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Executive Summary 
 

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

Schools in early-June of 2005. During 2001-2004, 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: 

• Shirley’s Average Proficiency Index (API) was 76.8, which was based on the 2004 MCAS 
results. The state average for the API was 77.6 in 2004. This placed Shirley among the 
‘Moderate’ performing academic school districts in the Commonwealth. In English 
Language Arts (ELA), the district’s ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) was 82.8, and the state 
average for EPI was 84. In math, the district’s math Proficiency Index (MPI) was 70.8, and 
the state average for MPI was 71.3. 

• Less than half of all students in Shirley attained proficiency on the 2003 MCAS tests and  
half attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests.  

• Less than two thirds of all students in Shirley attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS 
English Language Arts (ELA) subtests and less than half attained proficiency on the math  
and science and technology/engineering (STE) subtests.   

• The proficiency gap in Grade 7 ELA was narrower than that in Grade 7 ELA statewide.   

Equity of Achievement/Proficiency: 

• Shirley’s performance gap in ELA was 31.9 PI points; in math, the performance gap was 
54.0 PI points. 

• For Shirley’s students with disabilities, the proficiency gaps in both ELA and in math were 
wider than that for all Shirley students in 2004. Less than one third of students with 
disabilities in Shirley attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests, a lower proportion than 
that of regular education students in Shirley.  

• For Shirley’s students eligible for free or for reduced-cost lunch (FRL/Y), the proficiency 
gaps in both ELA and in math were wider than that of all Shirley students in 2004. More than 
one third of Shirley’s FRL/Y students attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests, a lower 
proportion than that of students not eligible for free or reduced-cost lunch (FRL/N) in 
Shirley. 

Improvement: 

• In Shirley between 2001 and 2004, the improvement rate in ELA was 7.5 percent; in math, 
the improvement rate was 11.0 percent. 

• On the MCAS math subtests, the percentage of all Shirley students attaining proficiency was 
higher in 2004 than in 2001. 
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Equity of Improvement: 

• Between 2002 and 2004, the improvement gap in ELA closed by 15.3 PI points in Shirley; in 
math, it widened by 11.6 PI points 

• The performance gap in ELA closed by 13.4 PI points between 2002 and 2004 in Shirley; in 
math, it widened by 12.2 points. 

Participation and Access: 

• Overall, eligible students participated in the ELA and math assessments at required levels in 
Shirley. 

2005 Update on Shirley Public School’s Student Achievement 
Since the June 2005 EQA site visit, Shirley Public Schools improved in most major areas based 
on the spring 2005 MCAS test results. For all students in the aggregate, the Average Proficiency 
Index increased by 2.8 Proficiency Index (PI) points, to 79.6. The English Proficiency Index 
(EPI) increased by 2.6 PI points, to 85.4. The math Proficiency Index (MPI) increased by 3.0 PI 
points, to 73.8. The proportion of district students who attained proficiency was 4.7 percent 
higher than the state average in 2005, 5.7 percent lower than the state average in 2004, and 17.6 
percent lower than the state average in 2003. 
 
All student subgroups achieved Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) in 2005, while in 2004 three 
subgroups had not achieved AYP. The EPI for special education increased 2.0 PI points between 
2003 and 2005. The MPI for special education students increased 6.1 PI points between 2003 
and 2005. The special education scores did not show improvement in two MCAS test 
administrations. In 2005, 92 percent and 100 percent of the students scored below the 
‘Proficient’ category in Grade 3 reading and Grade 8 math, respectively. However, the special 
education scores showed improvement in four MCAS test administrations. Each of these grade 
levels showed movement from the ‘Warning/Failure’ category. In Grade 4 ELA 
‘Warning/Failure’ scores decreased from 43 percent to 8 percent; Grade 4 math 
‘Warning/Failure’ scores decreased from 48 percent to 25 percent; Grade 6 math scores 
decreased in the ‘Warning/Failure’ category from 69 percent to 19 percent; and Grade 7 
decreased in this category from 50 percent to 11 percent. The EPI for low-income students 
increased 3.0 PI points between 2003 and 2005. The MPI for low-income students increased 3.2 
PI points between 2003 and 2005. 
 
The district outperformed the state in the percentage of Grade 3 reading, Grade 8 math, and 
Grade 8 science students scoring in the ‘Proficient’ category and above. The district slightly 
outperformed the state in the percentage of Grade 4 math, Grade 6 math, and Grade 7 ELA 
students scoring in the ‘Proficient’ category and above. But the district underperformed the state 
in the percentage of Grade 4 ELA and Grade 5 science students scoring in the ‘Proficient’ 
category and above. 
 
Summary of Preliminary Findings of Tier II by Domain: 
 

Assessment and Evaluation: 
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• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on twenty-one, ‘Poor’ on six, and 
‘Unsatisfactory’ on one of the twenty-eight performance indicators in this domain. 

 
• The district’s special education subgroup scored below the state averages in ELA and 

mathematics. Furthermore, it did not meet AYP in 2003 and 2004 and the district was 
identified as needing improvement.   

 
• Administrators, teachers, and consultants analyzed aggregated and disaggregated test data. 

The analyses guided changes in the curricula and the delivery of instruction. 
 
• For the review period, the district did not have a clear program for addressing the needs of 

English language learners. When limited English proficient students enrolled, the district 
placed them in the general curriculum classrooms and provided assistance. For the review 
period, few LEP students were in the district. 

 
• District administrators implemented practices and programs that resulted in attendance and 

test participation percentages that exceeded the state averages.   
 
• For the review period, the district’s evaluation process for teachers and administrators was 

consistent with the components of the Massachusetts Education Reform Act. 
 
• For the review period, teachers and superintendent evaluations were not consistently timely, 

but administrator evaluations by the superintendent were timely. The Shirley School 
Committee had not evaluated the superintendent for two consecutive years.   

 
• Principal and superintendent evaluations were directly linked to student achievement, but 

most teacher evaluations were not linked directly to student achievement.  
 
• Teacher evaluation documents did not consistently promote professional growth. 
 
• The superintendent’s compensation for his six-year contract was not based on performance, 

but was determined by contract. 
 
 
• A declining budget was the key factor in the cutback in the purchase of textbooks and 

materials. 
 
• During the final year of the review period, the district eliminated the special education 

director’s position, despite the district’s high percentage of special education students and the 
low MCAS test scores for this subgroup. 

 
 
Curriculum and Instruction: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on twenty-two and ‘Poor’ on nine of 

the thirty-two performance indicators in this domain. 
 



  7

• The middle school faculty mapped the curriculum to eliminate horizontal and vertical gaps 
and redundancies in 2003-04.  

 
• The district experienced considerable turnover in its principals, who were the curriculum 

leaders of their schools; the district lacked other school- or district-based curriculum leaders. 
 
• All teachers were engaged in the assessment of the curriculum during an annual, full 

professional development day. 
 
• The district did not achieve its AYP for the special education subgroup in ELA or math, and 

for the low-income subgroup in math. 
 
• The curriculum lacked adequate staffing and materials because of staffing cuts in special 

education, including the district director, special education teachers, and teacher assistants, 
and because of a lack of appropriate materials for all levels. 

 
• The district’s instructional materials, programs, and in-service training opportunities resulted 

in some improved aggregate scores, but special education scores remained generally below 
the state average. 

 
• A committee of teachers and administrators developed a document in 2004-05 that delineated 

general and special education teachers’ responsibilities and set goals to improve instructional 
practices in meeting the diverse needs of students. 

 
• Teachers annually analyzed MCAS test data, benchmark tests, and common curriculum-

based tests used to improve instruction and student achievement.  
 
• In 2004-05, the district added additional instructional time to the elementary and middle 

school schedules to provide assistance to at-risk students.  
 
• The practices and consequences that addressed patterns of staff attendance and chronic staff 

absenteeism resulted in a low teacher absenteeism rate. 
 
• Support for special education students had not resulted in improved MCAS test scores.   
 
• The small size of the schools and teacher-to-student ratio allowed optimum classroom 

support for students. 
 
• The district’s discipline code and behavioral support programs resulted in a reduction in 

discipline infractions. 
 
• All teachers and administrators had individual professional development plans that were 

aligned with the district and school improvement plans. 
 
• The district’s professional development program was informed by student assessment data, 

curriculum alignment, instruction, and MCAS remediation needs. 
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• The district’s professional development program was informed by student assessment data, 
curriculum alignment, instruction, and MCAS remediation needs. 

 
• Teachers understood the use of data analysis for improving student achievement. 
 
• Adjustments to professional development offerings were made based on student need and the 

identification of at-risk groups of students in need of instructional accommodation; however, 
the EQA team did not find data or evidence in which the district specifically evaluated the 
effectiveness of instruction or accommodations for diverse learners.  

 
Academic Support Services: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on ten and ‘Poor’ on one of the eleven 

performance indicators in this domain. 
 
• Shirley schools had procedures and practices in place that monitored student progress, 

analyzed performance data, and provided programs to students who did not score in the 
‘Proficient’ category. 

 
• Interviews with district personnel indicated that they used student data and local benchmarks 

to identify all students not meeting grade-level expectations and provided them with 
supplementary and remedial services. 

 
• Grade 3 ELA students’ MCAS test results improved from 59 percent scoring in the 

‘Proficient’ category in 2001 to 67 percent, in 2004. The ‘Needs Improvement’ scores 
decreased from 37 percent to 30 percent between 2001 and 2004. 

 
• The district lacked a policy for documented, formal, comprehensive program evaluation and 

had not evaluated its programs during the review period. 
 
• MCAS test trend data indicated little positive change for students in the aggregate and 

showed decreased proficiency for the special education subgroup in math. 
 
 
 
 
Leadership, Governance, and Organization: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on fifteen, ‘Poor’ on two, and 

‘Unsatisfactory’ on one of the eighteen performance indicators in this domain. 
 
• The school committee policy manual was not updated until the EQA visit. 
• The school committee did not evaluate the superintendent during half of the review period. 
• The Shirley district had an approved District Improvement Plan (DIP) and School 

Improvement Plans (SIPs). 
• A member of the school committee was the principal of an area high school that served many 

of the tuitioned-out students from the district. 
• A member of the school committee advised members of the community to vote against an 

override for school funding when they went to the polls. 
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• The district experienced a great deal of administrative turnover and acknowledged that this 
was due to a weak salary schedule.  

• The mentoring program provided support for all teachers entering the system. 
 

Business and Finance: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on thirteen, ‘Poor’ on eleven, and 

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

• The district's school committee policy did not set budget development policies. 
 

• The percentage of the district's school budget devoted to teachers declined from 52 
percent of the budget to 42 percent.  

 
• The students with disabilities subgroup’s scores on the MCAS exam declined. 

 
• The school committee policy manual did not contain policies for expenditures, transfers, 

and investment of funds. 
 
• The town experienced turnovers of accounting staff that adversely affected the school 

department’s audits. 
 

• The software program used by the district made forecasting difficult and made 
administrators unable to check budget balances except through conferring directly with 
the business manager. 

 
• The district asked for permission to include part of its custodial salaries as required 

maintenance effort. 
 

• The school district had not transferred control of the student activity accounts to the town 
treasurer as required by law. 
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Part I: Overview of the EQA Review Process and the District 
 

From June 1 through 14, 2005, the EQA conducted an independent Tier II examination of the 

Shirley Public Schools for the period 2001-2004. This examination applied the standards related 

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

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

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

school districts involved two tiers of investigation and used 15 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, school administrators, 

and 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. 

 

Shirley is a town located in northwestern Middlesex County in eastern Massachusetts. In Shirley, 

manufacturing and education, healthcare, and social services are the largest sources of 

employment. According to the 2000 U.S. Census, the town has a population of 6,373 people and 

a median family income of $66,250, while the median family income in Massachusetts is 

$61,664. The town is governed by a Board of Selectmen form of municipal government. There is 

a five-person school committee in Shirley. Shirley has three schools serving grades PreK-8. The 

most recent Massachusetts Department of Education (DOE) figures indicate that there were 718 

students enrolled on October 1, 2004. The demographic/subgroup composition in Shirley is: 90.5 

percent White, 2.5 percent Hispanic, 3.5 percent African-American, 3.3 percent Asian-American, 

Limited English Proficiency (LEP), 0.0 percent; Low-Income, 26.3 percent; and Special 

Education (SPED), 17.7 percent. 

 

Shirley’s Chapter 70 Funding and Net School Spending FY1996 to 2004: For the nine-year 

period, FY1996 to FY2004, Shirley met the state-mandated Net School Spending Requirement. 

For the period between FY1996 and FY2004, Chapter 70 Aid to Shirley increased 83.5 percent 

(from $2,152,127 to $3,950,169). Shirley’s Required Local Contribution increased 70.3 percent 

(from $1,547,015 to $2,635,025). Since FY1996, Shirley received a total of $28,640,127 in 

Chapter 70 Aid and was required to raise locally $20,225,039. From FY2001 to FY2004, 

Chapter 70 Aid was $15,401,806 and the Required Local Contribution was $10,338,561. For the 
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period between FY1996 and FY2004, Shirley’s foundation enrollment increased 18.5 percent 

and its student headcount increased 5.9 percent. Between FY2001 and FY2004, its foundation 

enrollment increased 0.8 percent and its student headcount decreased 5.3 percent. 

 

This report finds Shirley to be a ‘Moderate’ performing school district, marked by student 

achievement that is ‘High’ in ELA and ‘Moderate’ in math on the MCAS tests. Half of all 

Shirley students scored above standard on the 2004 administration of the MCAS test. 
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Part II: Tier I Analysis of Student Achievement and MCAS Test Data 
 

Shirley 
 
At Tier I, with particular attention paid to the 2004 MCAS test, the EQA review of Shirley’s 

MCAS test results (2001-2004) 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 2004 MCAS test revealed 

differences between the scores of 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 criterion-based 

summary of student achievement in Shirley; comparative analyses of district-wide, subject-area, 

grade, school, and subgroup achievement in relation to that of students statewide, in relation to 

the district averages, and in relation to other subject areas, grades, and subgroups. A discussion 

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

district’s students meeting or exceeding state proficiency standards? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
• Less than half of all students in Shirley attained proficiency on the 2003 MCAS tests and  

half attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS tests.  

• Less than two thirds of all students in Shirley attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS 
English Language Arts (ELA) tests and less than half attained proficiency on the math  and 
science and technology/engineering (STE) tests.   

• Shirley’s proficiency gap in ELA was 15.3 Proficiency Index (PI) points; in math, it was 29.2 
PI points; and in STE, it was 26.2 PI points. 

• The proficiency gap in Grade 7 ELA was narrower than that in Grade 7 ELA statewide.   



Figures/Tables 1 A-B: Student MCAS Test Performance, Overall, 2003 and 2004 

A. 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level
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MCAS 2004 Data 
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 Advanced 13 13 



 Proficient 37 37 
 Needs Improv. 33 36 
 Warning/Failing 16 15 

Analysis of Figures/Tables 1 A-B:  
• On the 2003 MCAS tests, 42 percent of Shirley students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories. 

• On the 2004 MCAS tests, 50 percent of Shirley students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 
‘Proficient’ categories. 

Figure/Table 2:  Student MCAS Test Performance, by Subject, 2004 

MCAS 2004 Data 
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level
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 Advanced 11 10 18 15 12 12 
 Proficient 52 50 27 28 32 34 
 Needs Improv. 30 33 35 38 35 41 
 Warning/Failing 7 8 20 20 21 14 

Analysis of Figure/Table 2:  
• On the 2004 MCAS ELA tests, 60 percent of Shirley students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories.  

• On the MCAS math tests in 2004, 43 percent of Shirley students scored in the ‘Advanced’ 
and ‘Proficient’ categories. 

• On the MCAS STE tests, 46 percent of Shirley students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 
‘Proficient’ categories in 2004. 
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Figures/Tables 3/A-E: Student MCAS Test Performance, by Grade, 2004: 

A. 

MCAS 2004 Grade 03 Reading 
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level
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B. 

MCAS 2004 Data - Grade 04
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level
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C. 

MCAS 2004 Grade 05/08 Science 
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level for the 

Science, Technology and Engineering Test

  17
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D. 

MCAS 2004 Data - Grade 06
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level
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E. 

MCAS 2004 Data - Grade 07/08
Percent of reportable students at each proficiency level
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Figures 4 A, B/Table 4: Proficiency Index (MCAS 2004) by Grade: 

A. 

Proficiency Index by Grade (ELA)
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Proficiency Index by Grade (Math)
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State 
ELA Shirley ELA 

State 
Math 

Shirley 
Math 

State 
STE Shirley STE 

Grade 03 85.5 88.7 NA NA NA NA 
Grade 04 81.1 75.3 74.0 68.1 NA NA 
Grade 05 NA NA NA NA 78.7 83.7 
Grade 06 NA NA 68.4 72.3 NA NA 
Grade 07 86.4 93.4 NA NA NA NA 
Grade 08 NA NA 65.2 72.2 62.8 65.7 
Grade 10 83.0 NA 78.6 NA NA NA 

All Grades 84.0 84.7 71.3 70.8 70.6 73.8 
 

Analysis of Figures/Tables 4: 
• Shirley’s proficiency gap in ELA was 15.3 PI points; in math, the proficiency gap was 29.2 

PI points; and in STE, it  was 26.2 PI points. 

• In Grade 7 ELA, Shirley’s proficiency gap was 6.6 PI points; the statewide proficiency gap 
in Grade 7 ELA was 13.6 PI points. 



Figure/Table 5: MCAS Proficiency Index, by School, 2004 

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 Finding(s): 
• Shirley’s performance gap in ELA was 31.9 PI points; in math, the performance gap was 

54.0 PI points. 

• For Shirley’s students with disabilities, the proficiency gaps in both ELA and in math were 
wider than that for all Shirley students in 2004. 

• Less than one third of students with disabilities in Shirley attained proficiency on the 2004 
MCAS tests, lower than that of regular education students in Shirley.  

• For Shirley’s students eligible for free or for reduced-cost lunch (FRL/Y), the proficiency 
gaps in both ELA and in math were wider than that of all Shirley students in 2004. 

• More than one third of Shirley’s FRL/Y students attained proficiency on the 2004 MCAS 
tests, lower than that of students not eligible for free or reduced-cost lunch (FRL/N) in 
Shirley. 



Figure/Table 6:  MCAS Proficiency Index, Free/Reduced lunch Status and Student Status,  
2004  
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E FRL (N) 88.3 76.1 290  
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Analysis of Figure/Table 6:  
• In Shirley, the proficiency gap in 2004 in ELA was 15.3 PI points for all students; for 

students with disabilities, the proficiency gap was 33.0 PI points; and for FRL/Y students it 
was 26.9 PI points. 

• In Shirley, the proficiency gap in 2004 in math was 29.2 PI points for all students; for 
students with disabilities, the proficiency gap was 60.8 PI points; and for FRL/Y students it 
was 45.7 PI points in 2004. 

• The subgroup performance range between the highest ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) and the 
lowest EPI for a subgroup was 22.8 PI points in Shirley in 2004; in math, the subgroup 
performance range was 40.0 PI points. 

• The average of the differences between the 2004 EPI of the highest-scoring subgroup and 
those of the other subgroups (excluding the lowest-scoring subgroup) was 9.1 PI points in 
Shirley; in math, the average subgroup gap was 14.0 PI points. 

• The performance gap in ELA was 31.9 PI points in Shirley; in math, the performance gap 
was 54.0 PI points. 

Figures/Table 7 A-C: Student Population by Reportable Subgroups 

A. 

Students by Status
Disability
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Students by Free Lunch
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Figure/Table 8:  Student Subgroup MCAS Test Performance, by Student Status, 2004 

MCAS 2004 Data 
Percent of Regular and Disabilites students at each proficiency 

level
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Analysis of Figure/Table 8: 
• On the 2004 MCAS tests, 14 percent of the students with disabilities in Shirley scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 45 percentage points lower than that of Shirley 
regular education students. 

  26



Figure/Table 9:  Student Subgroup MCAS Test Performance, by Free and Reduced Lunch 
Status, 2004 

MCAS 2004 Data 
Percent of students by FreeLunch status at each proficiency level
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 Needs Improv. 42 38 31 35 
 Warning/Failing 30 32 9 10 

 
Analysis of Figure/Table 9: 
• On the 2004 MCAS tests, 30 percent of the FRL/Y students in Shirley scored in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 25 percentage points lower than that of FRL/N 
students in Shirley. 
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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 was 1.2 PI points wider in 2004 than in 2002, for an 

improvement rate of negative 7.5 percent. 

• In math, the proficiency gap was 3.6 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 2002, for an 
improvement rate of 11.0 percent. 

• On the MCAS math tests, the percentage of all Shirley students attaining proficiency was 
10.7 percentage points higher in 2004 than in 2001. 

Figure/Tables 10: Student MCAS Test Performance, 2001-2004  

MCAS 2001 - 2004 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level
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 Advanced 8 7 10 13 
 Proficient 37 40 32 36 
 Needs Improv. 42 38 44 36 
 Warning/Failing 13 15 13 15 
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Figure/Table 11: Proficiency Index Trend Data MCAS 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004 

Prof. Index Trend Data
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Trend Data MCAS, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004 (detail) 
 ELA Math 
 2001 2002 2003 2004 2001 2002 2003 2004 

Advanced 5.7% 5.3% 10.5% 9.8% 9.5% 8.2% 10.3% 14.5% 
Proficient 53.3% 50.4% 46.4% 49.7% 22.4% 32.9% 22.1% 28.1% 

Needs Improvement 34.9% 36.6% 36.0% 32.7% 48.7% 39.6% 49.8% 37.6% 
Warning/Failing 6.1% 7.6% 7.2% 7.8% 19.4% 19.3% 17.8% 19.8% 
 
Analysis of Figure/Table 11: 
• The proficiency gap in ELA was 1.2 PI points wider in 2004 than in 2001 in Shirley. 

• The proficiency gap in math was 3.6 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 2001 in Shirley. 

• In math, the percentage of Shirley students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 
categories on the MCAS tests was 10.7 percentage points higher in 2004 than in 2001. 
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4. Equity of Improvement: How has the MCAS test performance for the district’s student 

subgroups change over time? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
• The improvement gap in ELA was 15.3 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 2002 in Shirley. 

• The improvement gap in math was 11.6 PI points wider in 2004 than in 2002 in Shirley.  

• The performance gap in ELA was 13.4 PI points narrower in 2004 than in 2002. 

•  The performance gap in math was 12.2 points wider in 2004 than in 2002. 

Figures 12/A-B/Table 12: MCAS Proficiency Index, by Subgroup, 2002-2005 
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. 

A. 
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B. 
Prof Index by Subgroup (Math)
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State    Shirley    
    ELA Math     ELA Math 

ALL 02 81.4 66.5 ALL 02 80.9 70.2 
  03 82.9 69.0   03 81.9 67.6 
  04 84.0 71.3   04 82.8 70.8 

Regular 02 85.8 71.4 Regular 02 87.1 76.0 
  03 87.9 74.7   03 88.9 72.6 
  04 89.4 77.4   04 88.7 79.2 

Disability 02 57.4 41.0 Disability 02 53.1 43.2 
  03 63.9 45.3   03 60.5 47.7 
  04 65.2 47.9   04 62.5 39.2 

FRL (N) 02 85.8 72.0 FRL (N) 02 83.5 69.8 
  03 88.5 75.9   03 83.5 70.0 
  04 89.3 78.1   04 86.8 76.1 

FRL (Y) 02 65.3 46.7 FRL (Y) 02 58.9 64.3 
  03 68.2 50.7   03 76.4 60.1 
  04 70.9 53.9   04 70.1 54.3 

 
Analysis of Figures 12/A-B/Table 12:  
• In Shirley, the proficiency gap for all students in ELA was 19.1 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it 

was 17.2 PI points. 

• In Shirley, the proficiency gap in math for all students was 29.8 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it 
was 29.2 PI points.  

• The subgroup performance range in ELA was 34.0 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 26.2 PI 
points. 

• The subgroup performance range in math was 32.8 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 40.0 PI 
points. 

• The average gap in ELA was 15.9 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 10.3 PI points. 

• The average gap in math was 9.0 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 14.0 PI points. 

• The performance gap in ELA was 49.9 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 36.5 PI points. 

•  The performance gap in math was 41.8 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 54.0 PI points. 

• The improvement gap in ELA was 69.0 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 53.7 PI points. 

•  The improvement gap in math was 71.6 PI points in 2002; in 2004, it was 83.2 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(s): 
• Overall, eligible students participated in the ELA and math assessments at required levels in 

Shirley. 

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

Tested 99.85% 100.00% 
NTA 0.15% 0.00% 

Analysis of Table 13: 
• In Shirley, the 99.85 percent student participation rate on the 2004 MCAS ELA test was 4.85 

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

• In Shirley, the 100.00 percent student participation rate on the 2004 MCAS math test was 
5.00 percentage points higher than the state’s 95 percent requirement. 
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Appendix A: N- values  

1. n-Values by Grade 
YEAR GRADE ELA Math STE 
2001 Grade 03 75 0 0 

  Grade 04 76 78 0 
  Grade 06 0 76 0 
  Grade 07 59 0 0 
  Grade 08 77 78 0 
  All Grades 287 232 0 

2002 Grade 03 75 0 0 
 Grade 04 67 67 0 

  Grade 06 0 78 0 
  Grade 07 64 0 0 
  Grade 08 0 62 0 
  All Grades 131 207 0 

2003 Grade 03 86 0 0 
  Grade 04 71 71 0 
  Grade 06 0 79 0 
  Grade 07 82 0 0 
  Grade 08 0 63 0 
  All Grades 239 213 0 

2004 Grade 03 73 0 0 
  Grade 04 89 87 0 
  Grade 05 0 0 72 
  Grade 06 0 66 0 
  Grade 07 64 0 0 
  Grade 08 0 89 89 
  All Grades 226 242 161 
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2. n-Values by Subgroup/Level and by Race/Level 
   ELA Math STE 

SHIRLEY ALL LEVELS       
 Advanced 15 35 19 
  Proficient 125 68 54 
  Needs Improv 72 91 66 
  Warning/Failing 14 48 22 

Regular Advanced 15 34 18 
  Proficient 110 66 47 
  Needs Improv 48 74 49 
  Warning/Failing 3 17 8 

Disability Advanced 0 1 1 
  Proficient 15 2 7 
  Needs Improv 24 17 17 
  Warning/Failing 11 31 14 

Free Lunch (Y) Advanced 1 3 0 
  Proficient 21 11 9 
  Needs Improv 23 20 16 
  Warning/Failing 8 24 9 

Free Lunch (N) Advanced 14 32 19 
  Proficient 104 57 45 
  Needs Improv 49 70 50 
  Warning/Failing 6 24 13 

Afr American Advanced 1 0 0 
  Proficient 2 4 0 
  Needs Improv 6 3 0 
  Warning/Failing 1 3 0 

Asian Advanced 0 2 0 
  Proficient 6 3 4 
  Needs Improv 2 1 3 
  Warning/Failing 1 2 0 

Hispanic Advanced 1 1 0 
  Proficient 2 0 0 
  Needs Improv 1 4 1 
  Warning/Failing 1 0 1 

White Advanced 13 32 19 
  Proficient 115 61 50 
  Needs Improv 63 83 62 
  Warning/Failing 11 43 21 
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3. n-values by year: 
 

 2001 2002 2003 2004 
Advanced 34 24 38 50 
Proficient 165 134 118 144 

Needs Improvement 187 130 161 141 
Warning/Failing 58 50 49 60 

Total 444 338 366 395 
 

4. n-values for NTA, NTM, and NTO by Student Status: 
 ELA Math 

T. Disability 130 164 
T. Regular 518 730 

T = Tested 
NTA = Not Tested, Absent 

NTM = Not Tested, Medical 
NTO = Not Tested, Other 

ALT = Alt. Assessment 
 

Notes: 
In 2004, for State vs. District performance charts, only data from English and Math tests for 
grades 3 through 10 was included unless otherwise noted. 

For Proficiency Indicator 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: 
2001: Gr. 4, Gr. 7, Gr. 10 
2002: Gr. 4, Gr. 7, Gr. 10 
2003: Gr. 4, Gr. 7, Gr. 10 
2004: Gr. 3, Gr. 4, Gr. 7, Gr. 10 

In calculation for MPI, the following groups were included for each year reported: 
2001: Gr. 4, Gr. 8, Gr. 10 
2002: Gr. 4, Gr. 8, Gr. 10 
2003: Gr. 4, Gr. 8, Gr. 10 
2004: 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 4 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. 
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Part III: Tier II Domain Findings and Summary 
 
 

Domain A: Assessment and Evaluation 

 
 Standards                Indicators 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total

Domain A - Assessment & Evaluation                  

S1 - Student Assessment                  

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 

  Satisfactory 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 N/A 6 

  Poor 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 1 

  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 

S2 - Participation          

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 

  Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 N/A 6 

  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 N/A 1 

  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 

S3 - Evaluation Processes: Personnel          

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Satisfactory 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 3 

  Poor 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 4 

  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

S4 - Evaluation Processes: Programs, Services, &

Resource Acquisition          

 Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 

 Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A 6 

 Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 

 Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 

 

Standard 1. STUDENT ASSESSMENT: For the period of time under examination, district and 

building administrators carefully administered statewide assessments and teachers regularly 

assessed the performance of their students relative to state and local student performance 

standards, and analyzed aggregate and individual assessment results to improve curricula, 

instructional practices, and supplementary and remedial programs.   

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
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• The district’s special education subgroup scored below the state averages in ELA and 

mathematics. Furthermore, it did not meet AYP in 2003 and 2004 and the district was 

identified as needing improvement.   

• Administrators, teachers, and consultants analyzed aggregated and disaggregated test data.  

The analyses guided changes in the curricula and the delivery of instruction. 

 

Indicators: 

 

1. The district utilized assessment policies and practices that resulted in the formal, regular 

evaluation of student assessment results.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the review period, the district did not have a formal, written assessment policy to 

guide district-wide assessments. However, some procedures were in place to administer periodic 

assessments and evaluate the results. All administrators had been trained in TestWiz and used 

TestWiz data. Elementary school teachers received training in the Developmental Reading 

Assessment (DRA). The teachers administered the DRA three times each year in grades K-4 

beginning in 2003-2004. Grades K-8 teachers used writing prompts to assess student-writing 

skills and to evaluate student progress. The district also had procedures in place to administer 

tests embedded in their adopted curriculum programs. For example, the elementary teachers 

administered periodic assessments that accompanied the district’s math series.        

 

The middle school used the Accelerated Math Program and Star Math as a diagnostic component 

to assess math skills. In grades 5-8, the teachers administered benchmark math testing three 

times per year.  The assessments identified at-risk students and guided the placement and support 

services for individual students. 

 

The district had used the Terra Nova from May 2000 to 2001. They discontinued using this 

assessment because of a tight budget. Besides the MCAS exam, the district used phonemic 

awareness screening for kindergarten and benchmark progress tests in reading and writing in 

grades two and three.  In 2003-2004, they used the DRA in grades K-4 and the Addison-Wesley 

grade level assessments in grades K-8.   
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Administrators stated that the district scheduled an MCAS in-service day each year during the 

review period. All staff met and reviewed the disaggregated results of the MCAS exam. Teachers 

across all tested levels and disciplines analyzed the data. The staff reviewed the strengths and 

weaknesses and planned a course of action for student improvement.   

 

2. In order to improve achievement for all students, the district used aggregated and disaggregated 

assessment scores to assess student progress for all populations. Student performance has 

improved across all subgroups.  

Rating:   Poor 

 

Evidence: According to administrators, the district used aggregated and disaggregated data to 

assess student progress for all populations. However, performance did not improve across all 

subgroups. 

 

Administrators and middle school teachers received training in TestWiz and used TestWiz to 

look at disaggregated data. Administrators stated that the district scheduled an MCAS in-service 

day for all staff to review MCAS test results.  The district’s staff gathered and collated questions 

in which students scored less than 80 percent correct.  The staff disaggregated the data for the 

special education population. They used the data to set goals for improvement. Furthermore, the 

district developed individual student success plans (ISSPs) for those students who received a 

‘Warning/Failing’ or a low ‘Needs Improvement’ score.   

 

Despite these efforts, student subgroups did not achieve AYP according to the 2004 Cycle III 

Accountability Report. The district’s special education subgroup did not meet AYP in 2003 and 

2004 in ELA and mathematics and the state identified the district for improvement. The special 

education subgroup failed to meet its performance and improvement targets. A further review of 

the test data revealed that the district’s free and reduced lunch (FRL/Y) subgroup achieved AYP 

for the review period in ELA, but not for mathematics.   

 

Administrators recognized that their special education students did not meet AYP.  They 

indicated that they provided additional professional development and changed their instructional 
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delivery model. The district primarily used a supportive inclusion model for special education. 

Regular education staff received supervision and support from special education staff to 

implement classroom inclusion.  However, focus groups revealed that students were without 

support when the special education teachers were involved with testing or meetings. In addition, 

interviewees stated that special education students were sometimes pulled out for instruction. 

Furthermore, special education teachers missed planning meetings with their grade-level teams.    

 

3. District and building administrators carefully and accurately implemented the “Principles of Test 

Administration” in their jurisdictions and provided complete and accurate information on student 

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

test and system-wide tests.  

Rating:   Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the review period, the district’s administrators and other designated personnel 

from each school reviewed and implemented the “Principles of Test Administration.” 

Administrators stated that they attended the Department of Education sponsored workshops on 

MCAS test administration.  Special education staff reviewed Individualized Education Plans 

(IEPs) to provide information such as standard and non-standard accommodations to teachers or 

test administrators. 

 

Administrators secured all MCAS test materials, locking them in a file cabinet or locked closet. 

The principals presented and discussed the MCAS test schedules, directions, procedures, and 

principles of administration at scheduled meetings with staff. Administrators or designees used a 

sign in/out procedure throughout the testing period.  Students’ names were on all materials and 

tracked throughout the testing period.      

 

4. In addition to the MCAS, the district regularly employed the use of standardized tests, local 

benchmarks, or other assessments to measure the progress of all student populations at regular 

intervals and used these results to measure the effectiveness of achieving district objectives for 

student learning.  

Rating:  Satisfactory 
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Evidence: For the review period, the district regularly employed the use of standardized tests, 

local benchmarks, and other curriculum-based assessments to measure the progress of all student 

populations at regular intervals. According to documentation and interviews, the district 

administered the Terra Nova from May 2000 to 2001. They discontinued using this assessment 

because of budget constraints. The district used Phonemic Awareness Screening at the 

kindergarten level. At the K-4 level, classroom teachers used the DRA. Teachers used the Marie 

Clay Observation Survey in Grade 1. The teachers also administered tests embedded in their 

adopted curriculum programs including writing benchmarks and common math tests for each 

grade level.   

 

Teachers used assessments such as the DRA to group students for guided reading. Teachers 

based their instructional planning and decisions on the results of these assessments. For example, 

when the administration determined that students needed more practice in answering open 

response questions based on analysis of the state standards, the teachers then administered 

approximately three writing prompts per year in grades 1-4. In grades 5-8, teachers administered 

open response questions weekly, and school principals reviewed student responses.   

 

5. The district engaged in a formal, documented annual review of student assessment data to 

reallocate staff and prioritize resource distribution to improve achievement for all student 

populations.   

Rating:  Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: According to administrators, the review of assessment data assisted them in 

reallocating staff and prioritizing resource distribution. For example, the district used the data to 

change their mathematics program. The student test data showed that the MathLand program did 

not meet all the standards of the curriculum frameworks contributing to flat MCAS test scores in 

mathematics. The district purchased the Addison Wesley program to address its deficits in the 

math program. Furthermore, the district hired a math consultant in 2003.  The consultant assisted 

the district in identifying its strengths and weaknesses in math concepts and instruction. The 

consultant provided professional development to improve math instruction to all teachers.  
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The district purchased computer software to support instruction. At the middle school, 

Accelerated Math provided individual instruction to all students in mathematics. Lexia software 

individualized reading instruction for students. The district purchased electronic mapping 

software. The middle school principal trained the middle school teachers to use the software, and 

teachers used the software to map their curriculum area.   

 

Administrators advocated a change in the organization of the schools. The Lura White grades 2-8 

elementary classrooms had been overcrowded. It had limited space for its special education 

programs, and technology did not meet the academic needs of its upper grade students. In 2003, 

the district opened the middle school, reorganizing the system to a grade 1-4 elementary school 

and a 5-8 middle school.  Small class sizes were a budget priority. The district maintained a low 

class size ratio of approximately 20:1 at the elementary level and 18:1 at the middle school level. 

Grades 5 and 6 each had a special education teacher; grades 7 and 8 shared a special education 

teacher.   

 

6. The district and each of its schools disseminated assessment analyses to appropriate staff at 

regular intervals. 

Rating:  Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the review period, administrators regularly disseminated MCAS results, TestWiz 

analyses, and/or test results to staff. According to administrators, the staff received MCAS test 

item analysis at an MCAS in-service day. Staff meetings, grade-level teams, vertical teams, and 

common planning time were the venues that staff used throughout the school year to discuss test 

results, plan instruction, and address the needs of at-risk populations. Special education teachers 

were included in the process.   

 

The staff received copies of district and school results. The principal of each school and staff 

examined test items and sought school trends by determining items that posed difficulty for 

students. Staff reviewed the vocabulary, structure, and content of these items and used the 

findings to modify or adjust curriculum as needed to maximize achievement. Administrators and 

teachers used the results to group students for targeted instruction in flex/skill groups.   
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7. Assessment trend data indicated that classroom assessment standards, practices, and expectations 

for students were consistently linked with the learning standards articulated in the State 

Curriculum Frameworks. 

Rating:  Satisfactory  

 

Evidence: Assessment trend data indicated that classroom assessments, standards, practices, and 

expectations were not fully linked to the learning standards articulated in the State Curriculum 

Frameworks. However, for the review period, the district made substantial effort and 

improvement in linking the standards. Administrators stated that at the elementary level, the 

district purchased mathematics textbooks that improved alignment with the frameworks. The 

district’s middle school teachers used electronic mapping software. The software enabled them 

to produce curriculum maps in their content area that was connected to the curriculum 

frameworks. For the review period, the district provided report cards based on the curriculum 

frameworks to ensure that testing and evaluation of students were consistent and aligned.   

 

The district studied its data to reveal instructional weaknesses in teaching or programming. A 

math consultant assisted the district in recognizing areas needing alignment and additional 

instructional focus, such as number sense and geometry. The consultant assisted staff in 

addressing these areas through professional development and instructional planning.   

 

 

Standard 2. PARTICIPATION: For the period of time under examination, the district and all 

of its schools had policies, procedures, and practices that met federal and state participation and 

attendance standards.  Data on participation in state and local tests were monitored and assessed 

to ensure participation and opportunity for all students and all subgroups. 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• For the review period, the district did not have a clear program for addressing the needs of 

English language learners. When limited English proficient students enrolled, the district 

placed them in the general curriculum classrooms and provided assistance. For the review 

period, few LEP students were in the district. 

 



  43

 

• District administrators implemented practices and programs that resulted in attendance and 

test participation percentages that exceeded the state averages.   

 

Indicators: 

 

1. The district and each of its schools had clear management systems in use that required all 

students to participate in all mandatory and appropriate assessments that resulted in a two- or 

three-year average participation rate of 95% in the state assessment. 

Rating:  Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the review period, the district’s three-year participation rate exceeded 95 percent. 

Administrators stated that the schools had a formal attendance policy stated in the student 

handbook. The district had a Safe Arrival Line for parents to call in for student absences or 

tardiness. If the parent did not call, school officials called home. The handbook also contained 

the MCAS testing dates. The elementary and middle schools sent out newsletters that reminded 

parents of the testing dates. Teachers took an active role in explaining the importance of the 

MCAS tests to parents.  Students in grades 3-8 used an agenda book to record assignments and 

assessment dates. According to administrators, approximately 85 percent of the parents received 

the school newsletter via the Internet.  Teachers communicated with parents by electronic mail.   

 

2. The district and each of its schools had systems in use that required all students to participate in 

district and school-based assessment programs or benchmarks. 

Rating:  Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Administrators and teachers indicated they followed procedures similar to those 

employed with the MCAS test to ensure participation in assessments. The district’s website and 

school newsletters notified parents. Teachers also sent information home with students. At the 

elementary and middle schools, students wrote test dates in their agenda books. Teachers used 

electronic mail to communicate with parents.   

 



  44

3. The district maintained clear and accurate records on student waivers for LEP and ALT status for 

MCAS assessment. 

Rating:  Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: According to administrators, the principals at each school maintained the records of 

students in the office. The district did not have any Limited English Proficient (LEP) waivers. 

The special education teacher maintained the ALT assessments. The classroom teacher assisted 

in the ALT assessment by maintaining a portfolio of student work. The district had a life skills 

program in the middle school in which approximately three students took the ALT assessment.   

 

4. The district and each of its schools had clear management systems in place that required all 

students to attend school, and these systems were actively implemented and resulted in a student 

attendance rate of 93% or higher. 

Rating:  Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district’s schools maintained an average attendance rate of 94.7 percent for 2002 

through 2004.  The district’s school handbooks contained detailed policies and procedures 

pertaining to attendance. Administrators stated that they reviewed the policies on a yearly basis.  

 

According to administrators, the district used the Rediker student information system to keep 

track of student attendance. An administrative assistant kept track of the data. The classroom 

teacher received the daily attendance with a running record of each student’s absences and 

tardiness.   

 

The district maintained a Safe Arrival Line. Parents called in student absences or tardiness. If a 

parent failed to call, designated school personnel called to verify the student absence. Students 

were deemed truant if they had unexcused absences of more than seven full days or fourteen half 

days in a six month period. Administrators indicated that they were proactive in dealing with 

student absenteeism. Student conferences, warning letters, and parent conferences were the first 

steps in intervention.   
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5. The district and its schools had and enforced, when necessary, clear consequences for students 

with chronic absenteeism. 

Rating:  Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the period under review, the district enforced clear consequences for students 

with chronic absenteeism. Administrators met monthly with the state probation officer to address 

truancy issues.  

 

District administrators indicated that they were proactive in dealing with student absenteeism. 

The Rediker database system tracked student attendance. The behavior specialist reviewed 

student attendance data before the start of the school year. The behavior specialist held 

conferences with the parents and discussed the expectations and strategies for improving 

attendance. The district established an individualized rewards-based system for students. 

Strategies implemented were positive feedback via phone calls and emails, stickers, time with a 

counselor, mental health groups, and referrals for counseling. The behavior specialist 

documented the interventions. Administrators and other designated staff met monthly with the 

court probation officer.   If local efforts failed, the district then set up a conference with the 

parent, school administrators, and the probation officer. In the final step, if truancies continued, 

the administration filed a CHINS and failure to send.   

 

6. The district maintained and used accurate records on attendance, suspensions, discipline, and 

dropouts by student subgroup populations and frequently analyzed these records to improve 

participation, involvement, and achievement for all students. 

Rating:  Satisfactory  

 

Evidence: According to administrators and documents provided, the district used the Rediker 

discipline module to track students. The district tracked regular and special education students 

but did not identify the free and reduced lunch (FRL/Y) in the data. The principals, the behavior 

intervention specialist, and guidance counselors reviewed the data. Attendance, suspensions, and 

discipline were issues addressed at student support team meetings, team meetings, and monthly 

meetings with the probation officer. School officials contacted parents to enlist their support to 

improve student involvement and achievement. The middle school implemented a peer 
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mediation program in 2003. Administrators provided data to the EQA team to support the 

reduction of discipline issues. District attendance was above the state average.   

 

Trend data for out-of-school suspension percentages for all students were below state average 

except for 2003 with a state average of 6.1 and a district average of 6.7. Trend data for in-school 

suspensions percentages for all students were below the state average, except for 2003 with a 

state average of 4.6 and a district average of 6.7. Data indicated that the district had no 

exclusions. The district does not have a high school; therefore, no data was available on 

dropouts.   

 

7. The district maintained and used clear and accurate program and individual records of all English 

language learners (ELLs) during the period under examination.   

Rating:  Poor 

 

Evidence: For the review period, the district did not have a clear program for addressing the 

needs of English language learners. When limited English proficient students enrolled, the 

district placed them in the general curriculum classrooms and provided assistance. 

Administrators indicated that they had three students identified as ELL. For the review period, 

few LEP students were in the district. 

 

In 2004-2005 after the review period, the district addressed the lack of an ELL program. The 

district developed guidelines, processes, and training. The district appointed an LEP coordinator. 

Designated staff received training in the Massachusetts English Language Assessment-Oral 

(MELA-O) and the Massachusetts English Proficiency Assessment (MEPA) and classroom 

interventions in sheltered English immersion (SEI).   

 

 

Standard 3. EVALUATION PROCESS/PERSONNEL: For the period of time under 

examination, the district used student assessment data in its development, implementation, 

evaluation, and analysis of school and district personnel. The evaluation process focused on 

accountability for administrators, teachers, and instructional support staff, and one of the goals of 

the process was the improvement of achievement for all students. 
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Preliminary Finding(s): 

• For the review period, the district’s evaluation process for teachers and administrators was 

consistent with the components of the Massachusetts Education Reform Act. 

• For the review period, teachers and superintendent evaluations were not consistently timely, 

but administrator evaluations by the superintendent were timely. The Shirley School 

Committee had not evaluated the superintendent for two consecutive years.   

• Principal and superintendent evaluations were directly linked to student achievement, but 

most teacher evaluations were not linked directly to student achievement.  

• Teacher evaluation documents did not consistently promote professional growth. 

• The superintendent’s compensation for his six-year contract was not based on performance, 

but was determined by contract. 

 

Indicators:   

1. The district and each of its schools implemented systems for the evaluation of personnel 

performance that were linked to student achievement data and resulted in sustained or continued 

improvements in the quality of teaching and learning. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: For the period under review, the district did not have evaluation systems that were 

directly linked to student achievement data. In the district, teacher evaluations were indirectly 

linked to student achievement through two of the Principles of Effective Teaching: curriculum 

planning and effective instruction. According to the superintendent and document reviews, the 

only example of a teacher evaluation with specific references to student achievement had been a 

teacher on an improvement plan.  

 

Based on district interviews and document reviews, the superintendent evaluated the 

administrators annually based on the Principles of Effective Administration. The evaluations 

were directly linked to student achievement through the principles that state in part “the 

administrator uses a variety of strategies to assess student performance accurately.” The principal 

evaluations sampled by the EQA examiners specifically cited MCAS test results and local 

assessments. 
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According to district interviews and document reviews, the superintendent’s annual evaluation 

by the school committee was based upon the achievement of district goals that consistently 

included student achievement goals, in the annual District Improvement Plan (DIP). However, 

the school committee had not evaluated the superintendent since 2002-2003 when the 

superintendent received the ratings without any comments. However, the superintendent had met 

with the committee, and at that time the committee gave the superintendent their feedback.  

 

The superintendent’s compensation for his six-year contract had not been based on performance, 

but had been determined by contract.  
 

2. The district utilized evaluation procedures for administrators that were aligned with the 

requirements of the MGL Chapter 71, §38 and 603 CMR 35.00.   

Rating: Satisfactory  

 

Evidence: The district evaluation procedures for administrators were aligned with the 

requirements of Education Reform, and contained the components required under the reform. All 

administrator evaluations were selected for the review period. A review of all principal 

evaluations indicated that the superintendent had evaluated all administrators annually and that 

they were signed by the end of the year. In sum, the district’s evaluation procedure for 

administrators was consistent with the requirements of the Massachusetts Education Reform Act. 

 

During the examination period, the superintendent’s evaluation was based on district goals 

established at the beginning of each school year in the District Improvement Plan (DIP). During 

the year, the superintendent provided updates on the progress of each goal to the school 

committee. At the end of the year, the school committee was to evaluate each goal using a five-

point rating scale. In an interview, the superintendent stated that the school committee had 

evaluated him for the first two years of the investigation period, but had not provided an 

evaluation for the last two years.  In an interview, school committee members stated that the 

current year’s evaluation was “in progress.” 
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3. The form and content of the district’s evaluation process for administrators was informative, 

instructive, and used to promote individual professional growth and overall effectiveness. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The form and content of the district’s evaluation process for administrators were 

consistently informative, instructive, and used to promote professional growth and effectiveness. 

During the review period, the Principles of Effective Administration provided the format for 

principal evaluations. In each evaluation, the superintendent included a narrative, documentation, 

and specific recommendations for each indicator. The evaluation recommendations promoted 

growth and effectiveness to those evaluated. 

 

During the review period, the school committee indicated that the 2004-05 evaluation of the 

superintendent was still “in process.” The superintendent’s evaluation documents for the 

previous years did not include narratives, documentation, or recommendations and provided only 

a numerical rating between one and five, based on the average of each school committee 

member’s appraisal of his progress for each goal.  

 

4. Administrators in the district were held accountable for student assessment results in their yearly 

evaluations. 

Rating: Satisfactory  

 

Evidence: In the district, administrators were held accountable for student assessments in their 

yearly evaluations. A review of administrative evaluations showed that specific references to 

student assessment results were included in administrative evaluations. The use of Individual 

Student Success Plans (ISSPs), School Improvement Plans (SIPs) with specific student 

achievement goals, building-based assessments, and assessments of the quality of student work 

were specifically cited in evaluations. The superintendent commended a principal in an 

evaluation because she “focuses like a laser on student achievement.”  

 

5. The district utilized an evaluation procedure for teachers that was aligned with the requirements 

of the MGL Chapter 71, §38 and 603 CMR 35.00. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 
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Evidence: In the district, professional and non-professional status teachers were not consistently 

evaluated every two years as required by law. In a random sampling of professional and non-

professional status teacher evaluations, the EQA examiners determined that the district’s 

evaluation procedure contained the Principles of Effective Teaching in the summative evaluation 

as required under the Education Reform law. A review of 34 percent of the professional-status 

teacher evaluations indicated that principals had not completed 66 percent of the sampled 

professional-status teacher evaluations in a timely manner, that is, every other year in a two-year 

cycle as required by law. One evaluation from a professional-status teacher sample was missing.  

 

A random sample of the non-professional status teacher evaluations showed that administrators 

had completed non-professional staff evaluations in a timely manner; however, one evaluation 

was missing. In sum, the district’s evaluation procedure for teachers was not completely 

consistent with the requirements of the Massachusetts Education Reform Act. 

 

6. The form and content of the district’s evaluation process for teachers was informative, 

instructive, and used to provide professional development offerings that promoted individual 

growth and effectiveness. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: In the district, the form and content of teacher evaluations were not consistently 

informative, instructive, nor always used to promote professional growth. A random sampling of 

professional-status teacher evaluations reviewed during the on-site visit in June 2005, showed 

that 66 percent of the sampled evaluations were descriptive; 60 percent were instructive and 

contained specific recommendations; 46 percent promoted growth through specific 

recommendations; 26 percent contained positive comments only; and 20 percent contained brief 

and general recommendations such as to “continue taking classes” or to “continue working on 

curriculum mapping.” Also, one of the sampled professional staff evaluations was missing. 

 

In a review of a random sampling of non-professional status teachers’ evaluations, the EQA 

evaluators determined that 33 percent of the sampled evaluations were descriptive, and 66 

percent were instructive and contained specific recommendations to promote professional growth 
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and overall effectiveness. In addition, 33 percent of the sampled evaluations were missing. In 

interviews, teachers stated that they felt that evaluations were inconsistent and that some 

evaluations were helpful, while others were not.   

 

7. Teachers in the district were held accountable for student assessment results in their respective 

schools and classrooms.  These results were cited in the evaluation process.   

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: In the Shirley school district, teachers were not held accountable in evaluations for 

student assessment through direct references to test results. However, based on interviews with 

teachers and document reviews, evaluators made general references to assessment results such as 

“having high expectations for students” and the use of “assessments to guide planning.” In a 

single exception, the administration had directly cited MCAS test scores and student 

achievement in the evaluation of a teacher, and the principal placed the teacher on an “action 

plan for improvement.” Part of the documentation of the process included a memo from the 

superintendent that specifically compared the results from the 2001-2004 MCAS tests for her 

classes with the scores of other teachers at the teacher’s grade level.  

 

8. When evaluations were not satisfactory, after following due process, the district had and applied 

consequences for compensation, advancement, or employment. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: The district lacked a specific policy or procedure for the consequences of an 

unsatisfactory evaluation that was linked directly to compensation, advancement, and 

employment. In interviews with the principals and the superintendent, the EQA team determined 

that the district did not have a formalized process for teachers whose evaluations were not 

satisfactory. In addition, the district did not have a specific set of criteria to determine 

unsatisfactory teacher performance. However, in the single instance of a teacher on an 

improvement plan, the principal had developed the process based on Saphier’s work, How to 

Make Supervision and Evaluation Really Work: Supervision and Evaluation in the Context of 

Strengthening School Culture. In interviews with the principals and the superintendent, 
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interviewees stated that a principal had not received a contract renewal because of unsatisfactory 

evaluations.  

 

District interviews and document reviews indicated that the superintendent’s compensation for 

his six-year contract was not based on performance, but determined by contract. 

 

 

Standard 4. EVALUATION PROCESS/PROGRAMS, SERVICES, AND RESOURCE 

ACQUISITION: For the period of time under examination, the district used student assessment 

data in its development, implementation, evaluation and analysis of programs, services, and 

resource acquisition. The evaluation process focused on accountability for administrators, 

teachers, and staff, and one of the goals of the process was the improvement of achievement for 

all students. 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• A declining budget was the key factor in the cutback in the purchase of textbooks and 

materials. 

• During the final year of the review period, the district eliminated the special education 

director’s position, despite the district’s high percentage of special education students and the 

low MCAS test scores for this subgroup. 

 

Indicators: 

 

1. The district and each of its schools implemented a data-driven system for the evaluation of 

programs and services, and resource acquisition that was linked to student achievement data. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: During the review period, the district systematically collected, analyzed, and used 

student assessment data to evaluate the curriculum as well as academic and material resources. 

The district’s review of data indicated that math was an area of concern that led administration 

and staff to establish an action plan that included the hiring of a consultant, the implementation 

of a new math series, professional development for members of the staff, and the reallocation of 
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previously available funds. The district developed math benchmarks and administered 

curriculum-based tests three times per year to chart the progress of student acquisition of 

knowledge and skills. The middle school principal instituted Accelerated Math at the middle 

school to provide additional assessments. At both the elementary and middle school level, 

modifications were made to the teaching schedule allowing for more time in the area of core 

curriculum instruction. 

 

The district also addressed the areas of reading, writing, and spelling. The district instituted the 

Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) as a benchmark test of reading, and teachers 

assessed K-4 students three times per year. Teachers wrote a complete ELA scope and sequence 

curriculum at both the elementary and middle school level that included scoring rubrics, graphic 

organizers, and specific protocols for answering open- response questions. In interviews, 

teachers and administrators stated that all members of the staff participated in professional 

development. 

 

2. District and school administrators used student assessment and other pertinent data to measure 

the effectiveness of the district’s instructional, supplemental, and support programs and services.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the review period, the district stated its annual goals in the DIP, targeting 

benchmarks for improvement. The district dedicated one of its five professional development 

days to the review of MCAS test data. Administrators and staff disaggregated all of the 

information provided and met horizontally across grades, as well as vertically to assess needed 

areas of curriculum readjustment. When the professional staff discovered that open-response 

questions proved to be difficult for the student body, K-8 teachers began assessing students 

regularly on open-response questions. Two to three times per year the superintendent provided 

the school committee with formal reports relating to the progress of districts and individual 

schools. 

 

3. The evaluation results of the district’s instructional, supplemental, and support programs and 

services were used to inform decision making and resulted in sustained or continued 

improvements in the quality of teaching and learning. 
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Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district instituted a standards-based reporting system that enabled the staff to 

assess the work of students similarly and consistently across the grade levels. Three reading 

specialists were assigned to the elementary level and worked with classroom teachers to 

introduce a guided reading program to ensure that students at each grade level were receiving the 

same curriculum and opportunities. 

 

During the 2003-04 school year, MCAS test data showed increases in the percentage of students 

moving to the ‘Proficient’ and ‘Advanced’ categories, and a decrease in the percentage of 

students in the ‘Warning’ category in Grade 3 reading, grades 4 and 7 ELA, and grades 4, 6, and 

8 math. However, special education scores remained flat, and in 2003-04, between 60 and 96 

percent of the students in this subgroup scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ or ‘Warning/Failing’ 

categories on the MCAS test.   

 

4. District and school administrators used student assessment and other pertinent data to measure 

the effectiveness of acquired resources, including capital improvements and projects, equipment, 

materials, and supplies.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The DIP and School Improvement Plans (SIPs) specified the need for ongoing 

assessment of the effectiveness of materials and for updated textbooks and materials. The district 

purchased new textbooks in math, science, and social studies, and made ongoing adjustments to 

each of these curriculum areas. The district was committed to small class size, which was evident 

when the EQA team visited each school building. It was reported that to ensure small class size, 

the district modified material and equipment requests in some instances, and completely 

eliminated requests for materials and equipment in other cases. When the former special 

education director left the district at the end of 2003-04, the superintendent assumed these 

responsibilities. The district also had a full day, no-cost kindergarten program in place serving 50 

percent of the town’s students. In addition, the middle school created a life skills program for all 

students in 2004-2005 that was discontinued and replaced with a new program for students with 

emotional and behavioral needs in 2005-2006. 
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5. The results of the district’s evaluation of acquired resources, including capital improvements and 

projects, equipment, materials, and supplies, were used to inform decision making and resulted 

in sustained or continued improvements in the quality of teaching and learning. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: During the review period, the district opened a new middle school that housed 

students in grades 5-8. The building was equipped with science labs, an educational technology 

lab, Internet access, music and art rooms, and a variety of areas set aside for small group 

teaching and meetings. The analysis of data led the district to implement a new math curriculum, 

the institution of Accelerated Math at the middle school that provided individualized math 

instruction, and the dedication of professional development time to address the creation of 

remedies to noted deficiencies. The problems in special education were addressed by the creation 

of various teaching models in the district. The district considered co-teaching as the inclusion 

model. However, the district continued to use a strong pull-out model, and members of the staff 

stated in interviews that problems existed in the area of the special education staff’s required 

absences during testing and IEP team meetings. In interviews, both the turnover of special 

education staff and the inconsistency of modifications for special education students were stated 

concerns. The MCAS test results for special education students were considerably lower than for 

regular education students. The administration stated that alternative texts and support materials 

were purchased for the special education students. 

 

The district introduced a peer mediation program at the middle school after investigating the 

impact that truancy and behavior had on academic progress. The district hired a behavior 

specialist to serve both the elementary and middle schools. The administration and staff 

developed codes of behavior that were included in the parent/student handbooks of each school. 

In interviews, administrators reported that these efforts had reduced the number of classroom 

disruptions, fighting, bullying, and had resulted in a lower truancy rate. 

 

6. When evaluations indicated that programs, services, and resource acquisition were not effective 

and efficient, the district made appropriate modifications and/or changes. 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: In interview sessions, administrators stated that for the years under investigation the 

district was proactive when program evaluations indicated that programs were not effective or 

efficient. It was stated that the district had provided teachers and administrators with software 

that could be used as tools for evaluation, for example: curriculum mapping software to assess 

redundancies and gaps; Grade Quick software to track student achievement; Accelerated Math to 

assess students along with providing an individualized curriculum; and the Rediker system to 

track discipline and attendance.   The results of the district’s assessments were evident in the 

changes made to the math, science, and social studies curricula, and the purchase and 

implementation of new textbook series in each core area. In addition, consultants were brought to 

the district to work with all special education and math teachers. Many adaptations were also 

made at the PreK-K levels to address the limited vocabulary abilities of many students entering 

school. The district hired two Reading Recovery teachers and began tracking the program’s 

success when Grade 3 MCAS test reading results were reviewed. 
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Domain B: Curriculum and Instruction 

 
 Standards             Indicators 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total

Domain B - Curriculum & Instruction        

S5 – Curriculum           

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 

  Satisfactory 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 N/A 3 

  Poor 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 N/A 5 

  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 

S6 – Instruction: Expectations & Policies           

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 7 

  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 

  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

S7 - Opportunity & Access To Quality

Education Programs           

  Excellent N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 

  Satisfactory N/A 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 N/A 6 

  Poor N/A 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 N/A 1 

  Unsatisfactory N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 

S8 - Professional Development & Training           

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 

  Satisfactory 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 N/A N/A 6 

  Poor 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 1 

  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 

 

Standard 5. CURRICULUM: For the period of time under examination, the district, each of its 

schools, and programs utilized curricula that were aligned with the State Curriculum 

Frameworks in the core academic subjects of English Language Arts (ELA), mathematics, 

science and technology (and other tested core academic subjects as added). The curricula were 

current, academically sound, and clearly understood by all who administered and taught in the 

district. 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
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• The middle school faculty mapped the curriculum to eliminate horizontal and vertical 

gaps and redundancies in 2003-04.  

• The district experienced considerable turnover in its principals, who were the curriculum 

leaders of their schools; the district lacked other school- or district-based curriculum 

leaders. 

• All teachers were engaged in the assessment of the curriculum during an annual, full 

professional development day. 

• The district did not achieve its AYP for the special education subgroup in ELA or math, 

and for the low-income subgroup in math. 

• The curriculum lacked adequate staffing and materials because of staffing cuts in special 

education, including the district director, special education teachers, and teacher 

assistants, and because of a lack of appropriate materials for all levels. 

 

Indicators: 

 

1. The district had written curricula for all grade levels and tested core content areas that were 

clearly aligned with the State Curriculum Frameworks.   

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Based upon review of documents and interviews with administrators and teachers, 

examiners found that the district’s curriculum documents were not fully and clearly aligned 

across the grades and from grade to grade with the State Curriculum Frameworks, but had gaps 

and redundancies. However, the district began curriculum mapping to address this concern in 

2003-04. In 2001, elementary teachers and administrators updated K-4 ELA benchmarks to align 

with the new state curriculum frameworks. In grades 5-8, the learning standards for both 

literature and writing were described in “student performance detail” for each of the ELA 

standards. In 2003-04, the district published a K-8 writing manual that included writing 

expectations, rubrics, guides to answering open-response questions, graphic organizers, and 

grade-level rubrics.  

 

Based upon a document review and district interviews, grade-level standards were linked to their 

resources for teaching in grades K-8 for math in 2003-04. Elementary teachers used MathLand 
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as the text for grades K-5 until December 2004 when the district purchased Addison Wesley 

Math Series for grades K-5. In grades 6-8 the Connected Math Project (CMP) served as the math 

textbook. The Grade 6 math teacher piloted Addison Wesley and used it along with CMP. 

Middle school teachers used the computerized and individualized Accelerated Math program 

during some math classes and flex periods.   

 

2. Each school in the district had a curriculum leader to oversee the use, alignment, quality, 

currency, and consistency of the district’s curricula. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: In Shirley, the principal served as the curriculum leader. The middle school principal 

began the process of curriculum mapping in 2003-04 to find gaps and redundancies in the 

curriculum. According to interviews with administrators, the elementary-level curriculum 

mapping had not begun during the period under review, but in 2004-5. This project progressed 

more slowly because elementary teachers were implementing a new math series, elementary 

computers were slower, and the curriculum-mapping program was web-based. 

 

In interviews, teachers and administrators stated that the curriculum lacked consistency. In 

interviews, administrators stated that the curriculum lacked a solid scope and sequence. The 

inconsistencies had been caused in part by multiple turnovers of both elementary and middle 

school principals. Teachers and administrators stated a need for a curriculum director or 

curriculum coordinators for ELA and math to provide horizontal and vertical oversight and 

consistency.  

 

3. The district had an established, documented process that involved teachers in the annual review 

and/or revision of curricula based on the analyses of results of standardized tests.   

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district provided a professional development day for an annual review and 

revision of the curriculum based on an MCAS test analysis, but lacked a documented process for 

this review. All teachers at each grade level were provided with MCAS test questions and MCAS 

test data, disaggregated through TestWiz. Teachers were involved with adjusting the curriculum 
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on these professional development days and worked on making changes by grade level and in 

vertical teams. Also, according to document reviews, faculty committees were involved in the 

development of the ELA, math, science, and social studies curriculum.  

 

4. The results of student assessment data (i.e., longitudinal, demographic, disaggregated, 

diagnostic, and/or surveys) indicated that the district implemented an established process to 

ensure the scope, sequence, and alignment of learning goals, competencies, and expectations 

from one grade to the next in grades K-12 in ELA, mathematics, science and technology (and 

other tested core academic subjects as added). 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The results of student assessment data indicated that the district had begun to 

implement a process to ensure the scope, sequence, and alignment of student competencies and 

expectations at the middle school in 2003-04. For the review period, district administrators 

indicated that TestWiz training began in 2003 and that teachers used this software to analyze 

aggregated, individual, and classroom results for the last two years of the review period. As a 

result of the analyses and the hiring of a math consultant, the district initiated the following: 

increased time for ELA and math in the elementary schools, a district-wide emphasis on open-

response questions, adding ten minutes of geometry to all math classes in grades K-8, the 

development of a flex period to provide extra time for remediation, and the development of 

technology education at the middle school for students in grades 5-8.   

  

5. The district’s curricula in all tested content areas were aligned horizontally to ensure that all 

teachers of a common grade level addressed specific subject matter following the same time line, 

and vertically to ensure complete coverage, eliminate redundancies, and close any gaps. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: The district’s curricula were not consistently aligned both horizontally and vertically 

to ensure complete coverage, eliminate redundancies, and close gaps. A review of documents 

and district interviews indicated that the district lacked a clear vertical scope and sequence of 

courses. Elementary teachers had common planning time across grade levels and middle school 

teachers had team planning time to meet with their grade-level teams and with special education 
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teachers. However, based on observations and interviews with teachers, middle school special 

education teachers and regular education teachers did not spend this time to co-plan. In addition, 

special education teachers often missed planning and team time because of the time required for 

IEP meetings and for individual testing of student progress.  

 

Elementary teachers gave common math tests to their students three times a year, but interviews 

of teachers and administrators indicated that the pace and coverage from classroom to classroom 

often differed. Teacher interviews indicated that the district lacked a consistent scope and 

sequence in ELA and math. However, during the review period, the middle school had begun to 

map the curriculum to address this concern.  

 

6. Modifications to the curriculum resulted in improved, equitable achievement for all student 

populations. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: In the Shirley district, curriculum modifications did not result in improved and 

equitable achievement for special education or low-income populations. According to the data, in 

2004 the district achieved AYP in the aggregate, but failed to achieve AYP in ELA for the 

special education subgroup and in math for both the special education and free and reduced 

lunch subgroups.  

 

In Shirley, the Grade 3 MCAS reading scores for special education students had improved in the 

years under review. The percentage of special education students who scored ‘Proficient’ 

increased from 21 percent to 40 percent from 2001 to 2004. During the review period, Grade 3, 

FRL/Y students’ scores increased, from 30 percent scoring ‘Proficient’ to 47 percent, and 

decreased in the combined ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, from 70 

percent to 53 percent.   

 

The Grade 4 scores did not show consistent improvement. In Grade 4 ELA, the percentage of 

special education students who scored ‘Proficient’ or above in ELA varied from 0 percent in 

2001 to a high of 18 percent in 2002 and 6 percent in 2004. The percentage of Grade 4 special 
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education students who received ‘Warning/Failing’ or ‘Needs Improvement’ in ELA decreased 

slightly from 100 percent to 94 percent in 2004. 

 

In Grade 4 math, student performance remained flat, with 83 percent of special education 

students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ or ‘Needs Improvement’ categories in 2001, and 84 

percent in 2004. In Grade 6 math, special education students’ ‘Warning/Failing’ scores did not 

decrease. In 2001, 94 percent of special education students received ‘Warning/Failing’ or ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and 100 percent received ‘Warning/Failing’ or ‘Needs Improvement’ in 2004.   

 

The Grade 4 FRL/Y scores for ELA shifted downward during the review period from 45 percent 

scoring in the ‘Proficient’ category in 2001 to 18 percent in 2004, and from 45 percent scoring in 

‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ in 2001 to 91 percent in 2004. Grade 4 math scores 

showed little improvement, shifting from 100 percent scoring in ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ in 2001 to 91 percent in 2004, and from 0 percent scoring in the ‘Proficient’ 

category in 2001 to 9 percent in 2004. 

 

The Grade 6 math scores for special education students remained flat, with 94 percent, 100 

percent, and 100 percent of the students scoring in ‘Needs Improvement’ or ‘Warning/Failing’ in 

2002, 2003, and 2004, respectively. In Grade 6 math, for the FRL/Y subgroup, the percentage of 

students scoring in the ‘Proficient’ category decreased from 50 percent to 37 percent. 

 

In Grade 7 ELA, special education students’ scores improved. In 2001, 92 percent of the special 

education population scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ or ‘Needs Improvement’ categories and 8 

percent scored in the ‘Proficient’ category. In 2004, 76 percent of the special education 

population scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ or ‘Needs Improvement’ categories and 25 percent 

scored in the ‘Proficient’ category.  

 

In Grade 7 ELA, FRL/Y students’ scores improved; 65 percent of the students scored in the 

‘Advanced’ or ‘Proficient’ categories in 2001, and 71 percent scored in the ‘Advanced’ or 

‘Proficient’ categories in 2004. In Grade 8 math, special education scores changed little; 100 

percent of students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ or ‘Needs Improvement’ categories in 2001, 

and 95 percent in 2004.   
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Based upon interviews with administrators and students and document reviews, in the last two 

years of the review period, the district added additional instructional time to ELA and math in 

both the elementary schools and the middle school. In the elementary schools, the principal 

increased ELA class time to 90 minutes per day and math to 60 minutes per day. In the middle 

school in 2003-04, teachers used the last period of the day as an enrichment period and provided 

some additional time for remediation. In 2004-05, the middle school changed the last period of 

the day to a flex period to provide additional time to target students for additional support.  

 

7. Staffing levels were adequate to deliver the district’s curriculum to all students, as indicated by 

equitable rates of improvement for all student populations. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: In Shirley, staffing levels were not consistently adequate to deliver the curriculum to 

all students. According to district interviews, the classroom teacher/student ratio was 20 to 1 at 

the elementary level and 18 to 1 at the middle school. The middle school had three special 

education teachers for the four grades with one special education teacher each for grades 5 and 6, 

and with a shared special education teacher for grades 7 and 8. The middle school had a teacher 

assistant for each grade. The middle school also had a speech and a reading teacher.  

 

Grades K-4 had four special education teachers and three reading specialists. Half of the three- 

and four-year olds in the district attended the Pre-K program. All Kindergarten students received 

free full-day kindergarten. In 2004-05, the superintendent had district responsibility for special 

education, and principals chaired all special education team meetings in their buildings. In 

district interviews, both administrators and teachers stated a need for a district math and ELA 

coordinator. The middle school did not have an assistant principal. The middle school had a 

behavior specialist, but did not have a guidance counselor. Teachers were provided common 

planning time to work with specialists, but in interviews teachers stated that little co-planning 

took place during that time and that teachers used common planning time for class preparation at 

the middle school level.  
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At the middle school, during the on-site visit, special education teachers were not always present 

in inclusion classes because of testing and IEP meetings. In interviews, middle school teachers 

stated that groups of special education students were sometimes pulled out of inclusion classes 

without warning. Teachers stated in interviews that the practice of pulling students out would 

end in 2005-06 and that “full inclusion will start next year.”  In district interviews and in reviews 

of documents, participants stated that some staff had “low expectations” in their attitude toward 

special education students, had little specific understanding of special education students’ 

varying needs, and had shown “resistance” to working with these students. 

 

In interviews during the on-site visit, interviewees stated that the district had difficulty attracting 

and keeping qualified candidates. Interviewees stated that the turnover in principals had a 

negative impact on student achievement and on staff morale and concerned parents about the 

“revolving door” of staff and administration.  

 

8. The district established practices that adequately provisioned for and supported the curriculum 

and its overall effectiveness in all assessed subject areas and all levels. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: The district did not adequately provision for or support the curriculum with the 

necessary materials and supplies. Teachers and administrators stated that the middle school 

needed novels and reading materials that were at appropriate reading levels for students of all 

abilities. In interviews with middle school teachers, interviewees stated that appropriate materials 

for special education students were available, but that the alternate texts were not always used.   

 

In interviews with teachers, interviewees stated that supplies and provisions were inadequate 

including copy paper, pencils, science lab materials, and educational technology lab materials. 

They stated that teachers themselves, parents, local businesses, and the parent teacher 

organization had purchased and donated supplies and materials to the schools. The EQA team 

observed that the middle school library bookshelves were sparse and that the books they did 

contain were outdated.   

 

 



  65

Standard 6. INSTRUCTION: EXPECTATIONS AND POLICIES:  For the period of time 

under examination, the district used the analysis of student achievement data to develop policies 

and documents that expressed high expectations for student achievement and clear expectations 

for staff in the use of effective instructional methods strategies and practices to teach all students.   

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• The district’s instructional materials, programs, and in-service training opportunities resulted 

in some improved aggregate scores, but special education scores remained generally below 

the state average. 

• A committee of teachers and administrators developed a document in 2004-05 that delineated 

general and special education teachers’ responsibilities and set goals to improve instructional 

practices in meeting the diverse needs of students. 

• Teachers annually analyzed MCAS test data, benchmark tests, and common curriculum-

based tests used to improve instruction and student achievement.  

• In 2004-05, the district added additional instructional time to the elementary and middle 

school schedules to provide assistance to at-risk students.  

• The practices and consequences that addressed patterns of staff attendance and chronic staff 
absenteeism resulted in a low teacher absenteeism rate. 

 

Indicators: 

 

1. The district had policies in place that expressed rigorous/high expectations for teachers, their 

work as professional educators, and the effectiveness of the instructional process. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district had established policies that expressed high expectations for teachers. 

Document reviews and interviews with administrators, the school committee, and teachers 

showed that policies and procedures were in place to support high professional expectations for 

teachers and to support teacher effectiveness in improving student achievement. Those policies 

included the district’s educational philosophy, the district mission and vision, district and school 

improvement plans (DIP and SIPs), the teacher evaluation process, the Individual Professional 

Development Plans (IPDPs), the mentoring program, and the teachers’ contract with the district. 



  66

During the review period, the district used the annual analysis of student results to develop 

specific goals in instruction and in student achievement in the DIP. 

 

 

2. The district expected that teachers used current assessment information to plan instruction and 

provided teachers with support and training in this process. MCAS and other trend data indicated 

that the district’s practices, provisioning, and support for the instructional program were 

sufficient, as indicated in student achievement that consistently equaled or surpassed the state 

averages across grade levels.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Teachers used current assessment information from the MCAS tests, Developmental 

Reading Assessment (DRA), local benchmark testing, and curriculum-based assessments to 

support planning and instruction. Teachers spend a full professional development day analyzing 

MCAS test data.   

 

In the Shirley school district, trend data in the aggregate and subgroups indicated that the 

district’s practices, provisioning, and support for the instructional program were not always 

sufficient to maintain scores consistently above the state average. In 2004, the district did not 

meet Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) for the special education subgroup in ELA, nor in math. 

The district did not attain AYP for FRL/Y in math. The district did achieve AYP for students in 

the aggregate. In 2004, the district’s Composite Performance Index (CPI) in ELA was 82.8 for 

the aggregate and 62.5 for special education students. The district’s CPI in math was 70.8 for the 

aggregate, 39.2 for special education students, and 54.3 for low-income students.  

 

3. Instructional time in each assessed content area met or exceeded state requirements in each 

subject area and at each level. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In the district, instructional time met or exceeded state requirements. Based on 

interviews and the time on learning reports, the district met or exceeded the state requirements 

for ELA and math for the review period. The elementary schools required 90 minutes a day for 
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ELA and 60 minutes a day for math. In the middle school, both ELA and math were taught in 

55-minute classes for the review period. In addition, in 2004-05, the middle school added the 

flex period, a 55-minute class at the end of the day, to allot additional time to math and ELA 

depending on student needs. The elementary school added three periods a week to provide 

additional support to students during 2004. 

 

4. The district provided instructional leadership and support for strategies, techniques, and methods 

that resulted in improved student achievement. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district provided instructional leadership and support for strategies and methods 

that resulted in improved student achievement in some groups. Based on district interviews and 

document reviews during the review period, the district supported the following strategies: 

common planning time, adding additional teaching time to provide support for students at risk in 

2004, shifting the schedule in the elementary schools for art and physical education to the 

afternoon to provide “prime teaching time” to ELA and math in 2004, full-day kindergarten, 

benchmark testing in ELA and math, working with the director of the New England League of 

Middle Schools (NELMS) to further develop the middle school model for providing instruction, 

and weekly special education meetings with special education teams and the superintendent. 

Teaching techniques and methods included: training or courses in differentiating instruction, 

guided reading, cooperative learning, project-based learning for the middle school, MCAS test 

analysis and the use of TestWiz, Accelerated or Renaissance Math for the middle school, Wilson 

reading, balanced literacy, math strategies to address weaknesses including a formal math 

vocabulary, math games to increase higher order mathematical thinking, and a specific method 

for teaching open-response questions in all grades and all subject areas. 

 

5. The district analyzed student achievement data and allocated instructional time in the tested core 

content areas that resulted in improved rates of proficiency for all students. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In Shirley, the analysis of student achievement data had not resulted in an increase in 

instructional time for at-risk students during the review period. However, during the on-site visit 
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in June 2005, the ELA team observed that for the past year, instructional time had been increased 

in September 2004 at both the elementary and middle school levels. Based on district interviews 

and document reviews, the elementary schools required 90 minutes a day of ELA and 60 minutes 

a day of math starting in 2004-05. In the middle school, both ELA and math were taught in 55-

minute classes with additional time added in 2004-05 for students at risk in ELA or math during 

flex time. In 2004-05, the elementary school added three 45-minute blocks a week to provide 

additional support to students in ELA and math. 

 

6. The district recognized the importance of instructional stability by not only maintaining accurate 

information on staff attendance but also by evaluating the effects of staff attendance on student 

achievement. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In the district, the effect of staff attendance on student achievement had not been 

evaluated. However, the district maintained accurate information and found that the average 

teacher was absent for illness 4.3 days a year, if three maternity leaves were not included in the 

average. The average teacher took 2.1 temporary leave days, defined as “essential business that 

teachers cannot conduct outside of the school day.” Temporary leave days included professional 

development activities. The district provided a mentor for long-term substitutes if the staff 

member would be absent for a lengthy period.  Administrators stated that the district had 

difficulty finding quality substitutes.  

 

7. The district and its schools had consequences, policies, and practices that addressed patterns of 

staff attendance and chronic staff absenteeism. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district did not have consequences or policies for patterns of staff attendance and 

chronic absenteeism. According to interviews and a review of documents, the teacher contract 

stated that teachers were not allowed to take personal days to extend a vacation. The informal 

process used to address attendance abuses consisted of a conference between the principal and 

the staff member. The superintendent stated that absenteeism had not been a problem in the 

district. The average number of sick days taken by teachers was 4.3 per year. The business office 
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provided the superintendent and principals with data on individual teacher absences. Any teacher 

with unusually high absentee rates or patterns of absences, for example, on  Fridays or Mondays 

were spoken to by the principal. In every instance, according to the district, the problems have 

been resolved at this level and have not required additional disciplinary action. The district 

maintained accurate staff attendance data. 

 

8. Educational technology was available and used as an integral part of the instructional program. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Educational technology was available and used as part of the instructional program, 

notably at the newly constructed middle school. Based on district interviews and school tours, 

each school had a computer lab and each classroom had computers, all with Internet access. 

Software packages supported the foreign language program, accelerated math, reading and 

writing instruction, and, at the middle school, technology education. Each middle school 

teacher’s classroom was equipped with a ceiling-mounted digital projector. All middle school 

students received computer literacy instruction during the unified arts block. However, 

elementary computers were reportedly older and slower than those at the newly built middle 

school.  

 

9. Student achievement data indicated that the district provided effective instruction, programs, and 

services to all English language learners. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: The district did not have a clear program for addressing the needs of ELL students.  

When LEP students enrolled, the district placed them in the general curriculum classrooms and 

provided assistance. Administrators indicated that they had three students identified as ELL. The 

district had few LEP students. 

 

 

Standard 7. OPPORTUNITY AND ACCESS TO QUALITY EDUCATION PROGRAMS: 

For the period under examination, district and school policies, practices, procedures, and 
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programs encouraged and supported equitable access to and participation in high quality 

educational programs for all students. 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• Support for special education students had not resulted in improved MCAS test scores.   

• The small size of the schools and teacher-to-student ratio allowed optimum classroom 

support for students. 

• The district’s discipline code and behavioral support programs resulted in a reduction in 

discipline infractions. 

 

Indicators: 

 

1. All of the students in the district graduated in their senior year.  All senior students met or 

exceeded the state’s Competency Determination. 

Rating: N/A 

 

Evidence: The district does not have a high school. Shirley residents attended high school in 

Ayer, Lunenburg, Nashoba, or private schools.     

 

2. The district had documented policies, practices, or procedures that addressed and supported 

students in transition from one level to another, one program to another, one school to another 

(intra district), and students entering the district after the start of school (inter district), tracked 

dropouts and maintained these data over time (3 years).   

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district had clear procedures that supported the transition of students from one 

level to another and from school to school. The district used Rediker to track students from 

preK-8. The district lacked dropout data because the district did not have a high school.  

 

At the preschool and kindergarten level, the district held Parent Information Nights to inform 

parents about registration, curriculum, daily schedules, and personnel. Parents received 

registration packets and signed up for appointments for screening. All students participated in 
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phonemic awareness screening. A Pre-K or Kindergarten teacher administered the Brigance to 

incoming students. The district used screening results and other pertinent information provided 

by the parents to identify at-risk students and for placement. For Pre-K programs, the district 

held a Parent/Child Day. Parents stayed with the child for the first day of school. For 

Kindergarten children, a Kindergarten orientation was scheduled a week prior to the first day of 

school. Orientation appointments were approximately one and a half hours long. Children 

explored classrooms while parents filled out forms. Parents discussed the home-to-school 

transition with the teachers.   

 

When students moved from one grade to the next, they met their new teachers on Move Up Day. 

Furthermore, the teachers met with the receiving grade-level teachers and provided pertinent 

information about each student.   

 

From elementary to middle school, the guidance counselor, behavior intervention specialist, and 

the principal met with the Grade 4 students. Scheduled activities at the middle school assisted 

with the transition. During the year, the students attended middle school theatre productions. 

Students toured the middle school. At the end of the year, the students attended an abbreviated 

morning rehearsal/awards ceremony for Grade 8 students. Grade 4 teachers met with Grade 5 

teachers, reading teachers, and special education teachers to collaborate on what the new 

students’ needs were. Grade 5 teachers attended Grade 4 IEP meetings. To ease the fall transition 

for special education students, summer school programs were held at the middle school. 

 

The district provided support for the transition from Grade 5 to Grade 6. Students transitioned 

from a two-person team to a four-person team. Grades 5-6 teachers discussed each student’s 

needs.   

 

The district did not have a high school. Grade 8 students and parents participated in a series of 

meetings with the receiving high schools. The principal approved students to shadow at the high 

schools. Special needs students took part in transition meetings at the end of the school year.  
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3. Disaggregated trend data (minimum of 3 years) indicated no significant differences or 

disproportionate rates of discipline referrals, retentions, suspensions, exclusion, or dropout rates 

among students of all subgroup populations. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Upon review of the data, rates of discipline referrals, retentions, and suspensions 

among students of all subgroup populations did not vary significantly. The district’s retention 

rate was less than 1 percent. With the exception of 2003, in-school and out-of-school suspensions 

were below the state average. The district had no exclusions or dropouts. 

 

According to administrators, the staff enforced classroom and school-wide rules. Teachers 

brought concerns to the Student Study Team. The team met monthly and worked out solutions to 

help students with academic or behavior problems. The team monitored individual student 

progress. The district employed behavioral intervention specialists who monitored student 

behaviors. The behavior intervention specialists kept track of the data. 

 

Administrators stated that they took a pro-active approach in dealing with at-risk students. Parent 

conferences, intervention plans, and counseling were some of the strategies used to assist 

students.   

 

4. The district used aggregated and disaggregated student achievement data on participation and 

achievement to adjust instruction and policies for populations at risk and evaluated the 

effectiveness of these adjustments. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: The district regularly reviewed aggregate and disaggregated data; however, it was 

unclear to the EQA examiners how the district evaluated the effectiveness of the adjustments to 

instruction. The district used TestWiz data and other test results of all students. The staff used the 

data to place students and they made adjustments in instruction for at-risk populations. The test 

data indicated that the special education population was not performing well on the MCAS 

exam. According to interviews, some teachers had resisted the accommodations for special 

education students and had little understanding of their needs. The principals then monitored the 



  73

accommodations through the teacher observation process. Special education teachers and teacher 

assistants worked with the regular classroom teacher to make modifications and accommodations 

in the classroom. Interviewees indicated that the model helped students. However, they stated 

that when the special education teacher had testing or meetings, the students did not receive the 

support they needed. Furthermore, the interviewees revealed that special education teachers 

missed planning meetings with their grade-level teams.    

 

At the elementary level, Reading Recovery was available for at-risk first graders.  However, 

administrators stated that a Reading Recovery teacher had been cut in 2003-2004, and not all 

students who would have profited from this method received services. The reading specialists 

worked with small groups of students.  

 

The middle school teachers had a daily flex period that each grade-level team scheduled 

differently. Targeted groups had been pulled from each grade level, not all students were able to 

work in ELA or math. EQA observation of the flex period revealed that some students were 

working on accelerated math, making up work, drawing, or reading.   

 

In 2003-04, the middle school provided a double block of literacy for those students who needed 

Wilson and a direct instructional approach. The study teams developed and implemented 

Individualized Student Success Plans (ISSPs) for students who scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ 

or ‘Needs Improvement’ categories on the MCAS test.   

 

5. Enrollment data indicated equitable participation in higher level, advanced, and AP-type courses 

in all assessed grade levels and programs. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In interviews with district administrators and teacher focus groups, all students had 

access to all academic programs and extracurricular activities. Instructional grouping in reading 

occurred in flexible guided reading groups. Teachers used the accelerated math program to 

provide an individualized math program that challenged students. 
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Teachers at the middle school level offered enrichment courses. Some examples of the courses 

offered were Internet Exploration, Career Options, and Community Service. The middle school 

had an educational technology laboratory that had ScanTek 2000 modules.  All middle school 

students received educational technology during the Unified Arts block.   

 

6. The district had documented policies and practices to respond to student behavior and support 

student needs in an equitable manner. The collective district policies, procedures, and practices 

addressed issues in the areas of discipline, retention, suspension, exclusion, and dropout 

recovery. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The student handbooks at the elementary and middle school level included sections 

on attendance, retention, suspension, and codes of discipline. Retentions were less than 1 percent 

for the review period. The district had no exclusions or dropouts.  

 

Grade-level teams used common planning time to discuss concerns about students. If necessary, 

teachers brought concerns to the Student Study Team. The team met monthly and developed 

intervention to help students with academic or behavior problems. The team monitored the 

supports and made adjustments as needed. 

 

The Rediker Program allowed administrators to keep track of discipline and the program 

identified students with significant behavioral issues. Counseling was available through the 

Lipton Mental Health Center, and counseling opportunities were available for students at school.   

 

7. The district had policies and programs in place to address the needs of transient or mobile 

students. These policies and programs promoted transient student involvement in quality, 

challenging programs and extra curricular activities. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district had a homeless policy and received funds from the McKinney-Vento 

grants. A behavior specialist assisted the district in supporting students from Sylvia’s Haven, a 

homeless shelter in neighboring Devens. 
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When new students registered in the district, they toured the school. Principals or designees 

spoke with parents to determine their needs. The principals placed new students in classes as 

quickly as possible. They matched new students with a “student mentor” who helped ease the 

transition into the class and the school culture. The small class sizes and the district’s inclusive 

philosophy, helped new students adjust quickly.  Students were included in all programs. 

 

8. The district had policies and practices that assigned faculty to students and courses that 

maximized all faculty talents and skills and promoted high levels of student achievement. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: According to district policy, the building administrator had the authority to assign 

classes and courses according to the needs of the students and the instructional program. At the 

elementary level, students were in self-contained classrooms. Teacher teams assigned students to 

the next grade’s teacher according to student learning styles.  At the middle school level, a grade-

level team instructed the students. Students had an assigned homeroom and placement in sub-

pods of approximately six students according to their needs. Students in the middle school were 

flexibly grouped and regrouped as they traveled from teacher to teacher. Certification and 

experience were the determining factors in the placement of teaching staff.  

 

Standard 8. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING: For the period of time 

under examination, the district adopted and implemented a Professional Development Plan 

developed through the analyses of data for all administrators, teachers, and other professional 

staff, paraprofessionals, and professional support teams.  

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• All teachers and administrators had individual professional development plans that were 

aligned with the district and school improvement plans. 

• The district’s professional development program was informed by student assessment data, 

curriculum alignment, instruction, and MCAS remediation needs. 

• Teachers understood the use of data analysis for improving student achievement. 
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• Adjustments to professional development offerings were made based on student need and the 

identification of at-risk groups of students in need of instructional accommodation; however, 

the EQA team did not find data or evidence in which the district evaluated the specific 

effectiveness of instruction or specific accommodations for diverse learners. 

 

Indicators: 

 

1. The district had an annually approved professional development plan for all administrative and 

instructional staff employed by the district. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: After reviewing the personnel files and individual professional development plans, 

the EQA team found individual professional development plans were in place for all 

administrators and teachers. All plans were approved and signed by the appropriate 

administrator. The individual professional development plans were aligned with the district 

improvement plan and individual school plans. During the interview process, teachers indicated 

that most requests to attend professional development conferences and enroll in credit course 

offerings were honored by the district. Some teachers indicated teachers had not had a part in the 

development of the district professional development plan and did not meet the needs of the 

entire district. 

 

2. The district’s plan met or exceeded state requirements for resources committed to professional 

development, and the plan was evaluated for its effectiveness in advancing student performance. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: In reviewing the end of year reports for the review period, the district did not meet the 

state requirements for resources committed to professional development for 2001 or 2003, but 

met or exceeded requirements for 2002 and 2004. During interviews, staff and administrators 

indicated that the district hired consultants in the area of math and reading to address 

professional development needs. The school principals also evaluated professional development 

for effectiveness. Principals provided MCAS test analysis, and evaluated the instruction being 

provided to students through classroom observations. An elementary and middle school 
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committee evaluated professional development throughout the year. Adjustments to professional 

development offerings were made based on student need and the identification of at-risk groups 

of students in need of instructional accommodation. The EQA team did not find data or evidence 

in which the district evaluated the effectiveness of instruction or specific accommodations for 

diverse learners. Information received from teacher focus groups stated that professional 

development was a concern and the professional development program did not meet the needs of 

the district because teachers had been part of the development of the district professional 

development plan.  

 

3. The district’s Professional Development program was informed by all of the following: 

evaluation results of personnel, programs, and services (i.e., teacher evaluations, curriculum 

alignment, instruction, assessment results, MCAS remediation needs), student assessment data 

by student subgroups, and district and school improvement plans and goals. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district’s professional development program was informed by student assessment 

data, curriculum alignment, instruction, and MCAS test remediation needs. Teacher evaluations 

did not address instructional issues or accountability for student achievement as it related to 

individual professional development plans and the district and school improvement plans. 

Individual professional development plans were not used to develop the district and school 

improvement plans. The district had limited written evaluations of programs and services except 

those required by law; for example, special education and Title I. Program evaluations were 

completed informally by committees. During the interview process, administrators stated that 

system-wide and school-wide workshops and professional development informed curriculum 

alignment and MCAS test remediation needs. In interviews teachers and administrators stated 

that the district focused on math, ELA, and reading in order to improve student achievement in 

those areas. Study groups and committees were developed at the district level to help teachers 

prepare students for the MCAS test after student weaknesses were identified.  

 

4. The district’s professional development programs included training in the teaching of the 

curriculum frameworks, participatory decision-making, community and parental involvement, 

and other skills required for the effective implementation of education reform. 
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Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In reviewing the documents, the district’s professional development program 

provided for training in the teaching of curriculum frameworks, participatory decision-making, 

and community and parent involvement. During interviews, staff and administrators indicated 

that they aligned district and school improvement plans with the district goals and objectives 

based on design protocols. Consultants and administrators conducted workshops in the analysis 

of MCAS test results, curriculum alignment, and improving teaching skills. Inclusion teams, 

building-based support teams, MCAS test study teams, and teacher meetings are examples of 

participatory decision-making in the district. Parent and community communication was 

ongoing. Parents with Internet access received newsletters through electronic mail. Parents were 

very supportive of the school system and were present at the public and school meetings. The 

district and schools published school report cards. School councils were a part of the school, 

parent, and community communication network. School councils were involved in many 

decision-making opportunities regarding their students’ education. 

 

5. The district’s programs included: data analysis skills for staff, the use of item analysis, and 

disaggregated data to address all students’ achievement, accommodations for diverse styles of 

learning, and skill building in curriculum development, delivery, and instructional techniques. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: During interviews with staff, teachers and administrators indicated their 

understanding of data analysis and their ongoing use of item analysis to address student 

achievement and accommodate instruction for diverse styles of learning. The district spent one 

full professional development day per year analyzing disaggregated MCAS test results and using 

the test data to identify at-risk students. This identification of at-risk students translated into 

instructional accommodation at the classroom level to improve student achievement. The district 

offered a graduate-level summer course for two summers in differentiated instruction. However, 

in interviews during the site visit, special education and regular education teachers questioned 

the effectiveness of the present inclusion model because the regular education and special 

education teachers did not co-plan regularly; students were sometimes pulled out to address IEP 

requirements resulting in gaps in special education students’ learning; and, special education 
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teachers were often absent because of required testing and team meetings, resulting in a lack of 

modifications for special education students. Professional development had been offered in 

instructional accommodation for diverse learning styles, but special education teachers stated in 

interviews that not all teachers had participated in these courses or had used differentiated 

instruction in classes. Administrators provided training in curriculum mapping for all teachers.   

 

6. Administrators and teachers advanced their knowledge and skills on a regular basis by enrolling 

in courses that were directly related to their professional assignments.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Teachers in the district advanced their knowledge in a variety of ways. The district 

provided a $500 stipend for conferences, college courses, and workshops. The district also 

provided teachers with professional development points to apply to DOE certification 

requirements. The district required that all professional development related directly to the 

teacher’s individual professional development plan, the SIP, the DIP, and signed by 

administrators. Teachers also served on district committees to review the district curriculum, 

identify at-risk students, and develop instructional accommodations. In interviews with special 

education staff, teachers indicated that the district had offered professional development in 

differentiated instruction, co-teaching models, peer modeling, and alternative instructional 

delivery systems. Teacher interviews and focus groups indicated the district’s goal toward which 

they were working was that special education students would be serviced in a regular classroom 

with the instructional supports they needed. 

 

7. Teachers were involved in the development, implementation, and assessment of the district’s 

professional development program. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: During the review period, the district developed committees, in some cases 

numbering 25 members, including administrators and teachers, to discuss district issues. 

Discussions emphasized district goals and objectives, the identification of specific instructional 

priorities and the need for professional development offerings in primary areas of need. Teachers 

were involved in the planning of the district’s five professional development days. In addition, 
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teachers developed professional development initiatives during common planning time. The 

district also had a governance committee that met monthly and worked collaboratively to 

improve the district’s curriculum and assessment practices. Teachers were also involved with 

school councils and made recommendations to the district regarding professional development 

planning in identified priority areas. The district did not formally evaluate the professional 

development program. 
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Domain C:  Academic Support Services 

 
 Standards                                              Indicators 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total

Domain C - Academic Support Services        

S9 - Student Academic Support: Programs        

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 1 1 6 

  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

S10 - Student Academic Support: Program 

Management & Evaluation        

 Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 

 Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 0 N/A 4 

 Poor 0 0 0 0 1 N/A 1 

 Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 

 

Standard 9. STUDENT ACADEMIC SUPPORT PROGRAMS: For the period under 

examination, the district provided appropriate academic support services in ELA, math, and 

other core content areas for students who were not meeting state performance expectations.  

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• Shirley schools had procedures and practices in place that monitored student progress, 

analyzed performance data, and provided programs to students who did not score in the 

‘Proficient’ category. 

• Interviews with district personnel indicated that they used student data and local benchmarks 

to identify all students not meeting grade-level expectations and provided them with 

supplementary and remedial services. 

• Grade 3 ELA students’ MCAS test results improved from 59 percent scoring in the 

‘Proficient’ category in 2001 to 67 percent, in 2004. The ‘Needs Improvement’ scores 

decreased from 37 percent to 30 percent between 2001 and 2004. 

 

Indicators: 
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1. The district monitored student progress through the assessment of individual student 

performance data and provided students who were not proficient with additional programs and 

support to assist their progress. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Interviews with district personnel indicated that procedures and practices were in 

place that monitored student progress, analyzed performance data, and provided programs to 

students who were not proficient. Teachers monitored student progress in a variety of ways. 

During the review period, all kindergarten students were screened in phonemic awareness in the 

spring of each year. Pre-K was tested with a Brigance. The district’s early childhood screening 

identified at-risk students and instructional intervention programs were developed from these 

screenings.  

 

In the Grade 1 classroom, teachers used early childhood screening instruments in addition to the 

observation survey. Students were rank ordered according to academic ability. At-risk students 

were provided with instructional intervention. Grade 2 assessed students throughout the year; 

they used the DRA score and teacher referral to identify students in need. Grades 3-4 assessed 

individual student needs by consulting with the Grade 2 teachers and assessing DRA scores. 

Grade 4 used the new DRA assessment tool; in addition, teachers used informal assessments. 

The reading specialist also conducted reading assessments. Teachers administrated the DRA to 

all K-3 students at the beginning and end of the school year. In Grade 4, teachers administered 

the DRA in the fall and spring of each year. At-risk students were administered the DRA three 

times per year.  

 

Middle school assessments of student performance data consisted of a meeting of grades 4-5 

teachers to review each student’s academic status. At-risk students were identified and assigned a 

reading specialist trained in Wilson Reading, a phonics-based reading system. MCAS test results 

were also reviewed, student weaknesses identified, and remedial programs developed. In 

addition, student study teams (SSTs) assessed and reviewed student performance. Based on a 

student’s academic or behavioral need, the administration made further referrals to the special 

education or academic support staff when needed. The district also provided a literacy program 

for two 45-minute blocks per week using a direct instruction approach.  
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The district offered a variety of academic support programs which included an extended day 

program with tutoring and homework support, Reading Recovery, reading specialists, student 

study teams, guidance counseling at the elementary level, a middle school behavior specialist, 

504 plans, MCAS test remediation, and flex programming which included additional tutoring. 

 

2. The district adopted and implemented a District Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP) as a 

component of the District Improvement Plan (DIP) to assist principals in ensuring that all efforts 

were made to meet students’ needs in regular education. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In reviewing the district documents, the components of the DCAP were found in the 

district’s goal and objectives. The principals made efforts to provide regular programming for all 

students. In addition, special education teachers provided academic support within the regular 

classroom. The district adopted a guidance curriculum at the elementary and kindergarten levels. 

The district used the Michigan Guidance Model within the regular program. The district also 

provided a literacy program, a foster grandparents program, and parent volunteers trained to 

work with the Pre-K and Kindergarten populations. Extended day programming and extended 

year programming were also additional supports provided to regular education students. The 

district provided SSTs that met weekly to discuss student problems that occurred in the regular 

classroom. The SSTs included parent conferences. The SSTs developed modifications to the 

regular programming, if required, and met with classroom teachers to discuss modifications to 

regular programming. 

 

3. Components of the DCAP included the following:  

a. direct and systematic instruction in reading; 

b. provision of services to address the needs of students whose behavior may have 

interfered with learning;  

c. provisions encouraging teacher mentoring and collaboration and parental 

involvement; and  

d. assistance to classroom teachers, such as professional development, to help them 

analyze and accommodate the needs of students. 
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Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district’s DCAP included direct instruction in reading for all students. The district 

used Fundations in grades 1-2. When at-risk students were identified, the administration assigned 

the student to a reading specialist who provided individual and group reading support. In 

addition to a double block of literacy, the district also provided guided reading and Reading 

Recovery. The district hired a consultant to produce a district-wide code of discipline. Embedded 

within the code of discipline was a behavior intervention model. Most teachers were trained in 

behavior management. The district had a peer mediation program in which a trained mediator 

met with students and staff three times per week. Students were able to refer themselves for peer 

mediation. Interviews with support staff indicated that the district had a K-8 counseling program.  

 

The district developed behavior plans for high-risk students who were made aware of the 

expectations and consequences of the plan. Additionally, the district had crisis intervention 

teams. The district offered a formalized program for parents from the Michigan Model in human 

sexuality and violence prevention. Additional workshops were offered to parents in behavior 

management. The district had a guidance counselor who met with parents regularly. Parents were 

involved and supportive of the school system. Many parents served as volunteers in each of the 

schools to help students with reading issues. Parents in the district were also involved with 

school councils. During interviews district administrators described the teacher mentoring 

program. New teachers were paired with experienced teachers at the same grade level. The 

mentors received a $500.00 stipend. 

 

4. At each grade level, the district used data available from classroom teachers, standardized tests, 

and local benchmarks to identify all students who are not meeting grade-level performance 

expectations and provided these students with sufficient supplementary and/or remedial services. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Interviews with district personnel indicated they used student data and local 

benchmarks to identify all students not meeting grade-level expectations and provided them with 

supplementary and remedial services. Examples of the assessments the district used included 

MCAS trend data, MCAS data analysis, benchmark testing, DRA, Brigance Early Childhood 
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Screening, the Woodcock-Johnson Test of Achievement, and teacher-developed math 

assessments. Administrators and teachers indicated the district had a wide variety of academic 

support and remedial programs which included extended day and extended school year 

programs: homework and tutoring support, Reading Recovery, Wilson-trained reading 

specialists, student study teams, a behavior specialist, MCAS remediation/flex programming, 

summer academic programs, full-day Kindergarten, mental health services, and full-day Pre-K 

and Kindergarten programs. In addition, the district had 504 plans and individual student success 

plans. Teachers also indicated the district had foster grandparent and parent volunteer programs. 

 

5. Early intervention programs in literacy were provided at the primary level to ensure that by the 

end of Grade 3 students were reading at the ‘Proficient’ level on the MCAS test. * 

*This indicator is not applicable to secondary and Vocational schools and districts. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: During interviews with administrators and teachers, in addition to school visits, the 

EQA examiners found a Pre-K program certified by the National Association for the Education 

of Young Children (NAEYC) program for three- and four-year-olds. The district serviced 90 

Pre-K and 80 Kindergarten students in a full-day program. The district was committed to early 

intervention and assigned paraprofessionals to all Pre-K and Kindergarten programs and supplied 

the facilities with the necessary equipment. Extensive support services such as occupational 

therapy, physical therapy, speech and special education services were provided for Pre-K and 

Kindergarten students. The early childhood program also had a skill development team which 

monitored individual student performance including the DRA, phonemic awareness, the 

Brigance early screening instrument, and observation surveys. Reading specialists also 

conducted reading assessments. For the review period, the number of Grade 3 ELA students 

scoring in the ‘Proficient’ category increased from 59 percent in 2001 to 67 percent in 2004. The 

number of students scoring in the ‘Needs Improvement’ category decreased from 37 percent in 

2001 to 30 percent in 2004. 

 

6. The district's MCAS success plan was approved by the Department of Education, and contained 

the elements articulated in MGL Chapter 69, §11 (in applicable districts only). 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: A review of the documents submitted by the district, as well as interviews with 

district personnel indicated the Department of Education (DOE) had approved the district student 

success plan according to a letter from DOE dated April 2001. The DOE stated that it had 

“determined that the district wide success plan submitted by your district effectively addresses 

the key questions and meets the standards for approval.” 

 

 

Standard 10. STUDENT ACADEMIC SUPPORT: PROGRAM MANAGEMENT AND 

EVALUATION: For the period under examination, the district engaged in a comprehensive 

analysis of the results from student performance assessments and student needs in order to 

determine the content and scope of academic support services that were offered. 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• The district lacked a policy for documented, formal, comprehensive program evaluation, but 

had evaluated its special education program and used MCAS results to asses its academic 

programs annually. 

• MCAS test trend data indicated little positive change for students in the aggregate and 

showed decreased proficiency for the special education subgroup in math. 

 

Indicators: 

 

1. The district engaged in a documented, formal, comprehensive analysis of the results from student 

performance assessments and student needs to determine the content and scope of academic 

programs and support services offered. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In reviewing the district’s records and during interviews with administrators and 

professional staff, the district engaged in an annual analysis of the results from student 

performance assessments to determine the scope of academic programs. Examples of results 

included an annual analysis of MCAS test data including subgroup data and graphed item 

analysis of student performance, curriculum-based math tests, and curriculum mapping. Based 
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on these analyses, teachers and administrators adjusted the curriculum to accommodate 

instruction for at-risk students. Teachers had used curriculum mapping to adjust instruction. 

During interviews with administrators, the EQA examiners found that all teachers submitted 

assessment data related to MCAS practice testing to their principal. Examples of all MCAS 

practice testing were submitted for the low, middle and average groups of students. The principal 

monitored the progress of each group. The middle school principal had instituted curriculum 

mapping in grades 5-8 in 2003-04. Teachers used this software to begin the development of 

pacing guides for core curricula. The district provided an array of support services but budget 

difficulties caused a number of key support staff to be cut including director of special education, 

teacher assistants, and a Reading Recovery teacher; these cuts negatively impacted student 

services. 

 

2. The district used MCAS grant funds to develop or enhance academic support programs for 

students scoring in 'Warning/Failing' and 'Needs Improvement' categories. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: During the review period, the district made use of the MCAS remediation grant from 

2001-02. In 2003-04, the grant was no longer available for grades 3-8. In 2001-03, the district 

developed extended school day and school year programs supported by the MCAS remediation 

grant. Fourteen teachers provided 180 hours of after-school and summer tutoring. The MCAS 

remediation grant also focused on the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ category of 

MCAS tests and the grant provided targeted instruction for those students identified at risk. 

Individual Student Success Plans (ISSPs) were also developed to address academic deficiencies. 

 

3. District and/or school administrators evaluated the overall effectiveness of its grant-funded 

MCAS success program. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: During the MCAS grant period 2001-2002, the district administered pre- and post-

testing to students to assess the effectiveness of the MCAS grant on student achievement. Both 

the after-school and summer programs were evaluated. The district continued to fund these 
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programs out of the local budget, since it had not received the MCAS remediation grant for the 

last two years.  

 

4. The district used a range of supplemental support programs to advance student performance for 

those students in need. These programs were designed to address a variety of learner needs and 

styles in the assessed content areas. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: During the review period, the district used a variety of supplemental support 

programs. These programs included: the extended day program, which includes tutoring and 

homework support, Reading Recovery, Wilson-trained reading specialists, SSTs, an elementary 

guidance counselor, a middle school behavior intervention specialist, reading specialists, 504 

plans, additional time for remediation in ELA and math in middle school and elementary school 

days, summer academic programs in ELA and math, full-day Kindergarten, individual and group 

counseling at Shirley Middle School provided by Lipton Mental Health Center, after-school 

tutoring by teachers, special education programming, ISSPs, and a well-provisioned Pre-K 

program for half of the district’s students. 

 

5. Evaluations of academic support programs indicated that overall programs were efficient, 

managed effectively, and resulted in moving students from ‘Warning/Failing’ and ‘Needs 

Improvement' to the 'Proficient' category.  

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: In the review period, the Shirley district formally evaluated their special education 

programs through the assistance of a consultant and self-assessed their pre-school and pre-

Kindergarten programs. In addition, the district engaged in an annual analysis of the results from 

student performance assessments to determine the scope of academic programs. According to the 

data, the district made some progress in moving students in the aggregate from 

‘Warning/Failing’ to ‘Needs Improvement’ and from ‘Needs Improvement’ to ‘Proficient.’ 

However, some subgroups had made little progress and some had moved downward from 2001-

04. According to the data, in 2004 Shirley achieved Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) in the 

aggregate, but failed to achieve AYP for the special education subgroup in ELA and for both the 
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special education and FRL/Y subgroups in math. The Composite Performance Index (CPI) 

change for the district decreased 3.3 points in ELA for special education students and 5.6 points 

in math. However, CPI changes for the low income subgroup increased by 0.1 points in ELA and 

by 2.5 points in math. For the aggregate in ELA, the district had a CPI of 82.9, 7.3 points above 

the state target of 75.6; but below Shirley’s on-target range of 84.3-88.3. For the aggregate in 

math, the district had a CPI of 68.6, 7.2 points above the state target of 60.8, but below Shirley’s 

on-target range of 71.5-75.5.    

 

In Shirley, Grade 3 MCAS reading scores for special education students had improved 

somewhat. The percentage of special education students scoring in the ‘Proficient’ category 

increased from 21 percent to 40 percent between 2001 and 2004.  

 

However, the Grade 4 scores did not show consistent improvement. In Grade 4 ELA, the 

percentage of special education students who scored ‘Proficient’ or above in ELA varied from 0 

percent in 2001 to a high of 18 percent in 2002, and 6 percent in 2004.  The percentage of Grade 

4 special education students who received ‘Warning/Failing’ or ‘Needs Improvement’ in ELA 

decreased slightly from 100 percent in 2001 to 94 percent in 2004. In Grade 4 math, the scores 

remained flat with 83 percent of special education students scoring ‘Warning/Failing’ or ‘Needs 

Improvement’ in 2001 and 84 percent in 2004. In Grade 6 math, the special education 

‘Warning/Failing’ scores did not improve. In 2001, 94 percent of students received 

‘Warning/Failing’ or ‘Needs Improvement’ scores, and in 2004, 100 percent of special education 

students received ‘Warning/Failing’ or ‘Needs Improvement’ scores.   

 

In Grade 3, FRL/Y students’ scores increased in the ‘Proficient’ category from 30 percent to 47 

percent, and decreased in the combined ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories 

from 70 percent to 53 percent.   

 

The Grade 4 FRL/Y scores for ELA shifted downward during the review period, from 45 percent 

scoring in the ‘Proficient’ category in 2001 to 18 percent in 2004, and from 45 percent scoring in 

the combined ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories in 2001 to 91 percent in 

2004. Grade 4 math scores showed little improvement, from 100 percent scoring in the ‘Needs 
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Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories in 2001 to 91 percent in 2004, and from 0 

percent scoring in the ‘Proficient’ category in 2001 to 9 percent in 2004. 

 

The Grade 6 math scores for special education students remained flat with 94 percent, 100 

percent, and 100 percent of the students receiving ‘Needs Improvement’ or ‘Warning/Failing’ in 

2002, 2003, and 2004, respectively. In Grade 6 math, for the FRL/Y subgroup, the percentage of 

students scoring in the ‘Proficient’ category decreased from 50 percent to 37 percent. 

 

In Grade 8 math, special education scores changed little. In 2001, 100 percent of students scored 

in the ‘Warning/Failing’ or ‘Needs Improvement’ categories, and in 2004, 95 percent scored in 

the ‘Warning/Failing’ or ‘Needs Improvement’ categories. In 2001 and 2004, the percentage of 

students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category decreased from 70 to 75 percent; the 

percentage scoring in the ‘Needs Improvement’ category decreased from 30 to 20 percent; and 

the percentage scoring in the ‘Proficient’ category increased from 0 to 5 percent. In Grade 8 

math, FRL/Y scores were available only for 2004, and 30 percent of the students received 

‘Advanced’ or ‘Proficient’ scores. 
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Domain D:  Leadership, Governance and Organization 
 

 Standards        Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total

Domain D - Leadership, Governance, & 

Organization           

S11 - Organizational Leadership: Direction, Goal

Setting, Policies, & Planning           

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Satisfactory 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 6 

  Poor 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

S12 - Organizational & Human Resource

Management           

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 9 

  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 

Standard 11. ORGANIZATIONAL LEADERSHIP: DIRECTION, GOAL SETTING, 

POLICIES AND PLANNING: For the period under examination, the district, each of its 

schools, and programs implemented improvement plans that were based on a comprehensive 

vision or mission, clear priorities for student achievement, and the analysis of recent and long-

range student performance data. The district maintained organized, accessible, thorough, and 

complete documentation on past and current initiatives, practices, policies, procedures, and 

achievements of the district and its students. The implementation of improvement plans was 

consistently assessed and modified based on the ongoing analysis of student achievement data. 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• The school committee policy manual was not updated until the EQA visit. 

• The school committee did not evaluate the superintendent during half of the review period. 

• The Shirley district had an approved District Improvement Plan (DIP) and School 

Improvement Plans (SIPs). 

• A member of the school committee was the principal of an area high school that served many 

of the tuitioned-out students from the district. 
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• A member of the school committee advised members of the community to vote against an 

override for school funding when they went to the polls. 

 

Indicators: 

 

1. The district had a clearly understood vision and/or mission, goals, and priorities included in the 

District Improvement Plan (DIP). The plan and the analysis of student achievement data drove 

the development, implementation, and modification of educational programs, services, and 

practices. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In 1995, the district developed a strategic plan that involved a large number of people 

including administrators, teachers, support staff, town officials, parents, business people, and 

community members. The district hired a consultant to facilitate the process and the school 

committee formally adopted the plan that became the driving force of the district. While the 

mission statement had remained the same for the ten-year period, the vision changed 

considerably over the years and this plan eventually became the District Improvement Plan 

(DIP). For the review period, the district had a DIP that the school committee reviewed annually. 

Curriculum improvements, MCAS test targets for student performance, specific programmatic 

changes, committee tasks, and facilities and school climate initiatives were included in the DIP. 

The superintendent reviewed the status of the plan two or three times per year to keep the 

committee apprised of its implementation and the results of specific goals. Administrators stated 

in interviews that the MCAS test had an important impact on the goals of the DIP and that the 

administration used student achievement as a basis for the annual update. For example, the 

decision to revamp the report card system was a direct result of the review of data that showed a 

standards-based reporting system was needed to better serve the student population in the 

reporting of student achievement.  

 

2. School Committee members were informed and knowledgeable about their responsibilities under 

Education Reform, and relied on student achievement and other data as the foundation of their 

policy making and decision making. 

Rating: Poor 
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Evidence: Shirley district had a five-member school committee and each member had been 

elected for a three-year term. Three of the school committee members had been newly elected 

since 2003. In an interview, school committee members stated that with the exception of the 

most recently elected member, all committee members had participated in the eight hour 

Massachusetts Association of School Committees (MASC) program. In addition, the 

superintendent and both principals had participated in the training. School committee members 

stated that they did not mentor their new members. Members stated that they followed the lead of 

the superintendent when making decisions and relied on the information given to them by the 

administrative team when developing the annual budget. The members who were interviewed 

said that they had an open door policy with the superintendent, and that if they received 

telephone calls with regard to the school district, they directed the callers to make contact with 

individual teachers or administrators. They stated they knew the chain of command and followed 

protocols. Examiners noted that one member of the school committee serves as the principal of 

an area high school that served many of the tuitioned-out students from the district.  

 

In interviews with the school committee, one member indicated that he had been frustrated by 

the format of financial reports received by the committee and stated that the reports were very 

difficult to understand. Members of the committee stated that they had not authorized budget line 

changes at any time during the school year. In the meeting with town officials, an interviewee 

stated that during a recent override attempt one member of the school committee advised 

members of the community to vote no when they went to the polls.  

 

3. The district maintained organized, accessible, thorough, and complete documentation on past and 

current initiatives, practices, policies, procedures, and achievements of the district and its 

students. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: During the review period, the school committee had not updated the policy manual on 

a regular basis, and the manual contained only those policies mandated by the Massachusetts 

Department of Education. Interviewees stated that the past committees did not see the need for 

policies for the district and had not been interested in looking at models that were available to 
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them. It should be noted that during the second half of the 2004-05 school year, the committee 

had adopted a full policy manual that was aligned with the MASC model. 

 

4. An approved School Improvement Plan (SIP) for every school, aligned with the district’s plan, 

was in use and based on the analysis of student achievement data.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Both the Lura White elementary school and the middle school had a School 

Improvement Plan (SIP) for every year under investigation. The school committee approved all 

SIPs on an annual basis and each principal made presentations to the committee. It was stated in 

interviews that school councils had been in place during the period under review, but that none 

had been very active as the SIPs were developed during 2001 and 2002. However, during 2003 

and 2004 the councils had become more vested in their roles as student activists. It was reported 

in administrative interviews that all SIPs were aligned with the current DIP and the needs of each 

school had been taken into account. All of the SIPs reviewed by the EQA team had goals relating 

to student achievement for all of the years under review. During the final two years under review 

the EQA examiners noted that the detail each SIP became more defined and focused. 

 

5. District administrators, building administrators, and teachers demonstrated that they had the 

skills to use aggregate and individual test analyses to inform and assess the effectiveness of the 

planning process, and to improve instructional programs and services for all student populations. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In interview sessions teachers and administrators stated that the analysis of student 

performance had been supported by a full professional day held in the fall and used exclusively 

to review MCAS test data. Teachers met by both grade level and subject area to disaggregate the 

information and to analyze student performance. The superintendent and building principals 

assisted the classroom teachers in how to make adjustments to the curriculum to ensure students 

were receiving the needed information for continuous improvement. All administrators stated 

they were trained in TestWiz and shared the information with all members of the staff. In 

interviews both teachers and administrators stated that many teachers at the middle school 

understood TestWiz and used this software to analyze MCAS data. Teachers stated that they 
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used common planning time at the middle school to analyze student performance on a regular 

basis. The principals worked in tandem, to provide members of the staff of each building with 

the results of the analysis of student data at all levels to ensure the elimination of gaps in the 

curriculum offerings. 

 

6. District leaders monitored student achievement data throughout the year, considered the goals 

identified in the DIP, and individual SIPs, and implemented programs, policies, and services that 

were most likely to result in improved student achievement. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In interview sessions administrators stated that during weekly administrative 

meetings, time was always allotted to discuss the implementation of the DIP and SIPs as well as 

student achievement. The areas of curriculum, facilities, school climate, and community 

partnerships were the focal points of these meetings. As a result of the noted low scores in 

mathematics throughout the district for the review period the district had purchased a new math 

series upon the recommendation of the teaching staff. In addition, teachers had placed increased 

emphasis in the area of open-ended questions as a result of the analysis of poor student 

performance in this section of the MCAS test. Administrators stated that past MCAS test 

questions were distributed to the staff and that these were incorporated into the daily curriculum. 

The district initiated an after school tutoring program during the 2001-02 school year to aid 

students who were identified by teachers as needing additional support. The program was well 

attended; however, a lack of funding and the loss of the late bus proved to be the demise of the 

program during the following school year. 

 

7. All of the district’s administrators were appropriately certified. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The review of administrative personnel files indicated that all of the district 

administrators were certified for the years under investigation with the exception of the business 

manager. 
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8. The leadership reported annually to the school committee, staff, and community concerning the 

extent to which the implementation of the DIP and SIPs did/did not result in improved student 

achievement. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The principals and sometimes members of the school councils provided annual 

reports to the school committee on the implementation and outcomes of the SIPs. Principals had 

presented a review of the implementation of each SIP relative to student achievement at these 

meetings and presented the goals established for the upcoming school year. The superintendent 

also reported on the status of the DIP three times per year to keep the committee apprised of the 

achievement of the four designated goals. The superintendent provided reports on the results of 

the MCAS testing program. Advances and areas of weakness were discussed as well as the way 

that the district was addressing these weaknesses. Annual reports from the superintendent and the 

building principals were reviewed and distributed to the community. School newsletters were 

sent home to parents on a regular basis and included information on student achievement and 

curricular and instructional updates. The middle school principal also sent school notices to 

parents or guardians through electronic mail. 

 

9. The superintendent's performance was evaluated annually based on the district’s state assessment 

results and implementation of the DIP. This evaluation served as the basis for setting 

compensation and improving the future job performance of the superintendent. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

 

Evidence: A review of personnel files showed that the superintendent had been evaluated in 

2001 and 2002, but had not been evaluated in 2003 or 2004. The tool used included the four 

goals identified in the DIP with a numerical range of 1-5. All members of the committee had 

been involved in the evaluation of the superintendent and a composite of all the scores was given 

at a regularly scheduled meeting. The school committee said very little beyond the numerical 

rankings in the 2002 superintendent assessment, although the superintendent stated that he had 

met with the school committee to discuss the evaluation orally. The superintendent had been 

given a six-year contract and the annual salary increase had been built in to that original contract. 

The annual raise was not directly linked to student achievement or the advancement of the 
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district. The superintendent voluntarily reduced the percentage of his contracted raise during the 

final year under review. 

 

 

Standard 12. ORGANIZATIONAL AND HUMAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT: For the 

period under examination, the district had organizational structures, policies, collective 

bargaining agreements, procedures, and practices with clear lines of authority, responsibility, and 

accountability. Teacher retention/turnover rates were within reason. Together, these elements 

promoted efficient and effective district operation and facilitated achievement for all students. 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• The district experienced a great deal of administrative turnover and acknowledged that this 

was due to a weak salary schedule.  

• The mentoring program provided support for all teachers entering the system. 

 

Indicators: 

 

1. The superintendent effectively delegated the educational and operational management of the 

schools to the building principals and program directors. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In interview sessions, administrators stated that the building principals had complete 

autonomy. The elementary principal was in charge of three buildings, two of which were PreK-K 

and the third housed grades 1-5. The administrative team, made up of the superintendent, special 

education director, business manager, and the two principals met every Monday morning for 

approximately three hours and discussed issues pertinent to the district. While these meetings did 

not have set agendas, administrators stated that curriculum, budget, student assessment, and 

district issues were addressed. The superintendent sought input from all members of the team. 

These meetings gave each member of the team a chance to understand what was going on in the 

district and to talk about issues surrounding their individual buildings and settings. During the 

2004-05 school year, the position of special education director had been eliminated and the 

superintendent had assumed these responsibilities. 
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2. The district leaders ensured that:  

a. All principals were aware of and understood published policies and district 

improvement plans, and 

b. The district used system-wide and intra-district communication systems to keep all 

faculty and staff informed and to provide avenues for response.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: All principals had copies of the policies that had been approved by the school 

committee that included many student related policies in the student handbooks. The weekly 

administrative meetings allowed the time for pertinent information to be shared and discussed. 

Any proposed changes to district policy were explained by the superintendent and the 

superintended sought out the input of all administrators. Administrators discussed the goals of 

the district as well as the status of the SIPs. 

 

The district used a variety of communication systems to keep all members of the educational 

community informed of school and district initiatives. All administrators used electronic mail to 

convey information from building to building and from administrator to administrator. Staff 

meetings and postings were the main ways in which the principals relayed information to 

classroom teachers. In addition, notices were sent out and posted whenever new information had 

to be shared. When EQA members toured the facilities, they noted that postings and notices were 

prominently displayed in each building. The two local newspapers reported the outcomes of each 

school committee meeting and also reported on the activities and accomplishments of the 

students in the district. 

 

3. The district was organized in a manner that addressed all aspects of administrative actions and 

had lines of responsibility. Job descriptions for all personnel were current, published, and 

available to all faculty and staff. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district had organizational charts for each building and for the central office. 

Each building chart delineated lines of responsibility clearly and consistently. Some job 
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descriptions were available for review. Administrators stated in meetings that job descriptions 

were updated or written as positions became available. The administration sought union input 

when new positions were created or updated if the changes required modifications to the 

contract. 

 

4. The district had practices for the recruitment and hiring of staff that involved administrative and 

staff participation. The process was perceived as fair and open and focused on identifying and 

acquiring the most qualified individuals for each position. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: All available positions were posted internally first and then advertised in the local 

newspapers and sometimes in the Boston Globe. Positions were also advertised on the 

Massachusetts DOE website and sent to the local colleges. The district was a partner school with 

Fitchburg State College. It was stated in interviews that the building principal had the authority 

to make the final decision about the choice of candidate and that all decisions were made relative 

to the qualifications of the applicant pool. Administrators stated in interviews that budget 

implications were not considered when a position had to be filled. When positions became 

available in the summer, the union membership was notified as stated in the teacher contract. In 

interview sessions with staff and union representatives, teachers stated that the recruitment and 

hiring of staff were open and fair. It was also stated by teachers in interview sessions that outside 

influence from the community was not an issue when an appointment was made. 

 

5. The district employed qualified teachers who were certified in the area(s) of their primary 

assignment or responsibility. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For each of the years under investigation, the district employed waivered teachers. It 

was stated that the staff tracked waiver information closely and those staff members had to report 

on the status of their eventual certification on a regular basis. Interviewees stated that attracting 

certified special education teachers presented a problem. However, the low pupil-teacher ratio 

was very attractive to potential candidates. A review of personnel files showed that all staff 
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members were certified in the area(s) of the primary assignment during the 2004-2005 school 

year, with the exception of one teacher.  

 

6. The district maintained waivers for staff regarding certification and progress toward certification. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: All three members of the teaching staff who were not certified at the beginning of the 

2004-05 school year had waivers on file in the superintendent’s office and the business manager 

constantly checked with these individuals as to their progress towards certification. Each of the 

building principals stated that they too worked with members of their staff who were not 

certified and offered assistance to these teachers as they worked towards becoming certified. 

During the school year, two of the three teachers on waivers had become certified. 

Administrators stated that if a teacher did not become certified after a two-year period on 

waivers, the teacher was not re-hired. 

 

7. The district actively undertook efforts to provide teachers new to the district and to the 

profession with coaches and mentors in their respective roles. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district had established a formal mentoring program and mentors were given a 

stipend in accordance with the teachers’ contract for the years under investigation. Teachers who 

were new to the district were assigned a mentor whether they were a first year teacher or not. A 

recently hired teacher with many years of experience stated that even though he had been 

reluctant to be assigned a mentor at the beginning of his teaching experience in the district, the 

process proved to be very worthwhile. In interview sessions, administrators stated that the 

mentors received no formal training; however, the superintendent and principals worked with the 

mentors to ensure a uniform approach was in place. Mentors and mentees were assigned 

according to building and grade or subject area and met on a regular basis. 

 

8. The district ensured that all personnel records were carefully compiled, maintained, and available 

to all appropriate faculty and staff. 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: All personnel files were kept in the office of the superintendent. All pertinent 

information such as personal information, signed and dated evaluations, letters of commendation 

or concern, certification, and attendance information were included. The files were well 

organized and each component was color-coded to aid in the retrieval of information. The district 

had a set procedure for staff to review their personnel files that included the date and signature of 

the employee. The central office asked members of the staff to call ahead so that the file would 

be ready for their review. 

 

9. District employment policies and practices identified and encouraged skilled, qualified personnel 

to be appointed to and remain in the district’s employ, which resulted in a low rate of teacher and 

administrative turnover among qualified staff.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the review years, the district had experienced a great deal of turnover in both the 

teaching and administrative staff. The greatest number of turnovers had been in the 

administrative body. Two principals had been in the district for two years, one at the elementary 

school and the other at the middle school. The current middle school principal indicated she 

would be leaving the district at the end of the year. The major problem cited was the low salary 

schedule. The salary of a first-year principal was approximately the same as a teacher with 

twenty-five years of experience and a Masters degree with an additional 75 credits. District 

administration also cited the change in special education staff as a problem. School committee 

members stated they were aware of the inadequacies in salaries; however, they stated that the 

financial issues in the town made it very difficult to address the low salaries afforded to 

administrators. 

 



 Domain E:  Business and Financial Management 

 

 Standards      Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total

Domain E - Business & Financial 

Management            

S13 - Budget Preparation & Development            

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Satisfactory 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 5 

  Poor 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 3 

  Unsatisfactory 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

S14 - Financial Asset Management            

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 

  Satisfactory 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 1 

  Poor 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 N/A 7 

  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 N/A 1 

S15 - Supplemental, Capital, & Facilities

Asset Management            

 Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 

 Satisfactory 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 N/A 7 

 Poor 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 N/A 1 

 Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 1 

Standard 13. BUDGET PREPARATION AND DEVELOPMENT: For the period under 

examination, the district had a budget preparation and development process that ensured full 

consideration and effective use of available resources essential for district and school operations 

focused on student achievement.  The school committee, superintendent, administrators, faculty, 

staff, parents, and members of the community met their responsibility to ensure that the school 

budget and appropriations met the educational and achievement needs of all students.  

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• The district's school committee policy did not set budget development policies. 

• The percentage of the district's school budget devoted to teachers declined from 52 percent of 

the budget to 42 percent.  

• The students with disabilities subgroup’s scores on the MCAS exam declined. 
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1. There were clear, documented policies and procedures for the development of the district’s 

budget to ensure input from all staff. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the period under review the district did not have written documented policies in 

place for the development of the district budget. The district had informal procedures in place 

that the administration felt allowed input from staff. These procedures worked, from teaching 

staff to building principals to superintendent to school committee. 

 

The district had informal procedures that the administration felt allowed input from custodial and 

maintenance staff through the business manager.  

 

Teachers stated in interviews with the examiners that in the first three years of the review period 

they were given forms on which to place orders for those things they absolutely needed to deliver 

instruction, with an additional place for a wish list. Teachers also stated that each year the items 

listed as essential were cut back because of budget limitations. 

 

2. Relevant budget development decisions were premised on a clear, documented systemic analysis 

of student performance data as well as other pertinent information.  

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

 

Evidence: Although administrators stated that student performance data became a part of the 

budget development process through the District Improvement Plan and School Improvement 

Plans, the district lacked a clear, documented systemic analysis of student performance that was 

part of the budget development process. 

 

Money availability was the driving force in budget development as evidenced by the fact that 

while subgroup performance needed extra resources for improvement, staff, supplies, and 

materials were cut from the budget in areas such as special education that directly impacted 

student performance. 
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3. The district’s budget development process was clear, document and integrated district and school 

improvement plans, long-term goals, and action plans.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Although the budget development process was not documented in the district’s policy 

book, the procedure was clear and administrators stated during interviews that the process 

integrated the DIP and SIPs. 

 

Long-term goals were integrated as funds available allowed, and action plans were discussed in 

the development process and included when funds were available. 

 

4. The district allocated its resources based on the ongoing analysis of student assessment data in 

the aggregate and disaggregated by student subgroups to improve achievement for all student 

populations.  

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: The district administrators analyzed the student assessment data and disseminated the 

aggregated and disaggregated information to the teaching staff during a professional 

development day devoted to MCAS test analysis at the beginning of the school year. The staff 

was then asked for feedback as to what they needed to improve student performance. The 

administration considered the feedback information as they developed the budget. 

 

Although needs could not be met in all cases, when it was possible, the district reallocated the 

budget to meet students’ needs. 

 

The administration had used this process to reallocate resources in the elementary math 

curriculum in response to low math MCAS test scores. However, the administration had not used 

the process in an ongoing way to increase student achievement for all subgroups as cuts were 

made in special needs staffing, despite evidence of low special needs students’ performance 

during the review period. (Shirley special education students had 87 percent of their scores in 

‘Warning’ or ‘Needs Improvement’ compared to the state average of 79 percent. Shirley special 

education students’ performance dropped from a score of 43.2 in 2002 to 39.2 in 2004.) 
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5. The district, as part of its budget process, implemented a review process to determine the cost 

effectiveness of all of its programs, initiatives, and activities. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district reviewed its bussing program and combined routes and bus stops to 

reduce cost. The district modified the second and third grade reading curriculum to parallel the 

effectiveness of the Reading Recovery program.  Teachers and administrators reviewed the 

elementary math program that resulted in the purchase of a new math program. The school lunch 

program hired a consultant to improve food service and reduce cost. 

 

6. The district’s budget document was clear, complete, current, and understandable and provided 

accurate information on all fund sources as well as previous history and trends. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the review period, the district's budget documents gave clear historical 

information, funding sources, assessment information, and other revenue sources. A review of 

school committee minutes for the period under review gave evidence that the school committee, 

finance committee, and town meeting members had a clear understandable document from which 

to work. 

 

7. The budget and district’s expenditures were adequate to provide for appropriate levels of 

staffing, professional development, materials, supplies, and equipment.  

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: Although the town exceeded the net school spending requirement for each of the 

years under review, (2001: $247,605 over; 2002: $523,616 over; 2003: $322,332 over; and 2004: 

$405,401 over) administrators and  teachers, in interviews, stated that the budget was not 

adequate to provide for appropriate levels of staffing, professional development, materials, 

supplies, and equipment. 
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Equipment purchases, such as computers for the elementary school, were cut back, and in 

interviews teachers stated that even copy paper was in short supply. During interviews with staff 

members teachers stated that classroom support was lacking in the elementary grades in that 

many teacher aides had been eliminated and supplies had been cut. 

 

8.   The community provided financial resources to ensure an educational program of quality, as 

evidenced by a sufficient district revenue levy. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: The district provided funds that exceeded the required minimum contribution in each 

of the years under review. The town was at its revenue levy; however, charge backs for town 

services to the school district on Schedule 19 were calculated by taking the percent that the 

school budget was of the tax recap total to be raised. The school and town lacked a written 

agreement for the cost or for how to determine actual correlation between services provided and 

amounts charged to the school. During the review period the town charged the school department 

for a portion of the town’s administrative cost. (For example: 9.2 percent of the accountant’s and 

assistant accountant’s salaries; 39.2 percent of the treasurer’s and assistant treasurer’s salaries; 

and 39.2 percent of these positions’ office expenses.) 

 

During the review period for the percent of total budget expended on line 2000, instructional 

services had dropped from 52 percent to 42 percent. The percentage expended on fixed charges 

rose from 9 percent to 14 percent.  

 

9.  The school committee:  

a. reviewed and approved a budget for education in the district according to the process 

and timeline developed with the superintendent, 

b. worked to ensure that necessary funds were appropriated for the district, and  

c. maintained the balance between needs and resources in the distribution of monies, 

and oversaw the operation of the annual school budget. 

Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The school committee followed the superintendent’s process and timeline for the 

review period. 

 

The school committee worked to ensure necessary funds and attempted to pass two budget 

overrides during the review period. 

 

The school committee worked to maintain a balance between needs and resources during a 

period of decreasing resources and oversaw the operation of the annual school budget during the 

review period. 

 

10. The district and its leadership actively pursued and developed community partnerships to expand 

interest and involvement in the educational system and to support the educational needs of the 

students and the financial needs of the system. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district maintained partnerships with a local manufacturing firm and the 

Massachusetts Correctional Institution in the town. These partnerships have benefited the schools 

through volunteer association and equipment repairs. 

 

 

Standard 14. FINANCIAL ASSET MANAGEMENT: For the period under examination, the 

district maintained adequate accounting and financial reporting procedures. This was done to 

inform district-level and school-level decision-makers, to ensure effective and efficient 

managerial control over the use of all funds, and to improve achievement for all students.  

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• The school committee policy manual did not contain policies for expenditures, transfers, and 

investment of funds. 

• The town experienced turnovers of accounting staff that adversely affected the school 

department’s audits. 
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• The software program used by the district made forecasting difficult and made administrators 

unable to check budget balances except through conferring directly with the business 

manager. 

 

Indicators: 

1. School committee policies and guidelines, and administrative procedures were clear regarding 

the processes and expectations for expenditures, transfers, and investment of funds. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: During the review period no school committee policies were submitted to the 

examiners concerning expectations for expenditures, transfers or investment of funds. No school 

committee policies were found or submitted during interviews with district staff. 

 

During interviews, district and town officials brought forth evidence showing that long standing 

practices and procedures were in place and used as guidelines for the expenditures, transfers, and 

investment of funds through the town treasurer. 

 

2. The district exercised appropriate controls to ensure accuracy of local, state, and federal financial 

reports. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: Appropriate controls were in place during the review period; however, the school 

reported audit exceptions for three out of four of the years in the review period. The town had 

experienced a turnover of three town accountants during this four-year period and administrators 

cited this as the cause of the audit exceptions during interviews with the examiners. 

 

3. Regular, timely, accurate, and complete financial reports were made to the school committee and 

the public. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: Financial reports were given to the school committee on an "as needed" basis. A 

review of school committee minutes found that the reports consisted of documents being 
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explained to the committee by the school business manager. In interviews school committee 

members expressed a lack of satisfaction with the financial reports and the timing of those 

reports. 

 

Reports to the public were limited to the periods before town meetings and what was reported in 

the local press. 

 

4. Required local, state, and federal financial reports and statements were filed in a timely manner. 

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: During the review period the school asked for an extension only once.  Reports were 

generally on time and complete. 

 

5. The district used efficient accounting technology that integrated district-level financial 

information with the 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.  

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: The district began a conversion of software programs during the review period. That 

program was now complete except for payroll which was still under the old system. This caused 

some difficulty in forecasting hourly payrolls which had to be transposed from one system to the 

other. 

 

Unexpected and unplanned special needs placements led to budget over spending in the past. The 

town and the school made up the deficit partially through additional town funds and through cuts 

in the schools budget. 

 

6. District administrators were able to accurately track spending and other financial transactions on 

a regular basis. 

Rating: Unsatisfactory 
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Evidence: The system that was in place during the review period did not allow for principals to 

know their school budget balances without conferring with the business manager. Grant 

managers had to depend upon the business manager to keep them informed on budget balances 

and to prompt them for budget amendments.  

 

In most cases during the review period administrators stated that they put in requests and the 

business manager then looked to find a line item with sufficient funds for the purchase. 

 

7. The district reviewed student achievement data and the reviews were reflected in the district’s 

financial decisions. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: The district reviewed student achievement data and discussed the data with the school 

committee at budget time; however the district budget percentage devoted to delivery of 

instruction declined during the review period from 52 percent to 42 percent. Administrators and 

staff stated in interviews that the budget did not provide for adequate instructional delivery to all 

students. 

 

8. The district regularly employed: 

a. certified business officials,  

b. purchasing agents with MCPPO credentials,  

c. independent financial auditors and implemented their recommendations to ensure 

efficient and quality financial systems, and 

d. objective and independent treasurers and a separate auditor.* 

*This portion of indicator 8 is applied to regional academic and vocational school 

districts. 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: The business manager was in the district for over 19 years and was not certified. 

 

The town manager acted as purchasing agent and possessed MCPPO credentials. 
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The town employed an independent financial auditor. The town received audit exceptions during 

the review period and correcting those exceptions and the turnover of town accountants had 

made the issue more complicated. (There had been three accountants in the review period.) 

 

9. The district had a system in place to: 

a. ensure that state bidding laws were followed; 

b. monitor special revenue funds, revolving accounts, and fee structures related to 

them to ensure that they were managed and used efficiently; and, 

c. monitor and track instructional assets, such as texts, materials, supplies, and 

equipment to ensure efficient and maximum utilization. 

d. regularly, at least every five years, competitively procure independent financial 

auditing services 

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: The town manager's department processed all purchases. The town was responsible 

for all bids and quotes. The town had more restrictive thresholds for purchasing than the State’s 

regulations.  

 

The business manager monitored special revenue funds. The district analyzed the school lunch 

fees and had employed a consultant to monitor the program.  

 

Based on an analysis of the district's end of year financial reports the district’s revolving 

accounts were solvent.  

 

The district did not, for the review period, transfer control of student activity accounts from the 

principals and business manager to the town treasurer as required by law. 

 

The district held a grant meeting to discuss with program directors the responsibilities of grant 

management. 

 

The town accountant had a yearly fixed asset report for each school. The school principals 

monitored instructional assets. The school committee approved all textbook purchases. 
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The town’s audit service had put out for bid during the review period. 

 

  

Standard 15. SUPPLEMENTAL, CAPITAL, AND FACILITIES ASSET 

MANAGEMENT: For the period under examination, the district maintained adequate 

accounting and financial reporting procedures and used them to acquire and efficiently manage 

supplemental funding and to promote student achievement and accountability to the public. The 

condition, management, and maintenance of facilities encouraged public support for education 

and were conducive to promoting high levels of student achievement.  

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• The district asked for permission to include part of its custodial salaries as required 

maintenance effort. 

• The school district had not transferred control of the student activity accounts to the town 

treasurer as required by law. 

 

Indicators: 

 

1. Educational and program facilities were of adequate size, clean, safe, well-lit, maintained, and 

conducive to promoting the learning process.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The Shirley School System had four school buildings. The Lura A. White elementary 

school was 65,836 square feet and housed 273 children in grades 1-4. It had been built in 1936 

and added onto in 1959 and 1972. In 2002 the elementary school had been renovated with the 

replacement of boilers and the addition of lighting and other electrical work. 

 

The Center School was 3,724 square feet, and housed 43 pre-K children. This school had been 

built in 1940 and renovated in 2004 with the addition of a heating system and new windows and 

doors.  
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The Shirley School at Devens was 22,500 square feet and was a leased building that housed 119 

pre-K and kindergarten children. This building was constructed in the mid- 1970's and was 

renovated for its current use in 1998. 

 

The Shirley Middle School was 85,000 square feet and housed 285 children in grades 5-8. The 

middle school was completed in November of 2003. 

 

The Shirley schools were of adequate size, clean, safe, and conducive to promoting the learning 

process. The examiners noted maintenance issues during a walk through at the Lura A. White 

School such as damaged veneer on doors and frayed material on overhead heating pipes. 

 

2. The district had a long-term capital plan that was reviewed regularly and revised as needed with 

input from all appropriate stakeholders.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district had a long-term capital plan that was reviewed and revised regularly as 

needed. The district projected the plan out to FY 2014 and broke the plan down by school and by 

categories including: Security/Safety; Structural; Extended Life; Energy Efficiency; and others. 

Because of budget restrictions, the district did not follow the plan in all cases, with many items 

put off for future years and budgets. 

 

3. The district implemented formal preventive maintenance programs for buildings and equipment.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district contracted out its preventive maintenance program for the review period. 

A vendor inspected and maintained the districts elevators and chairlifts at the beginning of each 

year. Security systems, copy machines, fire extinguishers, clock systems, HVAC systems, and all 

technology equipment were maintained in the same way during the review period. 

 

The district also had an in-house preventive maintenance program that covered gym floors, 

playground maintenance, and vent cleaning, among other things. 
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The district’s budget monies for operations and maintenance held at a steady four percent of total 

school budget for the review period.  

 

4. The district spent at least 50% of its combined foundation maintenance and extraordinary 

maintenance targets each fiscal year during the period under examination. (See 603 CMR 38.14).  

Rating: Unsatisfactory 

 

Evidence: During the review period, the district failed to meet the 50 percent combined 

foundation and extraordinary maintenance targets for FY 01 and FY 03. 

 

The district requested permission to consider a portion of the salaries of custodians and the 

custodian supervisor as part of the calculations of maintenance effort for the FY 02 year.  

 

The district requested permission to include an estimated one fifth of its custodial salaries in 

calculating the required maintenance spending in FY 03. No Department of Education or 

Department of Revenue permission was submitted or found.  

 

5. The district tracked its capital assets in accordance with GASB No. 34.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district tracked its capital assets through the town administration in accordance 

with GASB No. 34 for the last two years of the period under review. 

 

6. The district implemented procedures for the appropriate expenditure of monies from all 

supplemental sources of revenue, goods, services, endowments, foundations, and donations.  

Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: The district had procedures for the appropriate expenditures of monies from all 

supplemental sources of revenue, goods, services, endowments, foundations, and donations, 

except for the student activity funds which had not been turned over to the control of the town 

treasurer as required by state law. 

 



  115

7. The district implemented a critical review process to assess the effectiveness and appropriateness 

of supplemental expenditures to ensure that they were used for the purpose intended and to 

improve student achievement.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: At the beginning of each year the district held a grant meeting to discuss with 

principals and program staff the responsibilities regarding grants management. Grants were 

reviewed prior to application to ensure that they were related to the goals of the schools and 

district. Goals included the maintenance of small class size to improve student achievement. 

 

8. In addition to entitlements, the district obtained competitive grants to supplement and support its 

efforts to improve academic achievement for all students.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district reviews and seeks out competitive grants. Many of the competitive grants 

required a higher percentage of poverty in the school population than existed in Shirley. The 

administration challenged the fact that Devens students were not credited to the Town of Shirley. 

The matter was not resolved during the review period. 

 

9. The district coordinated the management and use of grants in an efficient manner.  

Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: All grant reports were submitted on time. All grant budget monies were efficiently 

expended on time and for the purposes outlined in the grants. 
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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). 

 

 

 

 



Appendix B: Shirley’s Chapter 70 Funding and NSS FY1996-2004 
 

  

  

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 

FY96 780   4,325,926   1,547,015 2,152,127   3,699,142   3,808,918   109,776 3 

FY97 767 -1.7 4,390,179 1.5 1,734,073 2,329,448 8.2 4,063,521 9.9 4,345,002 14.1 281,481 6.9 

FY98 841 9.6 4,979,127 13 2,009,992 2,663,262 14.3 4,673,254 15 4,876,696 12.2 203,442 4.4 

FY99 865 2.9 5,258,489 5.6 2,192,178 2,972,833 11.6 5,165,011 10.5 5,278,717 8.2 113,706 2.2 

FY00 895 3.5 5,449,802 3.6 2,403,220 3,120,651 5 5,523,871 6.9 5,718,941 8.3 195,070 3.5 

FY01 917 2.5 5,754,426 5.6 2,491,484 3,281,126 5.1 5,772,610 4.5 6,020,215 5.3 247,605 4.3 

FY02 961 4.8 6,367,747 11 2,563,743 3,804,005 15.9 6,367,748 10.3 6,891,364 14.5 523,616 8.2 

FY03 1,024 6.6 7,014,815 10 2,648,309 4,366,506 14.8 7,014,815 10.2 7,337,147 6.5 322,332 4.6 

FY04 924 -9.8 6,585,194 -6 2,635,025 3,950,169 -9.5 6,585,194 -6.1 6,990,595 -4.7 405,401 6.2 

FY04 924 -9.8 6,585,194 -6 2,635,025 3,950,169 -9.5 6,585,194 -6.1 6,990,595 -4.7 405,401 6.2 

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 
  

          
FY96 5,546 2,759 4,883   49.7 85.5 88 56.5           
FY97 5,724 3,037 5,665   53.1 92.6 99 53.6           
FY98 5,920 3,167 5,799   53.5 93.9 97.9 54.6           
FY99 6,079 3,437 6,103   56.5 98.2 100.4 56.3           
FY00 6,089 3,487 6,390   57.3 101.4 104.9 54.6           
FY01 6,275 3,578 6,565   57 100.3 104.6 54.5           
FY02 6,626 3,958 7,171   59.7 100 108.2 55.2           
FY03 6,850 4,264 7,165   62.2 100 104.6 59.5           
FY04 7,127 4,275 7,566   60 100 106.2 56.5           

 

  

 

 117


	Office of Educational Quality and Accountability
	Educational Management Audit Council
	Robert B. Schwartz, Chairman
	Maura Banta 
	Jeffrey P. Howard
	Visiting Panel

	Dr. Deborah Brady, Field Coordinator
	Charles F. Valera, Senior Associate Examiner
	 Executive Summary
	Assessment and Evaluation:

	 Part I: Overview of the EQA Review Process and the District
	 Part II: Tier I Analysis of Student Achievement and MCAS Test Data
	Shirley
	1.  Proficiency/Achievement: To what extent is the MCAS test performance of all the district’s students meeting or exceeding state proficiency standards?
	Preliminary Finding(s):
	 Figures/Tables 1 A-B: Student MCAS Test Performance, Overall, 2003 and 2004
	A.
	Advanced

	B.
	Advanced
	Analysis of Figures/Tables 1 A-B: 


	Figure/Table 2:  Student MCAS Test Performance, by Subject, 2004
	Advanced
	Analysis of Figure/Table 2: 


	 Figures/Tables 3/A-E: Student MCAS Test Performance, by Grade, 2004:
	A.
	Proficient

	B.
	Advanced

	C.
	Advanced

	D.
	Advanced

	E.
	Advanced


	Figures 4 A, B/Table 4: Proficiency Index (MCAS 2004) by Grade:
	A.
	 
	 B.
	Analysis of Figures/Tables 4:


	 Figure/Table 5: MCAS Proficiency Index, by School, 2004


	2.  Equity of Achievement: How does the MCAS test performance vary among the district’s student subgroups?
	Preliminary Finding(s):
	 Figure/Table 6:  MCAS Proficiency Index, Free/Reduced lunch Status and Student Status,  2004 
	 Analysis of Figure/Table 6: 
	Figures/Table 7 A-C: Student Population by Reportable Subgroups
	A.
	B.

	Figure/Table 8:  Student Subgroup MCAS Test Performance, by Student Status, 2004
	Advanced

	Analysis of Figure/Table 8:
	Figure/Table 9:  Student Subgroup MCAS Test Performance, by Free and Reduced Lunch Status, 2004
	Advanced
	Analysis of Figure/Table 9:


	 


	3. Improvement: How has the MCAS test performance for all students in the district changed over time?
	Preliminary Findings:
	Figure/Tables 10: Student MCAS Test Performance, 2001-2004 
	Advanced

	Figure/Table 11: Proficiency Index Trend Data MCAS 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004
	Trend Data MCAS, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004 (detail)
	Analysis of Figure/Table 11:




	4.  Equity of Improvement: How has the MCAS test performance for the district’s student subgroups change over time?
	Preliminary Finding(s):
	Figures 12/A-B/Table 12: MCAS Proficiency Index, by Subgroup, 2002-2005
	A.
	B.
	Analysis of Figures 12/A-B/Table 12: 




	5.  Participation and Access: Are all eligible students attending and participating in all required programs and assessments?
	Preliminary Finding(s):
	Table 13: Student MCAS Test Participation by Subject Area
	Analysis of Table 13:

	 Appendix A: N- values 
	1. n-Values by Grade
	 2. n-Values by Subgroup/Level and by Race/Level
	 3. n-values by year:
	4. n-values for NTA, NTM, and NTO by Student Status:




	Part III: Tier II Domain Findings and Summary
	Domain A - Assessment & Evaluation
	Domain B - Curriculum & Instruction
	Standard 5. CURRICULUM: For the period of time under examination, the district, each of its schools, and programs utilized curricula that were aligned with the State Curriculum Frameworks in the core academic subjects of English Language Arts (ELA), mathematics, science and technology (and other tested core academic subjects as added). The curricula were current, academically sound, and clearly understood by all who administered and taught in the district.

	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Poor
	Rating: Poor
	Rating: Unsatisfactory

	Rating: Satisfactory
	Rating: Satisfactory
	Appendix A: Proficiency Index (PI)
	 
	Appendix B: Shirley’s Chapter 70 Funding and NSS FY1996-2004

