population consistently performed below the levels of the regular population. 

For example, on the 2004 Grade 6 math MCAS test, 79 percent of Native American 

students scored ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ in contrast to the 46 percent 

of regular education students. On the Grade 8 math test, 100 percent of the Native 

Americans students scored in the two lower categories versus the 77 percent of regular 

education students. On the Grade 10 English test, the numbers were 59 percent versus 26 

percent of the regular education population. And on the Grade 10 math test, it was 71 

percent versus the 43 percent of the regular education student population. Native American 

students in the elementary grades received tutoring during the school day once per week 
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through the Tribal Education liaison. A non-licensed person provided this tutoring during 

the school day. These children also attended an after school program to acquaint them with 

their tribal heritage. In addition, the district employed a Tribal liaison, located in the high 

school building.  

 

6. The district and school leadership regularly engaged in internal and external audits or 

assessments to inform the effectiveness of its program implementation and service delivery 

systems. The data from these assessments were provided to all appropriate staff. 

Rating: Needs Improvement 

 

Evidence: The district did not engage in voluntary external audits. The Kindergarten 

program applied for National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAYEC) 

accreditation and underwent the mandatory audit. In March 2003, New England 

Association of Schools and Colleges (NEASC) made a reaccredidation visit to the high 

school, and in 2003, the school system underwent the Coordinated Program Review of 

Special Education and Title I.  

 

The NEASC report of March 2003 noted the lack of benchmarks and measurable learning 

expectations as well as an absence of consensus about the required quality of student work. 

The district heeded NEASC’s suggestion to implement a senior project and, after a period 

of piloting the program, had implemented it fully during the 2005-2006 school year.  

 

7. The district and school leadership annually reviewed student assessment results and other 

pertinent data to maximize effectiveness in assigning staff, prioritizing goals, and allocating 

time and resources. 

Rating: Needs Improvement 

Evidence: The school district reallocated resources to develop programs that they believed 

would improve student achievement, although MCAS test data did not confirm the 

effectiveness of the changes. The headmaster reorganized the high school into three houses 

in 2003-2004. The reorganization gave him more time to address instructional issues 
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within the school. At that time, the school also adopted a rotating schedule with one 80-

minute block each day. The freshman seminar helped students-at-risk to transition more 

effectively to Grade 9.  

 

Interviewees said that staff had been reassigned based on program effectiveness. The 

creation of new courses such as the literacy and numeracy and the elimination of the 

directed learning classes required the reassignment of staff since staff numbers had held 

steady over the last two years. The introduction of a Grade 7 pre-algebra and the 

elimination of the integrated science course were made in view of MCAS test results. Poor 

AP results did not result in staff changes, but did cause the principal to seek College Board 

assistance to align the math curriculum vertically in the year subsequent to the period 

under review. Intervention for special education students took the form of tutoring, a 

summer program for grades 6, 8, and 10 called Camp Summit, and the use of the literacy 

and numeracy course.  

 

In the Pre-K-2 school, the principal gave teachers time once a month for grade-level 

meetings. In grades K through 6 teachers observed the 90-minute literacy block daily as 

well as the 60-minute math block. 

 

In the period under review, the professional development committee suggested 

professional development offerings. This committee sought input from staff through a 

survey administered early in the year before the receipt of MCAS test results. The work of 

the committee typically resulted in a large number of offerings without a district focus. 

Teacher interviews indicated that the district did not assist the staff to implement the 

strategies that had been offered through professional development; therefore, the 

professional development had not brought about significant change. As a result of the PIM 

process in 2004-2005, the district decided to shift from the large menu of professional 

development offerings towards an emphasis on assessment, culminating in the course 

teacher as assessor being offered to the K-6 staff in spring 2005 and to the secondary staff 

in August 2005.  
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8. District and school leadership routinely used program evaluation results to initiate, modify, 

or discontinue programs and services to continuously improve the delivery of instruction 

and student achievement. 

Rating: Needs Improvement 

Evidence: School leadership initiated programs at both the elementary and secondary 

levels in response to poor MCAS test scores; however, principals did not cite the district 

leadership’s role in supervising change and coordinating efforts. Principals implemented or 

eliminated programs with little district-wide planning. The implementation of new 

programs depended on the principal’s ability to redistribute available funds, especially in 

regard to staff assignment. Poor math scores led to the addition of several programs. The 

high school principal eliminated directed learning and two daily study periods, in grades 7 

and 8. He replaced them with a reading course in Grade 7 and literacy and numeracy, a 

computer-assisted MCAS preparatory course in Grade 8. In addition, a needs assessment 

done by the high school math faculty resulted in the implementation of a pre-algebra 

course in Grade 7 to be followed by algebra in Grade 8. MCAS test results at the 

elementary level led to the adoption of a new SFAW math text in 2002 and of a new 

literacy series in September 2005. 

 

Tier I data indicated that the special education students had a very low success rate on the 

MCAS exams. During the period under review, almost all special education students 

scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ or ‘Warning/Failing’ area on the Grade 4 ELA MCAS 

exam; for the last five years, the percentages in the lower two categories had been: 100 

percent, 90 percent, 95 percent, 96 percent, and 100 percent. Results were similarly low on 

the Grade 10 ELA exam for special education students: 86 percent, 97 percent, 96 percent, 

and 76 percent.  Math results for both grades were similarly low. The special education 

program initiated the student support center, clinical teams, and behavior programs but had 

not addressed the instructional component of the high MCAS failure rate of special 

education students. Teachers reported in interviews that they felt poorly equipped to teach 

the large number of special education students in the Level 1 classes. Staff reported that 

Level 1 classes at the high school were composed of more than 50 percent special 
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education students with the remainder being students with behavioral problems from the 

regular education population. 

 

At all levels, paraprofessionals were assigned to classrooms to assist with special education 

students. Focus groups and principals said that the paraprofessionals did not have adequate 

background in the subject areas. Records indicated that 52.7 percent of the 

paraprofessionals did not meet AYP’s ‘Highly Qualified’ guidelines. In classroom 

observations, paraprofessionals watched, provided a writing implement, refocused a child, 

or answered an occasional question.  
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IV. Human Resource Management and Professional Development: The district 

identified, attracted and recruited effective personnel, and structured its environment to 

support, develop, improve, promote and retain qualified and effective professional staff 

who were successful in advancing achievement for all students. 

Standard Rating: Needs Improvement 

Standard Summary: 

Between 2001 and 2005 the Mashpee Public Schools had polices and practices in place for 

the employment of personnel in the school district. However, the district’s policy manual 

was in need of updating, as several of the policies reviewed were in conflict with state 

statute.  

 

Employment practices were consistently applied throughout the review period, and 

attempts made to attract employees from various cultural backgrounds. Those attempts 

were relatively unsuccessful, however, and district personnel indicated a lack of qualified 

candidates from the various cultural backgrounds and the relatively high cost of living in 

Mashpee as contributing factors. There was considerable teacher turnover and loss of 

teaching positions during the review period, 18 teaching positions were eliminated over the 

last two years. The district experienced 41 resignations during the period, attributing many 

of those to the practice of non-renewing all non-professional teachers annually in 

compliance with statute and contractual language. Also, during the period, there were 16 

teacher non-renewals; seven at Mashpee High School; seven at Quashnet Elementary 

School; and two at K.C. Coombs Elementary School.  

 

Administrator turnover was also high during the review period. The district had two 

superintendents; three school business managers; two special education directors; two 

principals at Quashnet Elementary School; and a new housemaster at Mashpee High 

School. Only the Mashpee High and K.C. Coombs Elementary School had one principal 

throughout the review period. At the time of the onsite review, the district had a first year 

superintendent, a first year principal at Quashnet Elementary School, a first year school 

business administrator, and a second year special education director. 
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During the review period, the district was not effective at addressing improving the student 

assessment results, local benchmarks, or other pertinent data to improve student 

achievement and inform all aspects of the district’s decision-making. The district has a Pre-

K–12 professional development committee, however, it did not have accompanying 

organizational structures in place that had the authority to direct a systemic approach to its 

professional development efforts. Participation on the professional development committee 

was voluntary and its membership averaged 12 – 15 participants for each year during the 

period under review. The annual professional development recommendations from the 

professional development committee became part of a menu of offerings from which 

district personnel could select on the five district-wide professional development days 

scheduled each year. A review of the 2004 – 2005 professional development offerings, and 

the recognition that came from the participation of the district’s administrators in a PIM 

process indicated that the district had offered relatively few professional development 

activities that focused on improving data analysis skills, and that the district needed to 

implement formative assessments, more assessment-driven instruction, and to become 

more diagnostic. 

 

During the review period, trained mentors, compensated by the district, were assigned on a 

1 to 1 or 1 to 2 basis to teachers new to the profession, but not to veteran teachers new to 

the district. Staff members new to the district were also provided an orientation program at 

the beginning of the school year. Budgetary funding for professional development during 

the review period was considered to be adequate by interviewees and averaged 

approximately $40,000 per year. A review of professional development grant funding for 

the 2004–2005 school year indicated that the district had received an additional $45,545 in 

addition to budgetary sources in that year.   

 

Administrative evaluations during the review period were aligned with the requirements of 

Education Reform. However, evaluations for the two previous superintendents were 

timely, though not strongly informative or instructive. The current superintendent was in 

her first year; performance goals had not been established and a revised evaluative 

instrument was scheduled to be developed. A review of superintendents’ contracts did not 
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reveal any contractual language that would link improvement in student performance to 

continued employment or compensation increases. Evaluation for other district 

administrators were similarly aligned to Education Reform, were timely, were somewhat 

informative; however, they were not instructive and had the number of recommendations 

ranging from none to several. The school business manager had not been evaluated since 

being hired in November 2004. As with the superintendent’s contract, no other 

administrative contract revealed any contractual language that would link improvement in 

student performance to continued employment or compensation increases. 

 

Teacher evaluations during the review period were not aligned with the requirements of the 

Education Reform Act; however, the district’s evaluation instrument was aligned. District 

teachers on professional status were formally evaluated every third year with the 

intervening two years being self-evaluation years. Annually, every teacher in the district 

was required to establish mutually agreed upon goals for the year with their immediate 

supervisor. At the point of the EQA review, the district recognized the need to bring its 

evaluation practices into alignment with the requirements of Education Reform. 

Preliminary Findings: 

• While the district had a district-wide professional development committee but did not 

have a district-wide professional development structure or organization to support it.  

• Administrative evaluations during the review period were aligned with the 

requirements of Education Reform. A review of documents evidenced no link between 

improvement in student performance to continued employment and/or compensation 

increases for administrators.  

• While the district closely adhered to its teacher evaluation policies and procedures, its 

practices were not in compliance with state statute (MGL, Chapter 71, Section 38) 

requiring that professional status teachers be formally evaluated every two years. 

• Teachers in Mashpee were not held accountable in their performance reviews for 

increasing student achievement. 

  

1. The district’s policies and practices for the identification, recruitment, and selection of 

professional staff resulted in the employment of an effective teaching force that advanced 
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student achievement. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district had policies and practices in place 

for the employment of both teaching and administrative professional staff. Despite the 

district’s policies and practices, student achievement did not improve during the review 

period. Specifically, policies CI Qualifications for Administrators and CIA Recruitment 

and Selection of Administrators detailed required qualifications for individuals being hired 

as administrators; policies CKF Recruitment and Selection of Superintendent and CKI 

Employment of the Superintendent addressed the manner in which the district would 

recruit and select its superintendent; and policy GCH Professional Staff Hiring detailed the 

manner in which professional teaching staff were to be employed. In interviews with the 

school committee, a committee member indicated that the policy manual was in need of 

being updated. An example that demonstrated the need for a policy manual revision was 

found in a review of Policy CJ Demotion of Principals and Supervisors which indicated 

that the superintendent could not demote a principal or other supervisor who had served for 

a period of three years in a position without consent or by reason of inefficiency, 

incompetence, incapacity, conduct unbecoming of a teacher, insubordination, failure to 

satisfy performance standards, or other just cause as specified in the Massachusetts 

General Laws, Chapter 71, Section 42. This policy language compromised the 

superintendent’s statutory right to non-renew principals as specified in Massachusetts 

General Laws, Chapter 71, Section 41.  

 

Employment practices during the review period were consistent across the district in that 

the hiring process began with the school site principal generating a posting notice and 

forwarding it to the administrative assistant for personnel in the superintendent’s office. 

The posting was then disseminated for posting in locations as specified in the teachers’ 

contract. Advertisements were then placed in both the local newspapers and the Boston 

Globe. Resumes were received in the superintendent’s office and forwarded to the 

attention of the school site principal for screening, conducting of interviews, candidate 

selection, and employment. At the school sites, it was the practice that individuals would 

 88  



 

be interviewed by screening committees assembled by the principal that varied in size and 

composition based on the type of position being filled. For example, if an elementary 

teacher were being hired at Grade 4, the screening committee could potentially have a 

Grade 4 teacher as a member along with others as designated by the principal. Once the 

school site principal had made the decision to employ an individual, the principal made the 

offer of employment and then indicated to the superintendent that he/she had employed the 

individual. At that point, if the superintendent had any concerns with the recently hired 

employee, he/she had the statutory authority to invalidate the employment offer. In 

interviews, no district principal could recall an instance in which the superintendent 

exercised that authority.  

 

Principal interviewees indicated their collective perception that the district’s hiring 

practices had resulted in the employment of an effective teaching force, one that they 

perceived as having helped to enhance the likelihood of advancing student achievement. 

When asked their understanding of the section contained in employment policies CKI and 

GCH that read, “The search for good teachers and other professional employees will 

extend to a wide variety of educational institutions and geographical areas. It will take into 

consideration the characteristics of the town and the need for a heterogeneous staff from 

various cultural backgrounds,” interviewees indicated that the language represented the 

district’s attempt to seek to employ minorities proactively, and to seek particularly the 

Native American Wampanoag population that resides in the community. However, 

interviewees indicated that these efforts had limited success and attributed this to not being 

able to locate individuals that were qualified to fill professional positions. The district had 

been more successful at filling non-professional positions with Native Americans and other 

minorities during the review period. District personnel also indicated in interviews that the 

relatively high cost-of-living in Mashpee was a deterrent to recruiting both professional 

and non-professional personnel into the employ of the district.  

 

A review of professional staffing changes that occurred during the period under review 

indicated that there had been 11 teacher retirements, 41 teacher resignations, and 16 

teacher non-renewals. Further, interviewees indicated that the district had lost 18 teaching 

 89  



 

positions during the last two years of the review period. Also, during the review period, the 

district had two superintendents, the second of whom retired in July 2005. The position of 

school business administrator was held by three individuals during the period under 

review, the second of whom left in June 2003 when the position was eliminated. The 

position of business office supervisor continued until the retirement of the incumbent in 

November 2004, when the current school business administrator was hired. The K.C. 

Coombs School and Mashpee High School principals were both in place throughout the 

review period. A new housemaster was hired at Mashpee High School in July 2002. The 

Quashnet School had two principals during this period, the second of whom retired in July 

2005. The district also had two special education directors during the review period, the 

first of whom retired in July 2003. At the time of the EQA team visit, the administrative 

staffing changes resulted in the district’s having a first year superintendent; a first year 

Quashnet Elementary School principal, who had served for the last two years of the review 

period as its assistant principal; a first year school business administrator who had been 

hired in November 2004; and a second year special education director. 

 

2. All professional staff had appropriate Massachusetts licensure. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under review, most, but not all, professional staff had appropriate 

Massachusetts licensure. Almost 94  percent (186 of 198) of the district’s teachers had 

appropriate Massachusetts licensure for the teaching assignment that they held. Among the 

remaining 12 teachers, 4  percent (8 of 198) held Massachusetts licensure, but were 

teaching out-of-field for one or more periods per day in assignments that included one 

early childhood course (licensed in physical education); one Latin class (licensed in 

French); two graphic design courses (licensed in physics); two geometry classes (licensed 

in middle school 5–9); one health class (licensed in physical education); two audio-visual 

classes (licensed in theater); two grades 7 and 8 science classes (licensed in biology 5–9 

and 9–12); and five Spanish classes (licensed in moderate disabilities).  

  

Of the 10 administrative positions that the district employed during the period under 

review, 90  percent (9 of 10) of the administrators were certified for the administrative 
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position that they held. The single non-certified administrator was the special education 

director.  

  

3. In the event of unfilled positions, professional staff was hired on professional waivers and 

were provided mentoring and support to attain the standard of substantial annual progress 

toward appropriate licensure. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In the event of unfilled positions, professional staff had been hired in the 

Mashpee Public Schools under valid professional waivers from the Massachusetts 

Department of Education. At the time of review, the district had in its employ, four 

teachers that did not hold Massachusetts licensure. One of those teachers taught Spanish, 

and the other three provided special education instruction. Interviewees indicated that all 

individuals on waiver were provided mentoring, support, and guidance by district 

personnel to assist them to meet the standard of substantial annual progress toward 

appropriate licensure. Some of that support came from district professional development 

offerings and from the contractual tuition reimbursement program in the district. Also, 53 

percent (29 of 55) of the district’s paraprofessionals were reported as not having met the 

definition of ‘Highly Qualified.’ 

   

During the review period, the district employed a special education director in June 2003 

that did not hold appropriate Massachusetts licensure. That individual held certification in 

New Hampshire and, in an interview, it was indicated that the individual was operating 

under a valid waiver from the Massachusetts Department of Education. A review of the 

special education director’s personnel file failed to produce that document. The special 

education director indicated in an interview to having taken one-half of the Massachusetts 

teacher literacy test and had enrolled in a course required to enable the director to obtain 

appropriate Massachusetts licensure.  

 

4. The district provided teachers and administrators who were new to the district  
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or their assignments with coaches or mentors in their respective roles and included an 

initial orientation which addressed the importance of the assessment and use of student 

data. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district provided teachers new to the 

profession with mentors in their respective roles and included an initial orientation to the 

district. However, in focus group interviews, it was indicated that veteran teachers new to 

the district were not provided with mentors. District mentors underwent Teachers 21 

training which they were asked to use when working with their induction protégés. 

However, mentors did not have access to assessment data  or training in the use of student 

data; as a result, new teachers were not introduced to the importance of assessment results 

and data analysis. District mentors were required to spend a minimum of 30 hours with the 

new teacher in the first year of their employment. Induction protégés were asked to 

evaluate their mentoring experience at the end of the year. Mentors were paid a stipend of 

$875 for the year. Attempts were made during the period to assign mentors on a 1 to 1 or 1 

to 2 basis and matched whenever possible by subject area or grade level. The stipend for a 

mentor working with two induction protégés would be increased by one  percent of the 

mentor’s teacher’s salary base for the additional protégé.   

 

In addition to being provided a mentor, individuals new to the district were included in an 

orientation program as prescribed in district policy  Orientation of New Personnel. This 

policy prescribed an annually appointed committee to assist in planning an orientation 

program for new teachers. Interviewees indicated that this process took place annually and 

that the format of the orientation program varied somewhat from year to year based upon 

the actual number, content, and grade level of induction protégés.     

 

5. The district’s professional development programs included development of data analysis 

skills and the use of item analysis and disaggregated data to address all students’ 

achievement. 

Rating: Needs Improvement 
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Evidence: For the period under review, the district’s professional development programs 

included some offerings designed to develop data analysis skills; however, those offerings 

were not attended by all professional staff because attendance at those offerings were 

voluntary. The 2004–2005 professional development offerings included activities to 

improve data analysis skills such as DRA training; DIBELS training at the K–2 levels; and, 

as a result of participation in the PIM process, the course, Teacher as Assessor. 

Interviewees indicated that, for as far back as the 1999 – 2000 school year and continuing 

through the first year of the period under review (i.e. 2001 – 2002), an administrative 

roundtable would meet to analyze the district’s MCAS test data and develop an action plan 

based on that analysis. This effort was coordinated by the then district’s curriculum 

director. When the curriculum director was selected as superintendent of schools in July 

2003, the position of curriculum director was eliminated. In place of the curriculum 

director position, eliminated in 2002, and for the last three years of the period under 

review, many of the performance functions of the former curriculum director were required 

of the K–6 coordinators of ELA and math. The coordinator positions had been created in 

the 2000–2001 school year for the purpose of performing an analysis of MCAS test data. 

Interviewees indicated that those positions, while assuming much of the former curriculum 

director’s performance functions, were not administrative, and were covered by the 

teachers’ contract, and lacked the authority to direct system-wide efforts. Curriculum 

efforts at the grades 7–12 level were delegated to curriculum chair positions. These 

positions were also not administrative and similarly non-supervisory. Individuals that held 

those positions also taught five classes per day. Interviewees indicated that possibly the 

largest factor that impeded the improvement of data analysis skills was the lack of a 

systemic approach. Interviewees further indicated that the closest thing to a systemic 

approach to data analysis that the district undertook took place in the 2003–2004 school 

year when the district’s administrators and the two K–6 coordinators participated in a PIM 

process, and selected staff participated in the process during the 2004–2005 school year. 

Interviewees reported that one outcome of that participation was the recognition that the 

district needed to implement formative assessments, more assessment-driven instruction, 

and to become more diagnostic.    
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In compliance with the district’s policy for professional staff development opportunities 

that prescribed that a variety of opportunities be provided for staff, the K–6 ELA and math 

coordinators annually convened a district-wide professional development committee. Both 

administrators and teachers were encouraged, though not required, to participate on this 

committee. Monthly meetings were conducted to determine both district professional 

development needs and individual professional development interests of the staff. The 

professional development committee used student performance data that had been 

disaggregated and analyzed with TestWiz by the K– 6 ELA and math coordinators and the 

annual district goals to develop the roster of professional development presentations. 

Interviewees indicated that all administrative staff had been trained in TestWiz by the 

district in the late 1990’s, with subsequent trainings for new administrative personnel to 

the district provided by previously trained district personnel. 

 

Also, on the cover sheet of a packet containing samples of MCAS test data and resources 

submitted to the EQA for review, it was indicated that the annual MCAS test analysis 

using TestWiz was provided to classroom teachers, special education teachers, and support 

staff on a need to know basis. When questioned in interview sessions, district personnel 

clarified the meaning of need to know basis to mean as requested. 

 

6. The district’s human resources policies and practices encouraged professional growth and 

recognition and placed high priority on retaining effective professional staff and on creating 

promotional opportunities for effective teachers. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district attempted to encourage the 

professional growth of its staff. Their professional development policy prescribed that a 

variety of opportunities be provided for staff, and Article XIX Professional Development 

in the teachers’ contract specified tuition reimbursement for graduate level courses taken at 

an accredited college or university. Additionally, the teachers’ contract contained language 

that indicated that an annual fund of $5,000 would be established to provide teachers with 

mini-grants for summer work. In the 2003–2004 school year, the teachers’ contract 

contained language that required the school committee to budget a minimum of $9,000 
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each year for the purpose of reimbursing teachers who had incurred expenses attending 

workshops, seminars, conferences, or other professional improvement sessions. 

 

While there were no formal practices to recognize teachers, interviewees indicated that one 

form of recognition included using the expertise of teachers in school sites on professional 

development days. Parent Teacher Organizations (PTO’s) sponsored breakfasts, lunches, 

and raffles to honor contributions made by district teachers. Letters of recognition from 

principals to the school committee indicating individual teachers who had participated in 

special activities, for example, math nights, articles placed in local newspapers, and notes 

written into teacher evaluations were cited in interviews as being ways in which the 

professional staff was recognized for their contributions. 

  

District personnel indicated in interviews that the district had no exit interviews or other 

formal processes in place. Further, district personnel indicated their perception that the 

district practice of laying off all non-professional status personnel as per the terms of the 

teachers’ contractual language was largely responsible for the 41 individual teacher 

resignations during the period under review. 

       

Further, during the review period, promotional opportunities were created for district 

personnel. Included amongst those were the promotion of the Quashnet Elementary School 

assistant principal to that of the principal of that facility at the end of the 2004 – 2005 

school year; and the promotion of two district teachers in the 2000 – 2001 school year to 

the positions of K – 6 ELA coordinator and math coordinator. Further, in July of 2003 the 

former curriculum director was promoted to the position of superintendent of Mashpee and 

served in that position from 2003 to 2005.  

 

7. The district’s professional development program was informed by most or all of the 

following: the instructional program content; student, teacher, and administrator needs as 

indicated by program assessments; research-based practices; the staff evaluation process; 

and student achievement data. 
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Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Throughout the period under review, the district’s professional development 

program was informed primarily by the results of the MCAS tests, input from staff 

surveys, and input from building principals. In interviews, principals indicated that their 

input had addressed both individual teacher and site needs as determined by their review of 

staff evaluations and student assessment results; adding that those determinations had been 

based on more informal than formal processes. In addition, teachers had been surveyed 

about their professional development needs and they felt their instructional needs were not 

being met. 

 

In terms of developing the professional development program, the district generally relied 

upon a singular approach throughout the period under review. Interviewees indicated that 

in compliance with the district’s policy on Professional Staff Development Opportunities 

that the K–6 ELA and math coordinators annually convened a district-wide professional 

development committee to determine the professional development offerings for the 

coming school year. And, while both administrators and teachers were encouraged to 

participate on this committee, their presence was not required. Monthly meetings were 

conducted to determine both district professional development needs and individual 

professional development interests of the staff.  

 

The professional development committee used a survey of the staff; feedback from the 

district’s principals; and the MCAS test student performance data that had been 

disaggregated and analyzed using TestWiz by the K–6 ELA and math coordinators as its 

primary vehicles for determining the direction of the professional development offerings 

for the school year. The coordinators consolidated the inputs from the staff surveys; 

principals’ input; annual district goals; and the MCAS test analyses, and formed 

recommendations to the professional development committee, which then compiled the 

professional development offerings for the school year. However, the timing of the receipt 

of the MCAS test results often occurred after the recommendations for professional 

development had been formulated. This required their inclusion after, rather than at the 

 96  



 

time of original professional development plan formulation, a situation that interviewees 

noted as troublesome but not problematic. Further, while the MCAS tests results revealed 

relatively flat student achievement across the district and particularly low rates of 

achievement for special education and Native American students, this information resulted 

in limited professional development to address these needs. There was very little 

professional development on teaching in an inclusive setting and differentiated instruction. 

 

The 2004–2005 district professional development offerings included activities to improve 

data analysis skills such as DRA training; DIBELS training; and teacher as assessor. The 

2003 New England Association of Schools and Colleges (NEASC) Report indicated that 

the district had provided professional development opportunities in standards-based 

learning, teaching in the long block, and the John Collins writing program; on the other 

hand, the report indicated that few professional development opportunities had been 

provided to improve assessment strategies. This was confirmed by the EQA members 

when interviewees indicated that, other than DIBELS and DRA training, there was 

relatively few professional development offerings designed to improve assessment 

strategies or training in data analysis skills. Interviewees also indicated that there were no 

benchmarks or formative assessments other than the MCAS test in place in the district. 

 

8. Changes in the expectations for programs and practice were monitored and supported by 

changed supervision and evaluation standards and in the professional development plans of 

professional staff. 

Rating: Needs Improvement 

Evidence: During the period under review, changes in programmatic offerings were often 

supported by accompanying professional development offerings designed to provide 

teachers with the appropriate skills to deliver the new programmatic offerings effectively.  

In some instances, although cited as a key area of need, teaching in an inclusive setting was 

not provided as part of the PD program to help support the increase of special education 

students in regular education classrooms. The language that “all parties agree that MCAS 

scores will not be used in terms of a teacher’s evaluation” was found in both the district’s 

teachers’ contract and student and staff handbooks. 
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A review of district policy on evaluation of instructional programs indicated that 

curriculum effectiveness evaluation was of primary importance. The policy specified 

elements of the evaluation process to include testing programs, study of school 

achievement records, study of students’ high school and drop-out records, use of outside 

services, teacher/parent evaluation of student behavior, Massachusetts Department of 

Education specialists and services, the NEASC accreditation evaluation, and evaluation by 

other agencies. The policy further specified that the evaluation of the curriculum and its 

effectiveness would be made periodically and reported to the school committee by the 

superintendent. When asked what the term periodically meant, district administrators 

indicated in interviews that the district had a five year curriculum review cycle. District 

administrators perceived the cycle as working; however, they added that revisions had 

been made out of cycle as well as based upon annual need determination at each school 

site.    

 

In interviews with district administrators, it was indicated that when changes in 

curriculum, programs, practice, or instructional materials occurred, those changes were 

frequently accompanied by relevant professional development offerings. Examples cited 

during the review period by interviewees included professional development training to 

guide the implementation of a new Scott Foresman math series purchased by the district; 

training for teachers at the Mashpee High School on the MassLearners.com web site, and 

bringing in an outside consultant to provide professional development in literacy and 

numeracy at the Grade 8 level, inclusion of Plato software in the district’s MCAS Ramp 

Up Program to assist teachers with students who had not done well on prior MCAS test 

periods, and Teachers 21 standards–based classroom training offered K–12 on how to 

interpret data.  

 

Further, interviewees indicated that changes in the manner in which expectations for 

programs and practices were monitored and supported by changed supervision and 

evaluation standards was perceived as being difficult because the language that “all parties 

agree that MCAS scores will not be used in terms of a teacher’s evaluation,” was found in 
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both the district’s teachers’ contract and student and staff handbooks. Interviewees 

indicated that this language negatively impacted upon their ability to incorporate the 

improvement of student achievement into a teacher’s performance review, and thus 

minimized the role that teacher evaluations could play in effecting changes in expectations 

for programs and practice. Interviewees also indicated that, with the loss of the curriculum 

director’s position in July 2003, that neither the K-6 ELA and math coordinators, nor the 

high school curriculum chairs had the authority to direct system-wide efforts. These 

positions were not administrative and similarly non-supervisory, and thus, made the use of 

a systemic approach to monitor and supported changes in supervision and evaluation 

standards for district’s programs more difficult. Instead, those efforts were left to 

individual principals’ determinations or based upon the collaborative efforts of the ELA 

and math coordinators and the high school curriculum chairs with the district’s principals.  

 

9. The district’s evaluation procedure for administrators’ performance was aligned with the 

requirements of the Education Reform Act and was informative and instructive, and used to 

promote individual growth and overall effectiveness. Compensation and continued 

employment were linked to evidence of effectiveness, as measured by improvement in 

student performance and other relevant school data.  

 Rating: Needs Improvement 

 
Evidence: During the period under review, the district had two superintendents, and the 

present superintendent had been in her position for the current school year. Both preceding 

superintendents were evaluated under a procedure that contained the components of the 

Education Reform Act. The evaluations were timely, though both were unsigned by the 

superintendents. The format was a checklist that was completed by each school committee 

member which was then summarized by the chair of the committee and presented to the 

public. The evaluation of the first superintendent during the period under review (who 

resigned in June 2003) was informative, however, it was not instructive and contained no 

recommendations. The evaluation of the second superintendent during the review period 

(who retired in June 2005) was both informative, instructive and contained several 

recommendations. Further, a review of the superintendent contracts did not reveal any 
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contractual language that would link improvement in student performance to continued 

employment or compensation. The current superintendent had not yet been evaluated. 

School committee members mentioned in interviews that they intended to develop 

performance goals for the superintendent and  revise the evaluation instrument. 

 

The district’s evaluation procedure for performance of other district administrators during 

the review period was also aligned with the requirements of the Education Reform Act. 

Those evaluation documents were timely, contained the components of education reform, 

and were somewhat informative. However, administrative evaluations reviewed were not 

instructive for the most part and, in terms of the number of recommendations made, ranged 

from none to several. One administrator, the school business manager, hired in November 

2004, had not been evaluated at the time of the review. According to interviewees, in the 

first year of the period under review (2001–2002), each administrator was required to meet 

with the superintendent at the end of the school year to review each teacher’s evaluation 

individually. For the balance of the period under review (July 2002–June 2005), the 

superintendent read only the summaries of teacher evaluations and discussed individual 

teacher evaluations as deemed necessary by the superintendent.  

 

Similar to what was the case with the superintendent’s contract, a review of the other 

district administrators’ contracts did not reveal any contractual language in any one of the 

administrator’s contracts that linked improvement in student performance to their 

continued employment and/or compensation increases. Administrators’ evaluation forms 

were in a format that contained a series of indications of having met particular performance 

standards followed by narrative comments, those comments being optional as determined 

by the evaluator.  

 

10. The district’s evaluation procedure for teachers’ performance was aligned with the 

requirements of the Education Reform Act and was informative and instructive and used to 

promote individual growth and overall effectiveness. The district provided opportunities for 

additional professional development and support to struggling teachers. After following due 

process, the district took action against persistently low-performing teachers. 
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Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s evaluation procedure for teachers’ performance was not aligned 

with the requirements of the Education Reform Act; however, the district’s evaluation 

instrument was aligned. In interviews with district personnel, it was determined that, at the 

time the district was in the process of gathering the materials for submission to the EQA 

for its review, it was discovered that the district’s evaluation practices were in non-

compliance with statutory requirements as specified in Massachusetts General Laws, 

Chapter 71, Section 38, which prescribes that teachers serving without professional status 

and all administrators shall be evaluated every year and teachers with professional status 

are evaluated every other year. Interviewees indicated that they recognized that district 

practices were not in compliance with the Massachusetts General Laws, and that they 

needed to effect the necessary changes to remedy that deficiency.  

 

The practice in the district during the period under review called for all non-professional 

status teaching personnel to establish goals for the year and be evaluated annually, and for 

all professional status teachers to establish goals for the year and be formally evaluated in 

year one of a three-year cycle. In years two and three of the cycle, professional status 

teaching personnel were still required to establish goals for the year and complete a teacher 

self-evaluation at the end of the year; however, they were not formally evaluated.  

 

A review of 40 randomly chosen teacher performance evaluations indicated that 68  

percent (27 of 40) were timely. The evaluation review also indicated that 93  percent (37 of 

40) had been signed by the teacher. The evaluation instrument contained the components 

of Education Reform. Evaluations and were informative and provided descriptions of 

teaching, but 63 percent (25 of 40) were not instructive and did not include 

recommendations for improvement of teaching. Of the 40 teacher evaluations reviewed, a 

total of only 32 recommendations were made, and 28 of those were made in grades 7–12 

evaluations. All 40 of the teachers’ evaluations reviewed presented evidence of appropriate 

licensure being held. 
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The three-year evaluation cycle practice in the district was presented in a document 

entitled Introductory Information Regarding the New Evaluation Procedure. This 

document prescribed a three-year phase in process.  Beginning in September 2001 and 

continuing for three years, one third of the professional status teachers at each school site 

were on formal evaluation. The document also contained a sample teacher pre-observation 

conference form and a very detailed set of teacher evaluation rubrics for each domain 

evaluated during the formal evaluation year. The domains included planning and 

preparation, classroom environment, instruction, and professional responsibilities. In each 

of those domains, teachers were assessed on a series of components under each domain, 

and with descriptors of performance for each performance level moving from 

‘Unsatisfactory’ at the lowest level of performance, to ‘Basic,’ to ‘Proficient,’ and to 

‘Distinguished’ at the highest level of performance. Interviewees indicated their perception 

that the self-evaluation year practice was more time intensive for administrators and 

teachers than the formal evaluation year. Administrators indicated that there was no 

decrease in the volume of evaluations to be performed by this practice, but an increase in 

workload. However, administrators also perceived the pre-post practice of goal setting at 

the beginning of the school year, and the completion of the teacher self-evaluation form at 

the end of the school year was a good practice.  

 

According to the president of the teachers’ union, teachers determined to be struggling 

were placed on improvement plans that were prescriptive in nature and attached to their 

individual evaluations. Those individuals were directed by their immediate supervisors to 

professional development opportunities that were available. Also included were tuition 

reimbursements for graduate level courses, access to a contractually granted fund of $5,000 

to provide teachers with mini-grants for summer work, and access to the budgeted $9,000 

each year for the purpose of reimbursing teachers who had incurred expenses attending 

workshops, seminars, conferences, or other professional improvement sessions.  

 

During the period under review, interviewees and a review of district personnel documents 

indicated that the district had not renewed many non-professional status teachers. A review 

of the district’s professional staffing changes identified that a total of 16 non-renewals had 
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taken place during the review period; four in the 2001–2002 school year; ten in the 2003–

2004 school year; and two in the 2004–2005 school year. The K.C. Coombs Elementary 

School accounted for two of the non-renewals, and the Quashnet Elementary School and 

the Mashpee High School each accounted for seven non-renewals during the review 

period.   

 

11. Administrators in the district were held accountable for improving student achievement in 

their respective assignments as reflected in performance reviews and for the 

implementation of an effective staff supervision program that considered student 

performance and student achievement data.  

Rating: Needs Improvement   

Evidence: During the period under review, the district’s administrators were not held 

accountable for improving student achievement in their respective assignments, nor did the 

manner in which the staff evaluation program was implemented comply with the 

provisions of Education Reform. A review of all administrators’ contracts and performance 

evaluations completed during the review period failed to demonstrate any linkage or 

requirement that student achievement was required to improve in order that the respective 

administrator continue in his or her employment or granted compensation increases. 

Administrators indicated in interviews that the language that “all parties agree that MCAS 

scores will not be used in terms of a teacher’s evaluation,” as found in both the district’s 

teachers’ contract and student and staff handbooks did not allow them to incorporate the 

improvement of student achievement into teacher performance review. The district’s 

administrators were held accountable for attainment of the annual goals which they set 

with the superintendent.  

 

Administrators interviewed indicated that despite the restrictions against use of the MCAS 

test scores in a teacher’s evaluation that they had focused on the teacher self-evaluation 

years in terms of urging teachers to set higher expectation goals for themselves. They cited 

the goal setting as a worthwhile, yet cumbersome and time consuming process, one that 

added a pre- and post- reflection upon a teacher’s performance over a year’s time. 

Administrators also cited the use of teacher improvement plans as a vehicle that had been 
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used to improve teacher performance, and subsequently student achievement. 

Administrators interviewed indicated their collective agreement that there was a need to 

bring the district’s professional staff evaluation practices into alignment with the 

prescriptions of Massachusetts General Law, Chapter 71, Section 38 that prescribes that all 

administrators shall be evaluated every year in accordance with individual contractual 

prescriptions, and that teachers serving with professional status shall be evaluated every 

two years. 

 

12. The district’s employment (human resources), supervision, and professional development 

processes were linked and supported by appropriate levels of funding. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district’s employment, supervision, and 

professional development process were linked and supported by appropriate levels of 

funding. The district had policies for the employment of both teaching and administrative 

professional staff. A review of professional staffing changes that occurred during the 

period under review indicated that there had been 11 teacher retirements, 41 teacher 

resignations, and 16 teacher non-renewals. Also, during the last two years of the review 

period the district had reduced 18 staff positions. 

 

Administratively, during the period under review, the district had two superintendents, 

three school business administrators, two special education directors, and two principals 

for the Quashnet Elementary School. A new housemaster was hired at Mashpee High 

School during the review period. Both Mashpee High School and K.C. Coombs 

Elementary School had retained the same principals throughout the period under review.  

 

Interviewees indicated that staffing changes and supervision practices during the period led 

to specific recommendations to the district’s professional development committee for 

subsequent professional development offerings for staff both new to and long-term in the 

district. District professional development activities were adequately supported during the 

period under review both through budget and grant-funding sources. Administrators 
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interviewed indicated that professional development expenditures for the years under 

review averaged approximately $40,000 per year. In the 2004–2005 school year, the 

district budgeted $40,000 for professional development. For the same year, the entitlement 

and allocation grant amounts awarded to the district indicated a total grant-funded 

expenditure of $45,545 for professional development. Those grant revenues were derived 

from the Title II-Part A Teacher Quality Grant for $10,578; Title II–Part D Enhanced 

Technology; Title I ($3,750); Title II – Part A (rollover from previous year for Teacher as 

Assessor training $14,000); Quality Full-Day Kindergarten ($5,700); Frameworks  274 

($3,381.45); and Project Adjust ($5,635.55); and brought the total to $ 45,545. When 

added to the budgeted amount, the district had supported professional development in a 

total amount of $85,545 for the 2004–2005 school year.  
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V. Access, Participation, and Student Academic Support: The district provided quality 

programs for all students that were comprehensive, accessible and rigorous. Student 

academic support services and district discipline and behavior practices addressed the 

needs of all students. The district was effective in maintaining high rates of attendance for 

students and staff and retained the participation of students through graduation. 

Standard Rating: Needs Improvement 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• While the district examined disaggregated data, they were not always able to implement 

programmatic changes.  

• Individual Student Success Plans were written for students who scored below 230 on 

the MCAS test. 

• In focus group interviews, teachers said they had not had enough training in 

differentiated instruction, particularly as an increased number of special education 

students were being mainstreamed during the review period. 

• In interviews, the EQA team was told that the district needed to change its Inclusion 

Model to serve special education students better. 

• The number of Native American students designated as special education was twice the 

number of African American students and three times the number of Hispanic students. 

• The district used a limited number of formative assessments to identify at risk students. 

• Teacher assistance teams at all levels provided support for students at risk. 

• Early intervention programs at the elementary level did not improve student 

achievement during the period under review. In 2002, 27 percent of Grade four students 

were at the ‘Proficient’ level compared to 23 percent in 2005. And while 55 percent of 

these students scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories in 

2002, in 2005, that number had increased to 72 percent. 

• The district had a number of successful transition activities as students moved from one 

grade level to the next and from one school to another. 

• Schools in the district implemented successful procedures to reduce discipline referrals. 

• The high school was proactive in attempting to reduce the number of students who 

might be potential dropouts. 
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• The high school staff was aware of the number of students with chronic attendance 

problems and was working to reduce the number.  

• There were few subgroup students enrolled in advanced courses. 

 

Indicators: 

1. The district administration and staff used aggregated and disaggregated student 

achievement data on student participation and achievement to adjust instruction and 

policies for at-risk populations and provided additional programs and supports to assist their 

progress and academic achievement. 

Rating: Needs Improvement 

 

Evidence: During interviews with district and school staff, the EQA team was told that 

while the district examined aggregated and disaggregated data, the analysis did not always 

result in programmatic changes. Both the math and ELA coordinator had been trained in 

the use of TestWiz, and they then shared their expertise and trained building 

administrators. After the MCAS data had been analyzed, it was disseminated to all staff. In 

interviews with teacher focus groups at the elementary level, they said that the MCAS data 

was presented to them in packets prepared by the coordinators. This information was also 

shared with the entire district during professional workshop days. 

 

As a result of the examination of this data, the district provided all students who scored 

below 230 on the MCAS test with Individual Student Success Plans (ISSPs). At the high 

school level, these plans were written by the guidance counselor and kept in the guidance 

office. Plans were shared with teaching staff at department meetings. At elementary levels, 

plans were written by the principal and shared with staff during meeting times. No plans 

were written at the primary level (K-2) as these students did not take the MCAS test. 

However, their principal indicated that through staff meetings and district professional 

days, teachers were well aware of the items on the MCAS test. 
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And through its examination of the data, the district was aware that the majority of special 

education and free and reduced lunch students were scoring in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 

and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories of the MCAS test. A review of the 2005 data for Grade 

10 ELA and math showed respectively that 96 percent and 78 percent of the special 

education students were in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. 

 

District and school administrators pointed to the fact that the district had a long history of 

inclusion for special education students.  The inclusion model used in the district involved 

the special education staff working in classrooms for only part of the school day. During 

elementary focus groups, teachers said that there were too many special education students 

in each classroom. Across all levels, staff said they had not had enough training in 

differentiated instruction, and were unable to meet the needs of all students in their 

classrooms. Further, the present director of special education said that the inclusion model 

in use in the district was not a true inclusion model and that to meet the needs of all 

students, the model needed to be changed. During the 2004-2005 school year, the district 

formed an inclusion task force to address inclusion issues in the district. The Task Force 

was scheduled to begin its work in the 2005-2006 school year. 

 

The Mashpee School district had 145 Native American students the highest number in the 

Commonwealth. A review of the Grade eight math data showed that all of the students in 

this subgroup were in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. And the 

Grade 10 ELA MCAS test showed that 59 percent of the Native American students were in 

the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, and for math, 71 percent were 

in those categories. 

 

A review of the data also showed that the percentage of Native American students who 

were designated as special education was 10 percent, which was twice the percentage of 

African American students and three times the percentage of Hispanic students. In 

interviews, district staff said they were not aware of these numbers and said that a review 

of the data for all students showed that those students in special education had been 

appropriately placed. 
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The EQA team was told that all services provided for students who were at risk for failing 

the MCAS test were available to all students. In addition to these services, the Native 

Americans through the district's Native American Program that had been in place for years 

in the district received tutoring during the day at the high school and after school at the 

primary and elementary levels. An interview with the director of the Indian education 

program confirmed that these students not only received academic tutoring but also that a 

cultural program was made available for all Native American students after school each 

week. Students who attended these cultural and educational programs were provided with 

after-school transportation. In interviews, district administrators, in discussing the lack of 

academic progress by many Native American students attributed it to the lack of a home-

school connection. They went on to say that they were trying to reach-out to Native 

Americans through communication with leaders in the community in order to bridge the 

gap. 

 

As a result of the analysis of MCAS test data, the district instituted several programs with 

the goal of increasing student achievement. At the elementary level, students were 

provided extra help in reading and math through Title I services. One teacher provided 

math support and two teachers provided support in ELA. These students received services 

a maximum of three times per week and received this support during the time that students 

were scheduled to attend their special classes. Because of budgetary limitations, there were 

no summer programs available for these students.  

 

The elementary school also had a monthly after school program for those Grade six 

students who were found at risk as a result of poor performance on the MCAS test as well 

as those who voluntarily chose to attend irrespective of their performance on the MCAS 

test. Middle school students provided the tutoring for the elementary students; the program 

serviced about 60 students, and transportation was provided. Tutoring was also provided 

for students who had not passed the Grade 10 MCAS test and who were preparing to take a 

make-up. This tutoring took place from October through November and students were 

pulled from non-academic subjects in order to receive the support. 

 109  



 

 

The district had provided summer programs for MCAS tutoring during the 2002 and 2003 

school year for grades six, seven, eight, and nine. The district also had also provided a 

summer program called Project Success for students at risk in grades three through ten.  

 

At the high school that served grades 7-12, an MCAS preparation program that was offered 

for one semester for all incoming freshmen who had scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 

and ‘Warning/Failing’ category. During the time under review, the high school also offered 

a grant funded program called literacy and numeracy for all Grade eight students. The 

computer-based program was a single semester program that allowed students to progress 

at their own level in mastering objectives. According to interviewees, the high school also 

provided a problem of the day in math using old MCAS test math questions. 

 

The high school had also instituted the Plato program in 1998 as a computer program for 

special education students. However, in 2002, the district converted the program to a full 

year program for Grade 10 students who took the MCAS in May. Plato educational 

software's assessments were tied to the state frameworks and allowed students to work on 

an individual basis at their own pace to master skills. Students participated in the program 

daily and took the course instead of an elective. The Plato program was also available for 

students in grades seven and eight. 

 

The district wide Support Center had been developed in the 2004-2005 for students on 

IEPs or a 504 plan. The program was a four level program with extensive information 

available for each student and a team that met on a weekly basis to discuss the student's 

progress.   

 

2. At each grade level, the district used formative assessments and summative data to identify 

all students who did not meet expectations and provided these students with supplementary 

and/or remedial services that resulted in improved academic achievement and MCAS test 

proficiency. 

Rating: Needs Improvement 
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Evidence: The district used a limited number of formative assessments to identify at risk 

students. Administrators acknowledged that only at the end of the period under review 

were teachers in their buildings beginning to understand the purpose and use of formative 

assessments to adjust teaching and instruction to increase student achievement levels. Over 

the review period, student achievement levels did not improve in Mashpee. 

 

At the primary level, the Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) had been in use 

during the past four years. In addition, teachers received training in the DIBELS during the 

2002 school year, but not all elementary teachers were trained during the review period. 

The assessment was not used until the 2004-2005 school year. Running records were also 

used to identify students who did not meet expectations. Teachers used the results of these 

assessments to refer students to the building's teacher assistance teams (TAT) where a two-

tier process was in place to provide support. Small group instruction as well as Title I 

service was provided for these students during the time under review. 

 

In K-6, the district maintained a portfolio for each student that included the student's work  

and assessment results. The portfolio moved with the student to the next grade level and 

was used by staff to determine reading levels. After Grade 6, the portfolio was sent home 

with students. In interviews, district and school staff said that as a result of the analysis of 

MCAS tests as well as formative assessments, it was determined that the 15 year old 

elementary reading texts needed to be replaced. A new reading program, aligned with the 

state's curriculum frameworks, was selected during the time under review, and 

implemented during the 2005-2006 school year.  

 

In interviews, the EQA team was told that, the elementary level (3-6) did not have any 

formative assessments that were used to adjust instruction. The end of chapter and unit 

tests were not used as diagnostic information or to make curricular changes, but were used 

traditionally. It was noted that teachers examined students' portfolios to determine their 

reading levels and progress in math as individual students. In addition, students were given 

a math packet that was taken home over the summer and returned in the fall. Teachers used 
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this as an individual assessment of student knowledge, but did not analyze the information 

beyond its usefulness to individual students. 

 

Interviewees said that at the grades seven and eight, there were no finals or mid-terms 

except for foreign language or entering level algebra at the Grade 8 level. The EQA team 

was told that generally, tests were teacher driven rather than common across content areas.  

To determine academic achievement at the high school level, portfolios were used in math 

as well as end of level and unit tests in content areas to determine academic achievement 

but interviewees said that these portfolios did not move from one level to another. In 

addition, as noted previously, high school students received MCAS tutoring through the 

PLATO program as well as the literacy and numeracy course at Grade eight. While there 

was a common mid-term final in math, different textbooks were used at different levels. 

An examination of the MCAS data on the ELA Grade 10 MCAS test showed that in 2002, 

61 percent of the students scored at the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ levels but in 2005, 70 

percent of the students scored at these same levels. The MCAS math data showed that in 

2002, 42 percent of the students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ levels, while in 

2005, 62 percent of the students were at these levels. 

 

However, the Grade three data showed that in 2002, 62 percent of the students scored at 

the ‘Proficient’ level, while in 2005 that figure was 59 percent. At the Grade six level in 

math there was a 13 percent increase in ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ scores from 2002-

2005 (41 percent to 53 percent) and at Grade seven, there was a six percent increase in 

ELA scores at the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ levels, from 2002-2005 (62 to 68 percent). 

 

3. Early intervention programs in literacy were provided at the primary education level to 

ensure that all students were reading at the ‘Proficient’ level on the MCAS test by the end 

of Grade 4. 

Rating: Needs Improvement 

Evidence: The EQA team was told that at the primary level, (K-2) there was a two-tier 

intervention model in place to support at risk students during the time under review. This 

model consisted of the Teacher Assistance Team’s discussing a student's progress and 
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recommending supports if necessary. These supports ranged from Title I services using the 

DRA as an assessment to determine eligibility, special education intervention, or the 

support of a literacy specialist in the building working with small groups. These 

interventions at the primary level occurred during the literacy block.  

 

A review of the Grade four ELA MCAS data showed that despite these interventions at the 

early primary level, students were not showing increased achievement at the ‘Proficient’ 

level. In 2002, 27 percent of Grade four students as compared to 23 percent in 2005 were 

at the ‘Proficient’ level. And while 55 percent of these students scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories in 2002, in 2005, that number had 

increased to 72 percent. 

 

In an interview with the elementary principal (grades 3-6) who assumed that position in 

2005, the EQA team was told that while some changes had been made to improve student 

achievement, the culture of the school, during the time under review, did not value the 

MCAS test and looked upon it as "just another test." The EQA team was also told that the 

MCAS tests and results had not driven instruction and that a "lack of attention" had 

contributed to the decline in scores in Grade four. 

 

Other factors that were cited for flat or decreasing scores included the grouping process in 

the building, which led to a preponderance of special education students in just a few 

classrooms. According to the interviewees, some parents requested that children be placed 

in two or three specific classrooms. And that after these requests were honored, the "rest" 

of the students were placed in the remaining classrooms. This also resulted in a larger 

number of special education students in certain classrooms. During the 2005-2006 school 

year, students were placed in classrooms by level of performance and all students 

experiencing difficulty went though the Teacher Assistance Team in order to determine 

placement.  The EQA team was also told that teachers had not had enough training in 

differentiated instruction so that the needs of all students were not being appropriately  

met.  
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4. District administration and staff helped all students make effective transitions from one 

school, grade level, or program to another. This assistance was focused on maintaining or 

improving levels of student performance. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district had three schools including a Pre-K-2 school, an elementary school 

consisting of grades 3-6, and a high school composed of grades 7-12. The latter was a 

relatively recent configuration, for the high school had opened in 1996. Prior to that, high 

school students attended a nearby district's high school. Interviewees said that there were 

no formal documents relating to transitioning students between grade levels and schools, 

but that over the years transition activities had taken place. 

 

One of the programs that the district had in place was "Count Down to Kindergarten." Its 

main purpose was to provide a smooth transition from Pre-Kindergarten to Kindergarten. 

In addition to providing activities for parents and students already enrolled in the Mashpee 

public schools, the director of the program worked with two other preschools in the town 

and the Head Start Program.  

 

In interviews, the EQA team was told that transition from the K-2 school to the elementary 

school began in the spring when the Grade two students visited the elementary school for 

one afternoon. They visited classrooms and toured the school. Parent informational nights 

were also provided. Guidance staff from the K-2 school attended meetings to discuss 

placement of students in Grade three, and the portfolios containing student work and 

assessment data were sent to the Grade three teachers. Further, the elementary school 

principal visited the primary school and talked with Grade two students. Another 

component of the transition process involved having Grade four students act as reading 

buddies to Grade two students. The two schools' PTOs also held ice cream socials for the 

leaving and entering students.  

 

The transition from the elementary school (Grade 6) to the high school (Grade 7) involved 

a Step-up Night for both students and their parents. At the elementary level, the school 
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implemented a departmentalized schedule in Grade six in order that the change to 

departmentalization at Grade seven could be made with less difficulty. Further, guidance 

staff from the high school visited sixth grade classrooms to discuss transitions to the high 

school. The portfolios that accompanied students between grade levels were sent home to 

parents after Grade six and thus, high school staff did not see these documents. At all 

levels, special education students had an opportunity to visit classrooms as well as having 

representatives from sending and receiving schools present at team meetings when 

individual education plans (IEPs) were written. 

 

5. The district had fair and equitable policies, procedures, and practices to reduce discipline 

referrals, grade retention, suspension, and exclusion.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: A review of documents and interviews indicated that each school appropriately 

addressed issues related to discipline, referrals, grade retention, suspension, and exclusion 

among the schools in Mashpee. There were either district-wide policies or site based 

policies in school handbooks in place, and practices confirmed that procedures were 

carried out across the district. 

 

A review of the school handbooks provided evidence that each school had discipline 

policies in place during the review period. For example, the high school’s handbook 

contained a lengthy list of offenses as well as consequences for specific behaviors. At the 

high school level, all freshmen were required to take a seminar that focused on character 

and choice training. The Child Study Team also met weekly, and one of its responsibilities 

was to discuss any students who were having difficulties. The high school staff also 

instituted bi-monthly coffee chats for grades nine and ten students as well as grades seven 

and eight students. 

 

The EQA team was also told that there were specific disciplinary issues for students at the 

transition levels. As a result, an alternative education program was implemented for those 

grade seven and eight students with more than moderate behavioral or motivational issues. 
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The program was not for special education students but a temporary placement with 

emphasis on getting students motivated through an emphasis on organizational skills and 

small group work.  

 

In interviews, the EQA team was told that at the elementary level, the school was focused 

on decreasing the number of discipline referrals and there was an emphasis on preventing 

bullying. The elementary school had instituted strategies to address this issue and students 

also received peer mediation training. At one elementary school, all staff had a supply of 

tickets, and when they saw students "doing the right thing," students received a ticket. The 

number of these positive tickets distributed were announced at the end of the week. Each 

month, the school held a community meeting that all students attended. At this meeting, 

students were recognized for "doing the right thing." The meeting also provided a forum 

for discussing other issues relevant to the school climate. Interviewees said that referrals to 

the office had decreased as a result of the emphasis on "preventive" rather than "punitive" 

strategies. 

 

The school committee had a policy for retention that stated that in all cases of possible 

retention, a student in grades K-12 "will be referred to the Teacher Assistance Team." The 

policy further stated conditions for retention that included failure of two or more terms in 

any two academic subjects and absence from any class in excess of 30 days. Each school's 

handbook also referred to the retention policy. Interviewees said that all students who were 

considered for retention were discussed at Teacher Assistance Teams or Child Study 

Teams. In all cases, parents had the final decision as to whether their child would be 

retained. 

 

Over a three-year period from 2002-2004 Mashpee High School’s retention rate was 2.7 

percent with the highest rate of 12.3 at the Grade nine level; Kenneth Coombs School’s 

retention rate was  1.7 percent; and Quashnet School‘s was 0.6 percent. The Mashpee High 

School Handbook discussed out of school suspension regulations as well as in school 

suspension. The in school suspension policy stated the reasons that a student would be 

suspended within the school. A review of the in school suspension data provided to the 
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EQA team indicated that 39.3 percent of students at Grade 12 had been suspended. In 

interviews, high school staff said that there was no physical space for (sometimes students 

would be placed in a small conference room, if necessary, to remove them from the 

classroom) at the high school for suspensions, that figure reflected attendance at the 

Saturday suspension program. Interviewees said that a change had been made in the 

program as the penalty for not attending Saturday suspension was out of school suspension 

for two days. Many students preferred this option and therefore did not appear for Saturday 

suspension. The data provided the EQA team indicated that there was not a problem with 

exclusion in the district. During the 2002-2004 school year, there were no students who 

were excluded from school. 

 

6. The district had policies, procedures, and practices to prevent or minimize dropping out, 

and to recover dropouts and return them to an educationally appropriate placement. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district had practices in place that they followed to prevent and minimize 

dropping out; however, there was no formal practice to recover students once they left 

school. A review of the drop out data showed that during the 2002-2004 school years, the 

district had a total of seven students drop out, with four of them dropping out at in Grade 

12. In interviews, district and school staff viewed the dropout rate and the potential for 

dropping out as a concern. If a student were considering dropping out, the case would be 

discussed at the Child Study Meeting. Parents were invited to come into the school, and 

discussions were held with both parent and student. In order to prevent students from 

dropping out, the high school provided an after school program for at risk students. The 

program, an alternative program that the district had started two years ago, serviced 10 to 

12 students each year, and according to district staff, it was very successful in that only 

three students dropped out of school during the program’s existence. In addition, at risk 

students were also had the option to take advantage of the student support center where 

they could receive extra help. The district had also provided a work study program that 

allowed students, particularly those who were being forced to earn additional funds, to 

receive instruction in a resource room and then be transported to work during the school 
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day. The district had no formal program in place that would have allowed them to follow-

up on students after they dropped out of school. When students did leave, they were 

provided with information regarding how they might reenter school and were provided 

with programs at which they could work toward a GED certificate. 

 

7.  The district implemented policies and programs that addressed the needs of transient and 

homeless students and provided them with timely and equitable access to quality programs. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district had an extensive policy that outlined the procedures that were to be 

followed for homeless students within the district and effective practices were carried out 

during the review period when issues arose. During interviews, district and school staff 

said that all students who were designated as homeless were brought to the attention of the 

Child Study Team or Teacher Assistance Teams, and that homeless students were under 

the jurisdiction of the guidance counselors in each building. Interviewees said that not only 

was transportation provided for these students, that the coordinator for the program, on his 

own initiative, had been instrumental in providing clothing and furnishings to those 

families in need.  Counselors were available to provide support for students, and during 

interviews principals said they were aware of homeless students in their buildings. 

 

8. District and school policies and practices promoted the importance of student attendance, 

and attendance was continuously monitored, reported, and acted upon. 

Rating: Needs Improvement 

 

Evidence: The school committee had a policy for student attendance. In addition, each of 

the school's handbooks outlined its expectations for student attendance. A review of the 

data provided to the EQA by the DOE showed that the attendance rate for the district was 

94.3 percent compared to 94.4 percent for the state. In interviews, district and school staff 

said that attendance was entered into the student system by designated personnel at each 

school. At both the primary and elementary levels, student attendance was reviewed by the 
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principals and at the high school by housemasters as well as guidance staff. At all levels, 

students with excessive absences were discussed at Child Study Team meetings.  

 

A review of the high school’s chronic absenteeism data showed that rates were high and of 

concern during the review period. The 2005 rates were 15.4 percent at Grade 12, 17.1 

percent at Grade 11, 17.0 percent at Grade 10, and 17.2 percent at Grade 9. When 

presented with this data, high school staff members said they were aware that chronic 

absenteeism was a problem and they were trying to address the issue. At the elementary 

level, if a student was absent, parents were asked to notify the school of the absence. When 

a child returned to school, they were required to present a note stating the reason for the 

absence. In an interview with the elementary principal, he stated that during the time under 

review, it was rare for a student not to bring a note in explaining an absence. 

  

Interviewees also said that in the case of tardiness, in many cases, it was the fault of the 

parents whose schedules were so demanding that often they were unable to get their 

students to school on time.  At the high school, when a student who was enrolled in a 

yearlong course had ten unexcused absences, students and parents were given a warning. 

After 20 unexcused absences, the student lost credit for the course. In the case of a 

semester course, the warning was issued after five unexcused absences and after ten 

unexcused absences, credit for the course was removed.  

 

9. District and school policies and practices promoted and tracked the importance of staff 

attendance and participation, and appropriate provisions were made to ensure continuity of 

the instructional program. 

Rating: Needs Improvement 

Evidence: The district presented staff attendance data to the EQA team that was analyzed 

using days absent for short-term illness and days absent for other reasons. The number of 

total teacher absences for these reasons were calculated for staff at the district's schools for 

2005: at the high school the average teacher was absent 7.3 days; at Quashnet Elementary, 

11.0 days; and Coombs, 8.6 days. When the EQA team factored in professional 
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development, the rate of teacher absence at the high school was 9.4 days; at Quashnet was 

12.7; and at Coombs, 10.8 days. 

 

In interviews, district and school staff said that the felt that staff absenteeism was not a 

problem in general. However, one administrator said that there had been a few cases in 

which teachers were absent on a Friday and Monday and used these days for a vacation 

rather for sickness. And according to a high school administrator at the high school, 

tardiness was significantly reduced when teachers were not allowed to use their cards to 

gain entrance through the many outside doors leading into the high school. The high 

school’s new rule was that all staff was required to enter the building through the front 

door. Administrators also said they were trying to decrease personal days by interviewing 

teachers and asking if the reason for a personal day could be scheduled for another time 

when teachers would not have to be absent from school. 

 

10. District and school leadership implemented policies, procedures, and practices to increase 

proportionate subgroup representation in advanced and/or accelerated programs, in order to 

close the achievement gap. 

Rating: Needs Improvement 

Evidence: In interviews, district staff indicated that subgroup enrollment in honors and 

accelerated programs were very limited. One administrator said that perhaps one percent of 

the special education subgroup was enrolled in honors courses. In addition, according to 

administrators, there were few Native American students enrolled in these courses. One 

administrator could recall that there were two Native Americans enrolled. 

 

Tier I assessment results indicated a significant gap between the achievement of Mashpee 

students overall and that of special education students. A large percent of special education 

students were in mainstream classes. However, teachers in focus groups indicated that in 

Level I classes at the high school and in classrooms at Quashnet, there were frequently 

disproportionately large numbers of special education students in classes. In addition, 

again according to Tier I data, scores for Native American students between 2003 and 

2005 were flat in ELA and declining in math, and were regularly well below those for 

 120  



 

Native American students across the state. Interviewees indicated few attempts to address 

these achievement gaps through modifications and changes to instruction.   

 

 

 121  



 

VI. Financial and Asset Management Effectiveness and Efficiency: The district 

engaged in a participative, well-documented, and transparent budget process that used 

student achievement as a factor in the overall budget. The district acquired and used 

financial, physical, and competitive capital resources to provide for and sustain the 

advancement of achievement for all students enrolled in the district. The district regularly 

assessed the effectiveness and efficiency of its financial and capital assets and had the 

ability to meet reasonable changes and unanticipated events.  

Standard Rating: Needs Improvement 

 
Summary: 

The district’s budget was developed through an open participatory process. A review of 

minutes showed that school principals presented their budgets to the school committee at a 

public budget meeting and  the superintendent presented the administration budget. The 

school committee had a number of formalized policies for budget preparation. 

 

The budget document provided accurate information, but did not include all fund sources. 

It contained financial information related to the town meeting’s voted upon operating 

budget, but did not include federal and state grants or revolving account funds. The school 

committee had one regularly scheduled meeting each month for the sole purpose of 

addressing financial situations. 

 

No evidence was presented or reviewed that student achievement data played an integral 

role in the budget development process. District administrators stated in interviews that 

funds were allocated based on preserving class size, meeting state and federal special 

education requirements, and assisting students in meeting MCAS graduation mandates. 

 

Funding for the district’s operating budget increased each year by about two and a half 

percent for the period under review and the district exceeded the Net School Spending 

requirements of the education reform formula for each year. Chapter 70 funding to the 

district decreased by $963,258 from fiscal year 2003 to 2004 and increased by $86,223 

from fiscal year 2004 to 2005. The superintendent stated that during these years, the 
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district had experienced difficult financial constraints and there was a reduction of eighteen 

teaching positions. There were a number of auditor’s findings relative to the district 

needing to develop procedures that would ensure accountability for authorization of federal 

grant charges. 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• The EQA examiners interviewed school district and municipal personnel who identified 

the need for improved communications between the parties. Each noted times when 

relevant financial information was not shared between the parties. 

• Interviews with the superintendent and principals revealed that personnel in the 

Mashpee Public Schools did not generally use student achievement data to enhance the 

decision making process.  

• Although the district exceeded their Net School Spending requirements for the period 

under review, interviews revealed that for the past two fiscal years, the school system 

had experienced difficult financial constraints. Eighteen teachers had been reduced in 

force during that period. 

• The town had a capital improvement committee (CIP) who heard capital budget 

requests from all town departments including the school department. For fiscal year 

2005, the school committee requested $448,450 in capital project funding for the 

schools. The town meeting voted a CIP recommended sum of $351,691 for all 

municipal and school capital projects for fiscal year 2005. 

 

Indicators: 

 

1. The district’s budget was developed through an open, participatory process, and the 

resulting document was clear, comprehensive, complete, current, and understandable. The 

budget also provided accurate information on all fund sources, as well as budgetary history 

and trends. 

Rating: Needs Improvement 
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Evidence: The district’s budget was developed through an open, participatory process. The 

school committee had formal policies for the preparation of the budget. One policy stated 

that budgets were to be developed “using best available techniques for budget development 

and management.” The selectmen had the authority within the town charter to impose a 

date as early as December 31st for submission of the budget by the school committee. 

 

The budget document provided accurate information, but did not include all fund sources. 

It contained the operating budget, but did not include federal and state grants or revolving 

account funds. The budget document included a mission statement, budget narratives, 

school committee and administrative goals, budget history for fiscal years 2003 and 2004, 

and the fiscal year 2005 budget request. The budget was displayed by summary, cost 

center, site, school, supplies and equipment, and maintenance. 

 

The initial budget process began in October, and the first draft was completed in early 

December. The town manager issued a document in the early fall to all departments about 

the prospective financial condition of the town. For fiscal year 2005, the school 

administration was advised to develop three budgets for consideration: a level funded 

budget, a level services budget, and a needs based budget. An administrative group met a 

number of times during the months of October, November, and early December to develop 

these budgets. The district had a public hearing on the budget in January and then met with 

finance, selectmen, and capital planning committees prior to town meeting. 

 

The school committee met twice a month and one of those meetings addressed financial 

matters. A sample review of school committee meeting minutes indicated that the 

committee was advised by the administration on the status of the budget preparation. The 

meetings were attended by members of the town finance committee and, on occasion, by 

the town manager. School committee meetings were televised live on cable. A review of 

minutes showed that school principals presented their school budgets to the school 

committee. These budget preparations included requests for additional personnel and 

materials, and the budget cost implications for these requests. An interview with school 

administrative personnel revealed that the individual school budgets were presented to the 
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school committee prior to the superintendent’s presentation to the school budget to the 

school committee. The presentation may or may not include the requests of the site 

councils. 

 

Another somewhat unique aspect of the budget development process was that in 

accordance with the negotiated agreement, in mid December the teachers association 

submitted a proposed list of staffing needs with justification for each position to the school 

committee. The association agreement also contained a clause about desirable class size 

and the agreement stated that class size would be open to discussion between the president 

of the teachers association and the superintendent of schools. In an interview and an 

elementary focus group, leadership of the association and teachers stated that their 

involvement with the development of the budget was minimal. However, it was noted that 

four teachers were members of the school site council. 

 

2. The budget was developed and resources were allocated based on the ongoing analysis of 

aggregate and disaggregated student assessment data to assure the budget’s effectiveness in 

supporting improved achievement for all student populations. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

 

Evidence: No evidence was presented that student achievement data played an integral 

role in the budget development process. Interviews with the school committee and 

superintendent revealed that for the past two fiscal years, the school system had 

experienced severe financial constraints. Eighteen teachers had been reduced in force 

during that period. The committee became dependent on the superintendent to review and 

interpret data and to bring recommendations to their attention in order for the district to 

remain focused on particular areas including keeping class sizes in accordance with 

guidelines referenced in the teacher’s negotiated agreement; ensuring that special 

education services were in compliance with state and federal law; adding MCAS test 

preparatory services; and implementing an alternative education computerized component 

at the high school to assist students in meeting state graduation requirements. 
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3. The district's budget and supplemental funding were adequate to provide for effective 

instructional practices and to provide for adequate operational resources. The community 

annually provided sufficient financial resources to ensure educationally sound programs 

and facilities of quality, as evidenced by a sufficient district revenue levy and level of local 

spending for education.  

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

 

Evidence: During the period under review according to a review of the district’s operating 

budget document as approved by the school committee, funding increased from 

$16,190,616 in fiscal year 2003, to $16,560,520 in fiscal year 2004. The district’s 

operating budget in fiscal year 2005 was $16,984,751. 

 

Interviews with the school committee and the superintendent revealed that for the past two 

fiscal years, the school system had experienced difficult financial constraints. Eighteen 

teachers had been reduced in force during that period. The primary objective of the 

superintendent and the school committee was to maintain reasonable class sizes and that  

this objective was met with the addition of a Kindergarten class.  

 

In interviews with teacher focus groups it was stated that five or six years ago the district 

had adequate computers but they were now outdated. There were a limited number of 

working computers, access to computer labs was limited, and the technology budget was 

insufficient. Interviewees also stated that when the cable wiring was installed during initial 

construction of the high school, some of the wires were placed too close to fluorescent 

lighting fixtures and this caused interference with data transmission. Also, there were 

insufficient hubs for the number of computers required. Technology support staff was 

challenged to keep computers operational. The Capital Improvement Committee of the 

town recommended and received town meeting approval in fiscal year 2005 for the sum of 

$24,000 to replace some of the district’s computers. 

  

A review of the Department of Revenue, Division of Local Service’s web site information 

for the town of Mashpee indicated that as of July 1, 2005 the town had $2,422,160 
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available in free cash. The EQA examiners asked the town manager if the school 

department would have any access to a portion of that free cash. The town manager stated 

that the town needed that free cash because they were still recovering from the decrease in 

Chapter 70 receipts that the town received in fiscal year 2004. In fiscal year 2004, the town 

also had $2,651,714 in its stabilization fund. 

 

The district stated, and the town manager concurred, that all of Medicaid funding receipts 

were placed in the general fund and that the cost of administering the Medicaid program 

which was 8 percent of the funding received by the town was assessed to the school 

department. The town had a leisure services department and this department operated 

programs in the town’s public schools when schools were not in session. The school 

district did not receive any funding from the operation of these programs and as a result, 

absorbed the utility costs within their own operating budget.  

 

The school district never had a successful override vote. At the fiscal year 2005 annual 

town meeting, the school budget was approved with an increase of slightly over 2 percent. 

In addition, Mashpee ranked in the lowest quartile of per pupil expenditures for school 

districts on Cape Cod according to Department of Education statistics. 

 

4. The district, as part of its budget development, implemented an evaluation-based review 

process to determine the cost effectiveness of all of its programs, initiatives, and activities. 

This process was based, in part, on student performance data and needs.  

Rating: Needs Improvement 

 

Evidence: Interviews with the superintendent and principals revealed that personnel in the 

Mashpee Public Schools generally did not use student achievement data to enhance the 

decision making process. The superintendent stated that adequate funds to support 

educational programs had historically been difficult to access. Through reallocation of 

funds, the district began the Performance Improvement Mapping process in the spring of 

2005 to help improve this area.  
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School committee meeting minutes of July 14, 2004, stated that the high school principal 

described to the committee a new high school course in literacy and numeracy which was 

designed to introduce, teach, and reinforce skills required for success in meeting the 

standards set forth by the curriculum frameworks. Literacy and numeracy was developed 

as a result of an analysis of 2003 MCAS test scores in English/Languages Arts and math. 

The principal stated this implementation would be completed at no additional cost to the 

district. 

 

At the school committee meeting of April 26, 2005, minutes showed an administrator’s 

request for a new textbook adoption “replacing those used over the past 16 years. Scott 

Foresman will replace the English textbooks.” The textbook supplier had offered the 

Mashpee Public Schools a total of $202,445 in bonus and supplemental materials. In 

exchange for this offer, Mashpee became a demonstration site for the new textbooks. 

These textbooks and materials included intervention materials and software for students 

who were at risk of falling behind in English. 

 

5. The district and community had appropriate written agreements and memoranda related to 

603 CMR 10.0 that detailed the manner for calculating and the amounts to be used in 

calculating indirect charges levied on the school district budget by the community.  

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district did not have written agreements or memoranda related to 603 CMR 

10.0 that detailed the manner for calculating indirect charges to be levied on the school 

district budget by the community. The school business manager reported to the EQA 

examiners that the district used the administrative per pupil cost factor for municipal 

personnel services as allowed in Section 10.20 of the Regulations for School Finance. 

There was no written agreement between the municipality and school committee to use this 

method for their year-end reporting. The business manager stated that the other allowable 

costs such as insurance and health costs were actual costs of school personnel. Regulation 

603 CMR 10.05(7) stated, “A written contract or agreement, signed by the parties, or 

comparable documentation shall be executed and retained to support all non-salary 
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personnel expenditures and all service fees and charges reported by a school district or 

municipality.” 

 

In an interview with the town manager about these assessed charges, the manager agreed 

with the method of using the administrative per pupil cost factor and also confirmed that 

the other allowable municipal assessed charges were actual costs of school personnel. 

Neither the school business manager nor the town manager stated that they planned to 

reduce the agreement to writing or to change the present method of assigning municipal 

charges to Schedule 19 of the End of the Year Report. 

 

6. The combination of Chapter 70 Aid and local revenues, considering justified indirect 

charges, met or exceeded the Net School Spending (NSS) requirements of the education 

reform formula for the period under examination. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the period under review, the district exceeded the Net School Spending 

(NSS) requirements of the education reform formula each year. In fiscal year 2002, the 

district exceeded NSS requirements by $2,022,671; in fiscal year 2003 by $1,799,100; in 

fiscal year 2004 by $3,388,895; and in fiscal year 2005, they exceeded NSS by $2,789,505. 

Receipts for Chapter 70 aid were inconsistent over the period under review. From fiscal 

year 2002 to fiscal year 2003, Chapter 70 aid increased from $4,630,012 to $4,816,289. 

From fiscal year 2003 to fiscal year 2004, Chapter 70 aid decreased by $963.258. And 

from fiscal year 2004 to fiscal year 2005 Chapter 70 aid increased by $86,223. In an 

interview with the town manager, she reported to the EQA examiners that the reduction in 

Chapter 70 aid in fiscal year 2004 had been a difficult situation for the town. 

 

7. Regular, timely, accurate, and complete financial reports were made to the school 

committee, appropriate administrators and staff, and the public. In addition, required local, 

state, and federal financial reports, and statements were accurate and filed on time. 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The EQA examiners confirmed that regular, timely, and complete financial 

reports were made to the school committee. The school committee had a policy that stated, 

“The superintendent will sign payrolls,” and also stated, “The school committee will 

receive monthly financial statements from the superintendent.” Purchasing policy required 

that, “official purchase orders are to be signed by the superintendent.” School committee 

policy about payment procedure said, “School principals will be responsible for observing 

budget allocations in their respective schools.” 

 

The school committee had two regularly scheduled public business meetings per month. 

One meeting was dedicated to educational matters and the other dedicated to financial 

matters. The EQA examiners reviewed minutes of the financial meetings and observed that 

the agendas addressed and minutes evidenced the current status of the budget, budget 

transfer requests, the status of grants, revolving accounts, lunch programs, and distribution 

of monthly financial reports. 

 

The EQA examiners reviewed a document that was developed using the MUNIS 

accounting software. This was a budget status report that was prepared by school and by 

cost center such as special education, maintenance, and utilities. This report included 

salaries and expenses and displayed the original budget, year to date expended, 

encumbrances, and available balance. The business manager stated that this report was 

distributed to the school committee, each principal, and other personnel with budget 

responsibility. This document was not available to site terminals within the school system 

but could be accessed by responsible personnel at town hall.  

 

8. The district used efficient accounting technology that integrated the district-level financial 

information of each school and program, and the district used forecast mechanisms and 

control procedures to ensure that spending was within fiscal budget limits. District 

administrators were able to regularly and accurately track spending and other financial 

transactions. 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The district used the MUNIS software accounting system, a program commonly 

used in school systems. This software had a program that allowed for forecasting budget 

expenditures including salary forecasting. The municipal government also used the 

MUNIS software, and the town manager and town accountant could access the school 

district financial data via terminals at town hall. 

 

The business manager gave a financial report to the school committee about the status of 

the budget twice a month at committee meetings. In addition, school administrators could 

access a hard copy of their budget status from the business manager at any time. Principals 

could not access budget data via their computer terminals. Requests for budget transfers 

were on the agenda of the school committee meeting at each meeting dedicated to finance. 

The EQA examiners reviewed minutes of these transfers and reviewed copies of the 

transfer request document that initiated the transfers. Three school committee members 

signed the transfer document and according to the district business manager, it was then 

forwarded to town hall. 

 

The district returned unexpended funds to the town from the fiscal year 2005 budget in the 

amount of just under $70,000.  

 

9. The district had a system in place to pursue, acquire, monitor, and coordinate all local, state, 

federal, and private competitive grants and monitored special revenue funds, revolving 

accounts, and the fees related to them to ensure that they were managed efficiently and used 

effectively for the purposes intended.   

Rating: Needs Improvement 

 

Evidence: The MUNIS accounting software allowed funds to be segregated by general 

school committee budget, federal and state grants, and revolving accounts. However, 

independent auditors found that allowable costs of certain federal grants did not comply 

with the Office of Management Budget (OMB) standards and needed to be corrected.  
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The school committee did not elect to institute student-revolving accounts for 

transportation and athletics because they believed that it would be a deterrent for students 

to engage in athletics. The EQA reviewed the student activity accounts to assure that they 

complied with the requirements of Chapter 66 of the Acts of 1996. At an interview with 

principals, it was reported that activity accounts were audited by the town treasurer on a 

periodic basis. When funds were received, they were deposited with the town treasurer. By 

school committee policy, schools had a stated amount that they could have in their 

checkbook; the maximum amount a school could have in its checking account at any time 

was $10,000 for elementary and middle schools, and $25,000 for the high school.  

 

The EQA examiners also reviewed the ledger sheet for the Mashpee Public Schools’ lunch 

program and identified that there was an account balance of $178,006 as of September 

2004.  

 

10. The district had a system in place to ensure that state procurement laws were followed, that 

appropriate staff had MCPPO credentials, and that all assets and expenditures were 

monitored and tracked to insure efficient and maximum effective utilization. He district 

also competitively procured independent financial auditing services at least every five 

years, shared the results of these audits, and consistently implemented their 

recommendations. All procurement, tracking, monitoring systems, and external audits were 

accurate, current and timely. 

 Rating: Unsatisfactory 

 

Evidence: The EQA examined sample formal advertisements for proposals and for annual 

maintenance repair services. The district provided examiners with a list of vendors who 

had more than $25,000 in business with the district during a single fiscal year. The 

documents contained detailed specifications, scope of work, legally required certifications, 

and the requisite prevailing wage rate schedules. In addition, the business manager had 

MCPPO credentials.  
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The town manager reported to the EQA examiners that the independent auditing firm had 

recently completed a three-year contract with the town and was renewed for an additional 

three-year contract. Examiners reviewed the Town of Mashpee, Massachusetts Compliance 

Audit of the fiscal year 2004 End of the Year Pupil and Financial Report, to verify that the 

independent auditor’s findings were implemented. This audit contained nine findings for 

the End of the Year Report. Findings generally concerned entries on the End of the Year 

Report that did not agree with the general ledger. There were two findings for 

documentation support for student transportation expenditures. This report was dated April 

27, 2005. Earlier in December 2004, the district, submitted an amendment to this End of 

Year Report to the Department of Education. However, this amendment was prepared prior 

to receipt of the independent audit. The school business manager did not know if the fiscal 

year report was amended again to address the independent audit.  

 

Examiners also reviewed an independent audit for the Town of Mashpee titled Reports on 

Federal Award Programs for the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2004. This report stated, “The 

Town of Mashpee, Massachusetts did not comply with requirements regarding allowable 

costs/cost principals that are applicable to its Special Education Cluster programs. 

Compliance with such requirements was necessary, in our opinion, for the Town to comply 

with the requirements applicable to those programs.” The major problem was that program 

management in the Mashpee system did not maintain the required documentation related to 

the support of salaries and wages for employees that work on both special education 

cluster programs and other non-grant related activities as prescribed in OMB Circular A-

87. Procedures to ensure accountability for authorization of federal grant charges must be 

in place to determine allowable costs and cost principles. It appeared that this finding had 

been stated in the prior year’s audit findings. 

 

The district responded to the finding and stated, “The Town of Mashpee School 

Department will ensure that a corrective action plan is in place by June 30, 2005 for this 

finding. The actual recommended documentation procedure related to support of salaries 

and wages and program management awareness will be in place by March 30, 2006.” The 

EQA examiners could not find evidence of an action plan in place other than a 
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memorandum dated October 28, 2005 titled Allowable Costs Guidelines forwarded from 

the business manager to school department staff responsible for administering grants, 

which consisted of Attachment A, Circular No. 87 GENERAL PRINCIPALS FOR 

DETERMINING ALLOWABLE COSTS. 

 

There was also an audit finding for the Title 1 program recommending that procedures be 

implemented to reconcile financial reports to the general ledger prior to submission. The 

district responded that it would ensure that a corrective action plan would be in place by 

June 30, 2005 for this finding, and the actual recommended financial reconciliation to the 

general ledger policy and procedure would be in place by March 30, 2006. Independent 

auditors’ reports for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2005 were not available at the time of 

the EQA examination. With the exception of the Compliance Audit mentioned above, 

examiners received all other independent audit reports from the town manager. No other 

audit reports were in the files of the school district. 

 

11. The district had a formal preventative maintenance program to maximize and prolong the 

effective use of the district’s capital and major facility assets, to ensure that educational and 

program facilities were clean, safe, well lit, well maintained, and conducive to promoting 

student learning and achievement. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district had a formal preventative maintenance program to maximize and 

prolong the effective use of the district’s capital and major facility assets. The EQA 

examiners interviewed the maintenance director who informed them that he used a 

purchased maintenance software program called School Dude to manage maintenance 

requests. The EQA examiners reviewed a document entitled Maintenance Request 

Procedure that explained the method whereby an employee could enter the School Dude 

website and submit their maintenance request online.  
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The EQA examiners reviewed preventative maintenance forms that were used by the 

district to monitor all their HVAC equipment on a periodic basis. All replacement filters 

and belts were identified including notifications for review of the various parts.  

 

The district solicited proposals for various trade services each year, such as generator 

repair services. These services were solicited on a proposed hourly rate basis. 

 

One interviewee stated that the cable wiring for the computer network in the high school 

was experiencing problems and that there was insufficient funding to improve the network. 

In addition, principal and teacher use of technology was limited. Classroom observations 

revealed that a computer might be present for teacher use in a classroom and there were 

two computer labs for the 1000 student high school. Teachers revealed that computers had 

not been updated, hardware had not been purchased over time, and the network 

administrator dedicated his class schedule to repairs and not to data gathering and 

dissemination.  

 

The school committee submitted capital priorities amounting to $448,450 for fiscal year 

2005. The town meeting funded $64,000 of these requests. Some of the priority items that 

did not receive funding appeared to be maintenance items, such as floor recovering in 

rooms and hallways. 

 

12. The district had a long-term capital plan that clearly and accurately reflected the future 

capital development and improvement needs, including educational and program facilities 

of adequate size. The plan was reviewed and revised as needed with input from all 

appropriate stakeholders. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district had a long-term capital plan that accurately reflected future capital 

development and improvement needs. The EQA examiners reviewed the Town of Mashpee 

Capital Improvement Program. It listed all prospective projects and the projected year of 

implementation; the plan projected improvements by year through 2012. It also listed 
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estimated costs for each project and any prior funding appropriated to date for each 

improvement. 

 

Examiners reviewed a memorandum dated December 16, 2004, from the school business 

manager to the town manager, which listed seven capital projects by priority and totaled 

$448,450. The school committee had voted to request funding from the town meeting for 

fiscal year 2005. 

 

The town had a Capital Improvement Committee (CIP) and this committee heard capital 

budget requests from all town departments including the school department. For fiscal year 

2005 the CIP, the town finance committee, and the board of selectmen recommended to the 

town meeting that town meeting members vote to fund the school capital projects requests 

in the amount of $64,000. This recommended funding was for $24,000 for computer 

replacement equipment and $40,000 for HVAC equipment at the Quashnet School. The 

town meeting agreed with their recommendation and voted a CIP recommended sum of 

$351,691 for all municipal and school capital projects for fiscal year 2005. 
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Appendix A: Proficiency Index (PI)
The Proficiency Index is a metric used to measure and compare all schools and school 

districts regarding their performance on each of the MCAS tests. There are three indices: 

The Average Proficiency Index (API), the English Language Arts Proficiency Index (EPI), 

and the Math Proficiency Index (MPI). The index is developed as follows: 

The Proficiency Index is a measure of the level of achievement a district, school, grade, or 

subgroup has made in relation to the proficiency achievement level on the annual MCAS 

test. The Proficiency Index is calculated as follows: 

Percentage of students scoring 200-208 on test  x  0 = A 

Percentage of students scoring 210-218 on test   x 25 = B 

Percentage of students scoring 220-228 on test   x 50 = C 

Percentage of students scoring 230-238 on test   x 75 = D 

Percentage of students scoring 240 or more on test  x 100 = E 

The Proficiency Index (PI) equals the sum of A + B + C + D + E = PI 

Example: The Governor Ambrose High School had the following results for the 2001 

MCAS test: 

12 percent of all students scored 200-208; therefore, 12 percent x 0 = 0 

15 percent of all students scored 210-218; therefore, 15 percent x 25 = 3.75 

21 percent of all students scored 220-228; therefore,  21 percent x 50 = 10.5 

34 percent of all students scored 230-238; therefore,  34 percent x 75 = 25.5 

18 percent of all students scored 240 or more; therefore, 18 percent x 100 = 18.0 

 

The Proficiency Index is calculated by adding: 0 + 3.75 + 10.5 + 25.5 + 18 = 57.75 

The Proficiency Index for the Governor Ambrose High would be 57.75 

The MPI would use the same calculation for all students taking the math exam. 

The EPI would use the same calculation for all students taking the ELA exam. 

 

The 100 point Proficiency Index is divided into six Proficiency Categories as follows: 90-

100 is ‘Very High’ (VH), 80-89.9 is ‘High’ (H), 70-79.9 is ‘Moderate’ (M), 60-69.9 is 

‘Low’ (L), 40-59.9 is ‘Very Low’ (VL), and 0-39.9 is ‘Critically Low’ (CL). 
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Appendix B: Mashpee’s Chapter 70 Funding and NSS FY1997-2005 
Foundation Pct Foundation Pct Required Chapter 70 Pct Required Pct Actual Pct Dollars Pct 

Enrollment Chg Budget Chg Local Aid Chg Net School Chg Net School Chg Over/Under Over/ 

FY 

        Contribution     Spending(NSS)   Spending 

  

  Requirement Under 

FY97 1,795   9,573,468   7,191,407 1,126,466   8,317,873   9,509,810     1,191,937 14.3 

 

FY98 1,830 1.9 10,021,397 4.7 8,563,849 1,118,937 -0.7 9,682,786 16.4 10,900,713   14.6 1,217,927 12.6 

FY99 1,952 6.7 11,159,671 11.4 8,470,644 1,884,263 68.4 10,354,907 6.9 12,242,809   12.3 1,887,902 18.2 

FY00 2,108 8 11,824,936 6 8,563,235 3,422,415 81.6 11,985,650 15.7 13,258,292   8.3 1,272,642 10.6 

FY01 2,212 4.9 13,108,616 10.9 8,999,678 4,108,938 20.1 13,108,616 9.4 15,141,695   14.2 2,033,079 15.5 

FY02 2,246 1.5 14,155,481 8 9,525,469 4,630,012 12.7 14,155,481 8 16,178,152   6.8 2,022,671 14.3 

FY03 2,301 2.4 15,005,376 6 10,189,087 4,816,289 4 15,005,376 6 16,804,476   3.9 1,799,100 12 

FY04 2,097 -8.9 13,722,014 -8.6 10,595,116 3,853,031 -20 14,448,147 -3.7 17,837,102   6.1 3,388,955 23.5 

FY05 2,182 4.1 15,338,927 11.8 11,399,673 3,939,254 2.2 15,338,927 6.2 18,128,432   1.6 2,789,505 18.2 

 

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 

  

            

FY97 5,333 628 5,298   11.8 86.9 99.3 11.8             

FY98 5,476 611 5,957   11.2 96.6 108.8 10.3             

FY99 5,717 965 6,272   16.9 92.8 109.7 15.4             

FY00 5,610 1,624 6,290   28.9 101.4 112.1 25.8             

FY01 5,926 1,858 6,845   31.3 100 115.5 27.1             

FY02 6,303 2,061 7,203   32.7 100 114.3 28.6             

FY03 6,521 2,093 7,303   32.1 100 112 28.7             
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FY04 6,544 1,837 8,506   28.1 105.3 130 21.6             

FY05 7,030 1,805 8,308   25.7 100 118.2 21.7             

 

Appendix C 1 & 2: EoY Financial Report Function Code Analysis, FY 2002-05 
 C1: Schedule 1 Expenditures (Net School Spending Accounts ONLY):  

 

Function  Fiscal Year Increase 
Fiscal 

Year 
Increase 

Fiscal 

Year 
Increase 

Fiscal 

Year 

FY02 to 

FY04 

FY02 to 

FY05 

Code: Description: 2002 Decrease: 2003 Decrease: 2004 Decrease: 2005 Incr/Decr: Incr/Decr: 

1000-School 483,293  546,525  442,654  493,947   

1000-City 
Administration 

162,476  164,649  163,685  164,172   

TOTAL ADMINISTRATION: 645,769 10% 711,174 -15% 606,339 9% 658,119 -6% 2% 

2000-School Instructional Services 11,309,359  11,975,242  12,420,400  12,349,704   

2000-City           

TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL 

SERVICES: 
11,309,359 6% 11,975,242 4% 12,420,400 -1% 12,349,704 10% 9% 

3000-School Other School Services 474,532  613,581  689,476  640,853   

3000-City           

TOTAL OTHER SCHOOL 

SERVICES: 
474,532 29% 613,581 12% 689,476 -7% 640,853 45% 35% 

4000-School 
Operation & 

Maintenance 
1,449,288  1,444,136  1,485,032  1,558,339   

4000-City           

TOTAL OPERATION & 

MAINTENANCE: 
1,449,288 0% 1,444,136 3% 1,485,032 5% 1,558,339 2% 8% 
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5000-School Fixed Charges 42,328  11,864  10,249  13,471   

5000-City  1,377,893  1,609,783  1,952,897  2,164,077   

TOTAL FIXED CHARGES: 1,420,221 14% 1,621,647 21% 1,963,146 11% 2,177,548 38% 53% 

9000-School 
Programs With Other 

Districts 
809,190  794,529  621,371  969,869   

9000-City  71,719  115,670  133,889  180,634   

TOTAL PROGRAMS WITH OTHER 

DISTRICTS: 
880,909 3% 910,199 -17% 755,260 52% 1,150,503 -14% 31% 

TOTAL SCHEDULE 1 NSS 

EXPENDITURES: 
16,180,078 7% 17,275,979 4% 17,919,653 3% 18,535,066 11% 15% 

 

C2: Schedule 1 Expenditures (NonNet School Spending Accounts INCLUDED): 140

 Function    
 Fiscal 

Year  
 Increase  

 Fiscal 

Year  
 Increase  

 Fiscal 

Year  
 Increase  

 Fiscal 

Year  

 FY02 to 

FY04  

 FY02 to 

FY05  

 Code:   Description:  2002  Decrease:  2003  Decrease:  2004  Decrease:  2005  Incr/Decr:  Incr/Decr:  

1000-School 483,293 546,525 442,654 493,947 

1000-City 
Administration 

162,476 
 

164,649 

 

 163,685 

 

 164,172 

 

 

 

 

TOTAL ADMINISTRATION 645,769 10% 711,174 -15% 606,339 9% 658,119 -6% 2% 

2000-School 11,309,359  11,975,242  12,420,400  12,349,704   

2000-City 

Instructional 

Services -  -  -  -   

TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL 

SERVICES 
11,309,359 6% 11,975,242 4% 12,420,400 -1% 12,349,704 10% 9% 

3000-School 1,205,196  1,406,561  1,487,701  1,505,799   

3000-City 

Other School 

Services          

TOTAL OTHER SCHOOL 1,205,196 17% 1,406,561 6% 1,487,701 1% 1,505,799 23% 25% 

  



 

SERVICES 

4000-School 1,449,288  1,444,136  1,485,032  1,558,339   

4000-City 

Operation & 

Maintenance -  -  -  -   

TOTAL OPERATION & 

MAINTENANCE 
1,449,288 0% 1,444,136 3% 1,485,032 5% 1,558,339 2% 8% 

5000-School 42,328  11,864  10,249  13,471   

5000-City 
Fixed Charges 

1,377,893  1,609,783  1,952,897  2,164,077   

TOTAL FIXED CHARGES 1,420,221 14% 1,621,647 21% 1,963,146 11% 2,177,548 38% 53% 

6000-School   217  499  360   

6000-City 

Community 

Services          

TOTAL COMMUNITY 

SERVICES 
-  217 130% 499 -28% 360   

7000-School   11,544  49,920  28,520   

7000-City 

Acquisition & 

Replacement 

Fixed Assets 
120,586         

TOTAL ACQ & REPL FIXED 

ASSETS 
120,586 -90% 11,544 332% 49,920 -43% 28,520 -59% -76% 

8000-School          

8000-City 

Debt 

Retirement & 

Service 
2,933,123  2,859,348  2,578,745  2,743,286   

TOTAL DEBT RETIREMENT 

SERVICE 
2,933,123 -3% 2,859,348 -10% 2,578,745 6% 2,743,286 -12% -6% 

9000-School 809,190  794,529  621,371  969,869   

9000-City 

Programs With 

Other Districts 115,190  572,336  631,353  702,184   

TOTAL PROGRAMS WITH 

OTHER DISTRICTS: 
924,380 48% 1,366,865 -8% 1,252,724 33% 1,672,053 36% 81% 
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TOTAL SCHEDULE 1 NSS 

EXPENDITURES: 
20,007,922 7% 21,396,734 2% 21,844,506 4% 22,693,728 9% 13% 
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