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REGULAR SCHOOL COMMITTEE MEETING ON OCTOBER 7, 2019 
Notice is hereby given that the Salem School Committee will hold a Regular School Committee 
meeting on Monday, October 7, 2019 at 7:00 p.m. The meeting will be held in the School 
Committee Chambers at Collins Middle School, 29 Highland Avenue, Salem, MA. 
 
I. Call of Meeting to Order 
 
II. Consent Agenda 

a. Minutes of the School Committee of the Whole retreat held September 14, 2019 
b. Minutes of the Regular School Committee meeting held September 16, 2019 
c. Minutes of the School Committee of the Whole meeting held September 18, 2019 
d. Deliberation and Vote on the field trip request from Salem High School Basketball 

Team to Orlando, FL, December 18-22, 2019 
e. Deliberation and Vote on the field trip request from Saltonstall K-8 School for 5th 

and 6th grade students to visit New York City on June 3-5, 2020 
f. Deliberation and Vote on the field trip request from the Salem High School Band to 

New Britain, CT on October 26, 2019, Salem, NH on March 7, 2020, New York, 
NY on April 1-3, 2020, and Canobie Lake Park, NH on June 12, 2020 

g. Approval of Warrants:  9/26/19 in the amount of $386,706.05, 10/3/19 in the 
amount of $206,529.78 

 
III. Approval of the Agenda 
 
IV.  Public Comment #1: Questions and Comments from the Audience 
 
V. Presentations and Reports 

Superintendent’s Report – Kathleen Smith 
 
a. Recognition 

Recognition of Judee Davis, Occupational Therapist at Carlton 
Innovation, Bates Elementary, and Saltonstall Schools 

 
b. Update on the Bates Afterschool Program Leadership Team 

 
c. Update on the Bentley Academy Innovation School Prospectus 

 
d. Dual Language Program Update – Rebecca Westlake 

 
e. 2019 District Level Accountability and MCAS Results (with Jill Conrad) 



 
VI. Action Items: Old Business - None 
 
VII.  Action Items: New Business 

a. Deliberation and Vote on the Carlton Innovation School PTO request to use the 
Carlton School parking lot on October 12-14, 19, 20, 26, 27 from 11am to 6pm 
and October 31st from 12pm to 10pm 
 

b. Deliberation and Vote on the request from North East Burn Basketball for the 
use and fee waiver to use the Bates Elementary gym for Salem kids on October 
3, 10, 17, and 21, 2019 

 
VIII. Finance Report 

a. Budget Transfers 
 
IX. Subcommittee Reports 
 
X. School Committee Concerns and Resolutions 
 
XI. Public Comments #2:  Questions and Comments from the Audience 
 
XII. Adjournment 
 
 
Respectfully submitted by: 
 
______________________________ 
Angelica Alayon, Secretary to the  
Salem School Committee 



Page 1 of 1 

Salem School Committee 
School Committee Retreat Minutes 

Saturday, September 14, 2019 
 
 
A School Committee Retreat of the Salem School Committee was held on Saturday, September 14, 2019 
at 8:00 a.m. in Marsh Hall, Room 210 at Salem State University, 352 Lafayette Street/1 Loring Ave., 
Salem, MA. 
 
Members Present: Ms. Mary Manning, Mr. James Fleming, Ms. Kristine Wilson, Ms. Ana Nuncio, 

Mr. Manny Cruz, Ms. Amanda Campbell, and Mayor Kimberley Driscoll 
 
Members Absent: None 
 
Others Present: Dr. Kathleen A. Smith, Superintendent, Dorothy Presser, Field Director of 

Massachusetts Association of School Committees (MASC), Colby C. Brunt, 
Partner at Stoneman, Chandler & Miller LLP, and Jill Conrad, Chief of Systems 
Strategy 

 
 
Dorothy Presser, Field Director Massachusetts Association of School Committees (MASC), presented 
information on the legal, policy, and budget roles and responsibilities of School Committee members.  
Members introduced themselves and shared their current roles and most important responsibilities.  Ms. 
Presser talked about attributes, practices, School Committee effectiveness, teamwork, respect, and the 
importance of communication and trust.  Ms. Presser introduced topics on the process of goal alignment, 
structures, and policy. 
 
Ms. Presser spoke about what is needed to have a high impact on student achievement.  Members 
participated in an exercise and worked on an operating protocols worksheet.  Ms. Presser talked about 
effective meetings and priorities.  Governance (School Committee roles) and Operations (Administration 
roles) work together for high impact student achievement goals.  Ms. Presser talked about an agenda 
format.  There was a consensus around the suggestion for protocols to be added in the packet to make the 
protocol a live document for easy view and to help serve as a reminder.  Ms. Presser talked about helpful 
presentation guidelines for presenters, relative to goals, and gave a general discussion about priorities. 
 
Colby C. Brunt, Partner at Stoneman, Chandler & Miller LLP, gave a refresher on Executive Sessions, the 
Open Meeting Law, and Public Records requests.  The goal of the Open Meeting Law is transparency.  
Ms. Brunt talked about recent law changes and provided an overview of the Open Meeting Law (OML). 
 
 
Adjournment 
There being no further business to come before the School Committee of the Whole (COW) meeting this 
evening, Ms. Campbell motioned adjourn.  Mr. Fleming seconded the motion.  The motion carried.  The 
meeting was adjourned at 12:04pm. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted by: 
 
________________________ 
Angelica Alayon, Secretary 
Salem School Committee 
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Salem School Committee 
Meeting Minutes 

Monday, September 16, 2019 
 
A regular meeting of the Salem School Committee was held on Monday, September 16, 2019 at 7:01 p.m. 
in the School Committee Chambers at Collins Middle School, 29 Highland Avenue, Salem, MA. 
 
Members Present: Ms. Mary Manning, Mr. James Fleming, Ms. Kristine Wilson, Ms. Ana Nuncio, 

Mr. Manny Cruz, Ms. Amanda Campbell, and Mayor Kimberley Driscoll 
 
Members Absent: None 
 
Others Present: Kathleen Smith, Superintendent, Kate Carbone, Assistant Superintendent, Jill 

Conrad, Chief of Systems Strategy, and Kristin Shaver, Business Manager 
 
Call of Meeting to Order 
Mayor Driscoll called the regular meeting of the Salem School Committee to order at 7:01 p.m. 
 
Consent Agenda 

a. Minutes of the Committee of the Whole meeting held August 29, 2019 
b. Minutes of the Regular School Committee meeting held September 3, 2019 
c. Deliberation and Vote on the Saltonstall School out-of-state Nature’s Classroom field trip 

request to Ocean Park, Maine from Nov. 4 – Nov. 8, 2019 
d. Approval of Warrants: 8/29/19 in the amount of $368,772.91, 9/12/19 in the amount of 

$294,548.47, 9/19/19 in the amount of $128,780.51 
 
Discussion 
Ms. Manning asked that the Consent Agenda’s item b. Minutes of the Regular School Committee meeting 
held September 3, 2019, is removed and indicated the need to correct minor typos. 
 
Mr. Fleming motioned to approve the Consent agenda with the exception of Item b.  Ms. Campbell 
seconded the motion.  The motion carried. 
 
Ms. Campbell motioned to approve the minutes of the regular School Committee meeting held September 
3, 2019, with the necessary corrections.  Ms. Nuncio seconded the motion.  The motion carried. 
 
Approval of the Agenda 
Ms. Campbell motioned to approve the agenda.  Ms. Nuncio seconded the motion.  The motion carried. 
 
Public Comment #1:  Questions and comments from the audience - None 
 
Superintendent’s Report – Kathleen Smith 
Superintendent Smith provided an update on the Superintendent Search Committee, shared that the 
report on the progress of former Nathaniel Bowditch school students would be available for the 
October 21st School Committee meeting, and talked about the parking lot at Witchcraft Heights 
Elementary School.  Dr. Smith talked about her visit to the House of Seven Gables for dinner and the 
School Committee retreat that was held at the Salem State University on Saturday, September 14, 
2019. 
 
Update on the Opening of School 
Superintendent Smith shared her school bus ride experience, reported on the start of the first day of 
school and thanked all the teachers, staff, principals, and families for ensuring students were ready 
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for the school year. 
 
Overview of New Accountability System 
Jill Conrad gave an overview presentation of the new accountability system and talked about some 
of the changes to the accountability system in 2019 that are different from 2018. 
 
Update on Preparations for Online Assessments 
Superintendent Smith introduced Matthew Killen, Chief Information and Technology Office for the 
City of Salem and Salem Public Schools, to talk about some of the challenges as they continue to 
move forward with the 1 to 1 devices that are used by students when taking their online assessments 
and their day-to-day classrooms.  Mr. Killen provided an update on preparations for online 
assessments along with a quick review on the Massachusetts’s online test assessment.  In response to 
Mayor Driscoll’s request, Mr. Killen described the Chromebooks web-based laptops.  Mr. Killen 
informed the School Committee that staff support is going to be essential with this infrastructure, 
funding may need to be prioritized and stated it is equally important to have adequate technology 
training as it is to have technology that would be used daily.  Mr. Killen asked the School Committee 
to consider the application of classroom support over the course of the year.  Ms. Manning 
commented that is an area they would need to focus more of with the current budget. 
 
Innovation School Conversion Process and Timeline 
Kate Carbone, Assistant Superintendent, talked about the Bentley Academy Charter School 
Innovation School conversion process and timeline.  Ms. Carbone explained that on May 29, 2019, 
the Bentley Board of Trustees voted not to pursue the renewal of its school’s charter and would 
instead seek a conversion to an innovation school, as a means for preserving the elements of the 
school’s program, which contributed to rapid improvement in the school.  The conversion process is 
on the way.  Ms. Carbone shared details about that process and the associated timelines. 
 
Action Items:  Old Business - None 
 
Action Items:  New Business - None 
 
Finance Report - None 
 
Subcommittee Reports 
Mr. Fleming reported that the Buildings and Grounds Subcommittee met today and discussed the status of 
school playgrounds, agreed on the need for services and new playground equipment, and talked about the 
Capital Projects update.  Ms. Nuncio reported that the Policy Subcommittee will be meeting this 
Thursday, September 19, 2019 at 10am and will continue to review some academic policies. 
 
School Committee Concerns and Resolutions 
Ms. Wilson suggested student support on 9/11 by providing students with the opportunity of discussions 
on the topic and allowing them to hold a moment of silence for 9/11 victims.  Superintendent Smith 
agreed and shared the option of directing from central office to remind principals and teachers.  There are 
many resources available that help inform and remind others.  Superintendent Smith said they have Fire 
Prevention month in October.  They can look at Salem’s Fire and Police Chiefs, strong partners and role 
models in the community, and ask what they provide for the community.  Superintendent Smith continued 
to share her thoughts on taking a look at the schools individually to find a way to honor them such as 
inviting firefighters to visit schools, and doing projects that allow students to demonstrate their awareness 
of history and how important they are in the community.  Superintendent Smith indicated she would work 
with the leadership team. 
 
Public Comment #2:  Questions and Comments from the Audience 



Page 3 of 3 

Ann Berman, 1401 Crane Brook Way, Peabody, Salem Teachers Union, stated disappointment that no 
member of the Bentley teaching staff or Salem Teachers Union was included in the writing of the Bentley 
Academy Innovation School prospectus.  They had asked for a seat at the table and had no representation. 
 
Lori Marenda, 175 North Street, Salem High School, addressed that J.R.O.T.C. recognized and held a 
moment of silence at Salem High School for first responders to 9/11.  Ms. Marenda explained she 
currently teaches the new junior history course called America and World Encounters II, and that 9/11 is 
taught to juniors during this time of year. 
 
Adjournment 
There being no further business to come before the School Committee this evening.  Mr. Fleming 
motioned to adjourn the regular School Committee meeting.  Ms. Manning seconded the motion.  The 
meeting was adjourned at 8:38pm. 
 
Respectfully submitted by: 
 
____________________________ 
Angelica Alayon, Secretary to the 
Salem School Committee 
 
Meeting Materials and Reports 
School Committee Consent agenda September 16, 2019 
Minutes of the August 29, 2019 Committee of the Whole meeting 
Minutes of the September 3, 2019 Regular School Committee meeting 
Saltonstall School out-of-state field trip request 
Information Technology: MCAS Computer Based Testing, Preparation & Challenges presentation 
Innovation School Conversion Process Overview and Proposed Timeline 
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Salem School Committee 
Committee of the Whole Meeting Minutes 

Wednesday, September 18, 2019 
 

A Committee of the Whole (COW) meeting of the Salem School Committee was held on Wednesday, September 18, 
2019 at 6:00 p.m. in the School Committee Chambers at Collins Middle School, 29 Highland Avenue, Salem, MA. 
 
Members Present: Ms. Mary Manning, Mr. James Fleming, Ms. Kristine Wilson, Ms. Ana Nuncio, Mr. Manny 

Cruz, Ms. Amanda Campbell, and Mayor Kimberley Driscoll 
 
Members Absent: None 
 
Others Present: Dr. Kathleen A. Smith, Superintendent, Kate Carbone, Assistant Superintendent, Jill Conrad, 

Chief of Systems Strategy, Kristin Shaver, Business Manager, David Rosenberg, Partner at 
Education Resource Strategies 

 
Review and Discuss Findings From Resource Analysis by Education Resource Strategies (ERS) 
Mr. David Rosenberg, Partner, Education Resource Strategies, reviewed context and goals used for the weeklong “budget 
blitz” data analysis that was conducted this past spring. The focus was to look deeper into some widely held beliefs about 
resource use in Salem Public Schools, discuss major opportunities to re-align resources in support of Salem Public 
Schools’ vision for all students, and outline potential next steps for Salem Public Schools. 
 
Mr. Rosenberg provided an update on the work that was done, relative to the budget boot camp several months ago, and 
talked about structures on resources and priorities.  Members thought about the budget process and upcoming negotiations 
and felt the need to ensure that Salem Public Schools has the resources needed, while leveraging those dollars to ensure it 
is driving their goals, particularly on student matters.  There was general discussion around leveraging of assets.  
Members agreed to ensure priorities are being realized with the annual investments.  Mr. Rosenberg shared a review of 
what they did over the course of the week, addressed and shared some widely held beliefs, and hypothesis heard 
from others, that lead to opportunities to rethink the way resources work. 
 
Mr. Rosenberg explained what Education Resource Strategies (ERS) is and what they do.  Mr. Rosenberg talked 
about the budget cost availability and expenditures, relative to what are seen around other districts in the state and 
country and presented on state and relevant comparison data, especially urban districts where ERS has worked.  Mr. 
Rosenberg emphasized on the importance of strategic school design strategy, the system’s use of organized 
resources towards its goals and investments, and talked about finding readily accessible things that can make a 
difference: student-teacher ratios (how many students are assigned to teachers) at each schools and exact times 
teachers have (from grade to grade) to fully cooperate together.  Mr. Rosenberg said this allowed to level-set on 
student performance and demographics as well as district, test conventional wisdom, and then focus on opportunities 
and shift resources evenly going forward. 
 
Mayor Driscoll explained that the goal of this initial session is to share the information available today to help create 
a roadmap for potential questions and direction they may want to head in, as they think about upcoming priorities 
for items such as budget, collective bargaining, and shifting of resources, as needed.  This is an opportunity to 
ensure that the work they are doing, as School Committee members, and the policies they are setting are being 
reflected in the budget.  Mayor Driscoll talked about three key components: people, time, and money – to help 
ensure they are achieving their own vision statement around equity. 
 
Mr. Rosenberg explained there are interesting and significant opportunities to rethink the use of resources to benefit 
students.  Mr. Rosenberg presented on level setting and student achievement measures.  High economic needs result 
in lower average performance in any given district.  Mr. Rosenberg addressed transportation cost per pupil, central 
office size, shared services, and management functions.  Mr. Rosenberg shared data and compared Salem with 
others on these elements.  Key investment should be on transparency and flexibility for school leaders.  Factors such 
as more time with high quality instruction - particularly for students who are far behind, the right curriculum, 
looking into whether teachers have the right supports, and having the right stability in school help lead to quality of 
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education for students.  Mr. Rosenberg talked of the importance of teacher collaboration time with students and 
creative ways to support teacher collaboration. 
 
Mr. Rosenberg presented on the rethinking of opportunities to shift resources, specifically on:  time based on teacher 
and student collaboration, mix of roles on the assignment of school-based staff (number of full-time employees in 
schools based on number of students), how to use and invest in teachers in ways that line up with instructional 
improvement strategy, and what principals need in order to make decisions.  Mr. Rosenberg spoke about the 
effectiveness on teacher assignment and job structure, as well as time and investment.  There was general discussion 
on the rate of employee/staff turnover and teacher retention.  Creating a great place to work and benefit offers help 
increase decisions to stay, in terms of the mathematical impact it has on students and contributes to the stability of 
schools. 
 
There was a general discussion around investment, largely instruction, not in cost pay per person, other outside 
investments, nor time as well as the opportunity of lower class size in the early grades and advancement options for 
strong professional growth, and investments to have more supports in place.  Teacher retention has an impact on 
what happens at schools.  If non-renewal base were high, they would need to look into whether to help develop them 
well or think of how to recruit differently.  Ms. Campbell spoke of research that shows identifying a potential 
teacher leader with potential school leaders versus verbally telling and actively developing them as teacher leaders 
and future school leaders the likelihood of retention declines.  Mr. Rosenberg talked about high quality and 
alignment of support for principals.  Mr. Rosenberg listed potential next steps. 
 
Mayor Driscoll talked about staff time and retention and improvement on better test scores.  Ms. Nuncio talked 
about looking into the Dual Language program.  Ms. Wilson shared her thoughts on the compensation salary for 
teachers and suggested adding in extended years and time in schools.  Mr. Fleming talked about the need for 
extended time at some schools and the need to stop short school days.  Ms. Manning shared that it would benefit to 
involve parental community and everyone possible to understand the changes moving forward in order to work in 
accordance.  Mr. Cruz shared said that is critically important for them to consider things they are doing with social 
emotional learning that other places are not doing and finding a way not to lose sight of that while they have a 
dialogue that impact deliberating instruction.  Ms. Campbell talked about the achievement gap; in reference to the 
line of students in the four years of monitoring or that has never been identified as adults and suggested a closer look 
into this. 
 
Members agreed to work on compiling a summary of expectations and frame a discussion on the theory of 
coherence as well as working to have an upcoming discussion with a community of internal staff and external 
community members.  Ms. Manning talked about switching to a need allocation basis in terms of the budget and 
asked about a round table night, on leadership discussion, with principals.  Ms. Carbone shared they have done one 
recently and thought to hold another round table with principals, possibly for October 21st.  There was consensus to 
look into how to leverage the information from this evening, inform others, build coherence within and among the 
community, and have further engagement with the Equity subcommittee. 
 
Adjournment 
There being no further business to come before the School Committee of the Whole (COW) meeting this evening, Mr. 
Cruz motioned adjourn.  Ms. Campbell seconded the motion.  The motion carried.  The meeting was adjourned at 8:30pm. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted by: 
 
________________________ 
Angelica Alayon, Secretary 
Salem School Committee 































Dual Language Update 

October	7,	2019	
ELL	and	Bilingual	Educa9on	Department	



SALEM PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

Task Force Updates 

Boston College: Bilingualism Course 
– 21	par9cipants	from	Salem	(teachers,	coaches,	
admin)	

– 4	addi9onal	Bentley	staff	joined	
Focus on Recruitment and Outreach 
– Analysis	of	Kindergarten	Dual	Language	interest	
– Plan	for	November	Community	Forum	
–  Informa9onal	Materials	for	Kindergarten	Expo	



SALEM PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

Dual Language Fall 

October Dual Language Overview (DLO) 
–  3-day	retreat	in	Lynn	with	15-person	planning	team	
–  Led	by	Alexandra	Guilamo	
–  Focus	on	Budget,	Curriculum,	Assessment,	Outreach,	Hiring,	
Communica9on:	Comprehensive	Plan	

 

November Community Forum 
–  Focus	on	Spanish-speaking	pre-K	families	
–  Explain	literacy	model	and	research	
	

La Cosecha Conference 
–  Na9onal	Dual	Language	Conference,	New	Mexico	

 
 
 



SALEM PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

Upcoming Work 
Recruitment and Outreach 
–  Planning	for	Kindergarten	Expo	
	

Planning 
–  Enrollment	process:	two-way	balance	
–  Curriculum	maps	and	materials	
–  Budget	and	hiring	
– DESE	Grant	and	New	ELE	Program	Proposal	

PD and Collaboration with Bentley Staff 
–  Sociocultural	Competence	
– Developing	a	strand	within	a	school	

	



Kathleen  Smith,  Interim  Superintendent  
SALEM  PUBLIC  SCHOOLS  |  29  HIGHLAND  AVENUE,  SALEM,  MA  01970  

2019  District-­‐Level  
Accountability  &  
MCAS  Results  
SALEM  PUBLIC  SCHOOLS  
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About  the  2019  MA  District  and  School  Accountability  System  
The  new  MA  District  and  School  Accountability  system  is  based  on  multiple  measures  that  together,  aim  to  
answer  two  key  questions  for  the  state:    

1.   How  is  the  school/district  doing?  
2.   What  kind  of  support  does  the  school/district  need?  

The  purpose  of  the  accountability  system  is  to  provide  clear,  actionable  information  to  families,  community  
members,  and  the  public  about  district  and  school  performance.  Additionally,  the  accountability  system  helps  
DESE  to  direct  resources  and  assistance.  The  framework  for  the  accountability  system  allows  DESE  to  identify  
schools  that  require  assistance  or  intervention,  as  well  as  schools  that  are  demonstrating  success.  It  
maintains  a  single  statewide  accountability  system  that  aligns  with  the  Commonwealth’s  priorities  while  
meeting  federal  education  requirements.  Highlights  of  the  system  include:    

•   The  inclusion  of  accountability  indicators  that  provide  information  about  school  performance  and  
student  opportunities  beyond  test  scores;  

•   A  focus  on  raising  the  performance  of  each  district’s  or  school’s  lowest  performing  students  in  
addition  to  the  performance  of  the  district  or  school  as  a  whole;  and  

•   The  use  of  accountability  categories  that  define  the  progress  that  districts  and  schools  are  making  
and  the  type  of  support  or  assistance  they  may  receive  from  DESE.  

  

Components  of  the  Accountability  System  
When  results  for  all  measures  are  calculated  schools  receive  an  overall  classification  as  well  as  a  reason  for  
the  classification.  The  results  are  based  on  two  ways  of  measuring  progress:    

1.   How  much  progress  each  school  or  district  makes  toward  meeting  its  targets  (criterion-­‐referenced  
component)  and    

2.   How  that  progress  compares  with  the  progress  made  by  other  schools  across  the  state  (norm-­‐
referenced  component)  
  

Indicators  and  Targets  
An  indicator  is  a  value  that  gives  us  an  idea  of  how  well  a  school  or  district  is  doing  in  a  particular  area.  There  
are  four  indicators  used  for  the  category  of  schools  that  are  non-­‐high  schools  (that  is,  schools  with  grades  3  
through  8)  and  there  are  five  indicators  used  for  high  schools  (schools  with  grades  9-­‐12).  Targets  are  set  for  
each  measure.  Schools  and  districts  must  make  progress  on  those  targets  in  order  to  receive  points  in  the  
system.  Results  for  multiple  measures  are  used  to  determine  progress  on  each  indicator  and  weights,  
reflecting  the  priorities  within  the  system,  are  then  applied  to  those  results  to  get  the  overall  percentage  of  
progress  toward  meeting  targets.  Tables  1  and  2  below  provide  an  overview  of  the  indicators,  measures,  and  
weights  for  both  non-­‐high  schools  and  high  schools.  
  
Table  1:  Accountability  Indicator  Weightings  –  Non-­‐High  Schools  

Indicator   Measures  
Weighting  (3:1)  

With  EL   No  EL  
Achievement   •   ELA,  math,  &  science  achievement   60%   67.5%  

Student  Growth   •   ELA  &  math  SGP   20%   22.5%  

English  Language  
Proficiency  

•   Progress  made  by  students  towards  attaining  
English  language  proficiency  

10%   -­‐-­‐  

Additional  Indicators   •   Chronic  absenteeism   10%   10%  
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Table  2:  Accountability  Indicator  Weightings  –  High  Schools  &  Middle-­‐High/K-­‐12  Schools  

Indicator   Measures  
Weighting  (3:1)  

With  EL   No  EL  
Achievement   •   ELA,  math,  &  science  achievement   40%   47.5%  

Student  Growth   •   ELA  &  math  SGP   20%   22.5%  

High  School  Completion   •   Four-­‐year  cohort  graduation  rate  
•   Extended  engagement  rate  
•   Annual  dropout  rate  

20%   20%  

English  Language  
Proficiency  

•   Progress  made  by  students  towards  attaining  
English  language  proficiency  

10%   -­‐-­‐  

Additional  Indicators   •   Chronic  absenteeism  
•   Advanced  coursework  completion  

10%   10%  

  
Target  Setting  
In  2019,  achievement  targets  have  been  set  only  for  one  year,  using  2018  data  as  the  baseline.  By  grouping  
schools  together  based  on  historical  school  percentile  ranges  (e.g.,  schools  with  2018  accountability  
percentiles  1-­‐25)  and  looking  at  changes  made  by  only  those  schools  in  the  group  that  demonstrated  
improvement,  DESE  used  a  statistical  approach  to  apply  the  same  expectation  of  improvement  when  setting  
2019  targets  for  all  schools  within  the  group.  Long-­‐term  targets  will  be  set  in  the  future,  once  there  are  
multiple  years  of  Next-­‐Generation  MCAS  data  in  all  tested  grades  to  analyze.  
Targets  for  the  non-­‐assessment  indicators  are  set  by  analyzing  past  trends  using  data  that  DESE  has  been  
collecting  and  reporting  for  several  years.    
  
Two  Categories  of  Students  
The  indicators  and  targets  are  applied  equally  to  two  categories  of  students:  1)  All  Students;  and  2)  the  
Lowest  Performing  Group  of  Students  within  a  school  or  district.  Half  (50%)  of  the  overall  results  is  based  on  
the  “All  Students”  group  and  50%  is  based  on  the  “Lowest  Performing  Students”  group.  To  identify  the  lowest  
performing  student  group,  DESE  identifies  those  students  who  have  been  enrolled  in  the  same  school  or  
district  for  two  consecutive  years  and  of  looks  at  those  who  scored  in  the  bottom  25%  on  the  previous  year’s  
assessment.  If  a  district  or  school  does  not  have  test  results  for  enough  students  to  establish  a  reportable  
lowest  performing  student  group,  the  district’s  or  school’s  accountability  determination  is  based  on  the  
performance  of  all  students.  
  
Classification  of  Schools  
Ultimately,  schools  receive  an  overall  classification  and  a  reason  for  that  classification.  The  reason  for  
classification  is  based  on  the  extent  to  which  the  school  or  district  made  progress  toward  meeting  targets.  In  
2019  the  state  identified  additional  categories  to  classify  schools  that  would  have  been  classified  as  “Partially  
Meeting  Expectations”  in  the  2018  accountability  system.  Table  3  below  portrays  the  classifications  used  in  
2019.    
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  



   6  

Table  3:  School  Accountability  Classifications  Based  on  %  Progress  Toward  Targets  
  

Schools  without  required  assistance  or  intervention    
(approximately  85%)  

Schools  requiring  assistance  or  
intervention  (approximately  15%)  

  
Schools  of  
recognition  

  
  

Schools  
demonstrating  

high  
achievement,  
significant  

improvement,  
or  high  growth  

  
Meeting  or  
exceeding  
targets  

  
  

Criterion-­‐
referenced  
target  

percentage  
75-­‐100  

  
Substantial  
progress  
toward  
targets  

  
Criterion-­‐
referenced  
target  

percentage  
50-­‐74  

  
Moderate  
progress    
toward    
targets  

  
Criterion-­‐
referenced  
target  

percentage    
25-­‐49  

  
Limited  or  no  
progress  
toward    
targets  

  
Criterion-­‐
referenced  
target  

percentage  
0-­‐24  

  
Focused/  
targeted    
support  

  
•   Schools  with  
percentiles  1-­‐10  
not  already  
identified  for  

broad/  
comprehensive  

support  
•   Schools  with  low  

graduation  rate  
•   Schools  with  low  

performing  
subgroups  

•   Schools  with  low  
participation    

  
Broad/  

comprehensive  
support  

  
•   Underperforming  

schools  
•   Chronically  
underperforming  

schools  

  
Classification  of  Districts  
Each  district  is  classified  based  on  the  results  of  the  district  as  a  whole  and  its  lowest  performing  students,  
essentially  treating  the  district  like  one  large  school.  Overall  district  results  are  reported  in  two  categories:  
districts  requiring  assistance  or  intervention,  and  districts  not  requiring  assistance  or  intervention.  Table  4  
below  shows  how  districts  are  placed  into  accountability  categories.    
  
Table  4:  District  Accountability  Classifications  Based  on  %  Progress  Toward  Targets  
  
  

Districts  without  required  assistance  or    
intervention  

Districts  requiring  assistance  or  
intervention  

  
Meeting  or  
exceeding  
targets  

  
  

Criterion-­‐
referenced  
target  

percentage  
75-­‐100  

  
Substantial  
progress  
towards  
targets  

  
Criterion-­‐  
referenced  
target    

percentage  
50-­‐74  

  
Moderate  
progress  
  towards    
targets  

  
Criterion-­‐
referenced    
target    

percentage    
25-­‐49  

  

  
Limited  or  no  
progress  
towards  
targets  

  
Criterion-­‐
referenced  
target  

percentage  
0-­‐24  

  
Focused/  
targeted    
support  

  
•   Districts  with  low  

graduation  rate  
•   Districts  with  low  

participation  

  
Broad/  

comprehensive  
support  

  
•   Underperforming  

districts  
•   Chronically  
underperforming  

districts    
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Overview  of  2019  Performance  Measures  
  
2018-­‐19  Assessments  

§   Students  in  Grades  3-­‐8  took  the  Next  Generation  ELA  and  Math  MCAS  tests.    
§   Students  in  Grade  10  took  the  Next  Generation  ELA  and  Math  tests.    
§   Students  in  Grades  5  and  8  took  the  Next  Generation  Science  tests.  
§   Students  in  Grade  10  took  the  Legacy  MCAS  Science  test.  

  
Multiple  measures  are  used  to  look  at  different  dimensions  of  student,  school  and  district  performance.  Each  
measure  answers  a  different  question:  
  

§   Achievement  Level:  How  did  students  fare  relative  to  grade  level  standards  in  a  given  year?  
o   Legacy  MCAS  Achievement  Levels:  Advanced,  Proficient,  Needs  Improvement,  

Warning/Failing  
o   MCAS  2.0  Achievement  Levels:  Exceeds  Expectations,  Meets  Expectations,  Partially  Meets  

Expectations,  Not  Meeting  Expectations  
  

The  below  slides  define  each  achievement  level  for  the  Legacy  and  MCAS  2.0  
  

  

SALEM PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

MCAS Achievement Levels 

Advanced 
Students at this level demonstrate a 
comprehensive and in-depth 
understanding of rigorous subject 
matter, and provide sophisticated 
solutions to complex problems.  

Proficient 
Students at this level demonstrate a 
solid understanding of challenging 
subject matter and solve a wide 
variety of problems.  

Needs Improvement 

Students at this level demonstrate a 
partial understanding of subject 
matter and solve some simple 
problems. 
 

Warning 
Students at this level demonstrate a 
minimal understanding of subject 
matter and do not solve simple 
problems.  

Exceeding Expectations 
A"student"who"performed"at"this"level"exceeded"grade7
level"expecta8ons"by"demonstra8ng"mastery"of"the"
subject"ma<er. 

Meeting Expectations 
A"student"who"performed"at"this"level"met"grade7level"
expecta8ons"and"is"academically"on"track"to"succeed"in"
the"current"grade"in"this"subject. 

Partially Meeting Expectations 

A"student"who"performed"at"this"level"par8ally"met"
grade7level"expecta8ons"in"this"subject."The"school,"in"
consulta8on"with"the"student's"parent/guardian,"should"
consider"whether"the"student"needs"addi8onal"academic"
assistance"to"succeed"in"this"subject. 
 

Not Meeting Expectations 
A"student"who"performed"at"this"level"did"not"meet"
grade7level"expecta8ons"in"this"subject."The"school,"in"
consulta8on"with"the"student's"parent/guardian,"should"
determine"the"coordinated"academic"assistance"and/or"
addi8onal"instruc8on"the"student"needs"to"succeed"in"
this"subject. 

! Legacy ! Next-generation 
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In  general,  the  new  standards  for  Meeting  Expectations  are  more  rigorous  than  the  standards  for  reaching  
the  Proficient  level  on  the  legacy  MCAS.  Massachusetts  educators  set  the  new  standards  to  help  signal  
students’  readiness  for  the  next  grade  level.  

  
§   Composite  Performance  Index  (CPI):  How  close  is  a  school  or  district  to  having  all  students  be  

Proficient/Advanced  in  a  given  year?  
o   There  is  no  CPI  calculated  for  the  MCAS  2.0.  In  2019  the  Legacy  MCAS  was  given  only  in  

Science  in  Grades  5,  8,  and  10  and  received  a  CPI  score.    
  

§   Student  Growth  Percentile  (SGP):  How  did  students  change  from  one  year  to  the  next  relative  to  
other  students  with  similar  test  score  histories?  

  
§   Achievement  Percentile  (1-­‐99):  How  did  students  in  the  school  perform  relative  to  other  schools  in  

the  state  (reported  for  schools  only)?  
o   Compares  each  group’s  average  scaled  score  to  the  average  scaled  scores  of  the  same  group  

from  all  public  schools  across  the  state.  Only  students  enrolled  in  the  same  school  since  
October  1  are  included  in  calculations,  and  groups  with  fewer  than  20  students  do  not  
receive  percentiles.  
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Salem  Public  Schools  Enrollment  &  Demographics    
Enrollment  in  the  Salem  Public  Schools,  Oct  2011-­‐Oct  2018  
The  slides  below  are  based  on  data  from  October  1,  2011  through  October  1,  2018  as  reported  to  the  MA  
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education.  There  are  two  lines  –  the  red  line  represents  enrollment  for  
all  Salem  Public  Schools,  but  not  including  the  Bentley  Academy  Charter  School  (BACS),  which  began  as  a  charter  
school  in  2014-­‐15.  The  blue  line  represents  total  enrollment  in  the  district,  including  the  BACS.    
    
  

  
  

Enrollment  by  School,  2011-­‐2018  
  
  

  
  

4605 4442 4379 4245 4109 4029 3990 4057
4559 4395 4336 4199

3802 3772 3694 3718

2500
3000
3500
4000
4500
5000

20
11
-­‐12

20
12
-­‐13

20
13
-­‐14

20
14
-­‐15

20
15
-­‐16

20
16
-­‐17

20
17
-­‐18

20
18
-­‐19

Student  Enrollment  in  Salem  Public  Schools
2011-­‐2018  

District-­‐ALL District-­‐no  BACS
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2018-­‐19 389 339 279 300 579 0 410 680 916
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Demographics  of  Salem  Public  School  Students,  SY  2015-­‐16  –  SY  2018-­‐19    
All  demographic  data  presented  is  based  on  the  October  1  state  reported  data  for  each  year  listed  (October  
1,  2015  through  October  1,  2018).  
  

  
  
  

Salem  Public  Schools  Demographics  Compared  with  the  State  
The  below  graph  compares  the  2018-­‐19  SPS  demographics  with  that  of  the  statewide  averages  for  each  
category.  
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2019  District-­‐Level  Accountability  Results  
  

Overall  Classification  and  Reason  for  Classification  
In  2019,  Salem  Public  Schools  (SPS)  increased  its  progress  in  meeting  targets  by  four  points  compared  to  the  
previous  year  (from  59%  in  2018  to  63%  in  2019).  The  2019  cumulative  criterion-­‐referenced  target  
percentage,  which  is  the  aggregate  of  the  2018  annual  target  percentage  (weighted  at  40%)  and  the  2019  
annual  target  percentage  (weighted  at  60%)  was  61%  overall.  As  a  result,  SPS  was  classified  as  “not  requiring  
assistance  or  intervention”  by  the  state  with  the  reason  stated  that  SPS  made  “substantial  progress  toward  
targets.”  According  to  the  state,  districts  that  achieve  over  50%  in  their  progress  toward  targets  are  
considered  to  be  making  “substantial  progress.”  A  snapshot  of  the  2019  overall  accountability  results  appears  
in  Table  5,  below.    
  

Table  5:  2019  Overall  Progress  Toward  Improvement  Targets  for  the  Salem  Public  Schools  

  
  

Annual  Percentage  Progress  Toward  Targets  by  Grade  Span,  2018  to  2019  
While  the  overall  results  (in  terms  of  progress  toward  the  2019  targets  set  within  the  accountability  system)  
for  non-­‐high  schools  declined  by  4  points  in  2019  (from  69%  to  65%),  the  percentage  progress  toward  targets  
for  the  high  school  level  increased  significantly  from  the  previous  year  (a  21-­‐point  increase,  from  38%  in  2018  
to  59%  in  2019).  Table  6  presents  the  percentage  progress  toward  targets  for  both  the  high  school  and  non-­‐
high  school  grades  for  2018  and  2019.  
  

Table  6:  Percentage  Progress  Toward  Targets  for  Non-­‐High  School  and  High  School  Grades,  2018  to  2019  

%  Progress  Toward  Targets  
(Non-­‐HS  Grades)  

%  Progress  Toward  Targets  
(HS  Grades)  

2018   2019   2018   2019  
69.0%   65.0%   38.0%   59.0%  

  
Progress  Toward  Targets  by  Student  Category  (All  Students  and  Lowest  Performing  Students)  
Salem’s  elementary,  K-­‐8,  and  middle  school  grades  improved  results  in  the  “All  Students”  category  (up  10  
points  from  48%  in  2018  to  58%  in  2019)  but  declined  in  the  “Lowest  Performing  Students”  category.  At  the  
high  school  level,  significant  gains  were  made  in  both  the  “All  Students”  and  the  “Lowest  Performing  
Student”  category.  Table  7  summarizes  the  percentage  progress  toward  targets  for  non-­‐high  school  and  high  
school  grades  and  gives  the  breakdown  of  both  students  categories  for  2018  to  2019.  
  

Table  7:  Percentage  Progress  Toward  Targets  for  “All”  and  “Lowest  Performing”  Students,  2018  to  2019  

%  Progress  Toward  Targets  (Non  HS)   %  Progress  Toward  Targets  (HS)  
All  Students   Lowest  Perf   All  Students   Lowest  Perf  

2018   2019   2018   2019   2018   2019   2018   2019  
48.0%   58.0%   89.0%   71.0%   25.0%   41.0%   50.0%   78.0%  

  
Progress  Toward  Targets  for  Subgroups:  2018,  2019,  and  Cumulative  Progress  on  Targets  
SPS  improved  progress  toward  targets  for  four  out  of  six  subgroups  in  2019  including  students  who  are  
economically  disadvantaged  (up  3  points,  from  45%  to  48%),  students  with  disabilities  (a  5  point  increase  
from  41%  to  46%),  White  (up  7  points  from  44%  to  51%),  and  Hispanic  students  (a  15  point  increase  from  
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42%  in  2018  to  57%  in  2019).  Results  declined  for  the  district’s  high  needs  subgroup  as  well  as  for  its  English  
Language  Learners.  Table  8  outlines  these  results.  
  
Table  8:  Percentage  Progress  Toward  Targets  for  Subgroups,  2018,  2019,  and  Cumulative  

Subgroups  Overall  
Progress   2018   2019  

Cumulative  
Progress  
on  Targets  
(2018  +  
2019)  

High  Needs   55%   42%   47%  
EcoDis   45%   48%   47%  
EL  and  Former  EL   43%   36%   38%  
SWD   41%   46%   44%  
Hispanic   42%   57%   51%  
White   44%   51%   48%  

  
Looking  a  little  more  closely  at  the  results  for  subgroups  within  different  grade  spans,  the  district’s  non-­‐high  
school  grades  showed  tremendous  progress  with  its  students  with  disabilities  and  Hispanic  students  (and  
moderate  progress  for  its  white  students).  Results  for  the  district’s  English  learners,  high  needs,  and  
economically  disadvantaged  students  were  less  positive  for  the  non-­‐high  school  grades.    
  
In  the  high  school  grades,  increases  in  the  percentage  progress  toward  targets  were  seen  across  all  
subgroups,  except  for  students  with  disabilities,  which  saw  a  9-­‐point  decline.  Table  9  shows  the  results.  
  
Table  9:  Percentage  Progress  Toward  Targets  for  Subgroups,  Non-­‐HS  and  HS  Grades,  2018  to  2019  
Subgroup  Breakdowns  by  Grade  Span   Non-­‐HS  Grades   HS  Grades  
     2018   2019   2018   2019  
High  Needs   66.0%   44.0%   29.0%   38.0%  
Eco  Dis   52.0%   51.0%   29.0%   41.0%  
SWD   42.0%   52.0%   39.0%   30.0%  
ELL   48.0%   37.0%   30.0%   33.0%  
White   46.0%   47.0%   39.0%   61.0%  
Hispanic   46.0%   63.0%   32.0%   44.0%  

  

Results  on  Accountability  Indicators,  2018  and  2019  (Non-­‐High  School  Grades)  
Salem’s  non-­‐high  school  grades  demonstrated  increased  achievement  in  the  “all  students”  category  
(increased  from  5  points  earned  in  2018  to  7  points  earned  in  2019)  as  well  as  significant  improvement  in  the  
“additional  indicator”  which  is  chronic  absenteeism,  for  both  the  all  students  and  lowest  performing  student  
groups.  The  district  earned  two  fewer  points  for  achievement  and  student  growth  in  the  lowest  performing  
students  category  as  well  as  a  2  point  dip  in  growth  in  the  all  students  category.  English  language  proficiency  
also  decreased  by  1  point.  Table  10  summarizes  the  points  earned  by  the  non-­‐high  school  grades  for  each  
accountability  indicator  and  student  category  in  2018  and  2019.    
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Table  10:  Total  Points  Earned  by  Non-­‐HS  Grades  on  all  Indicators  and  Student  Categories,  2018  to  2019  
Accountability  
Indicators   Total  Points  Earned  (Non-­‐HS  Grades)  

     All  Students   Lowest  Perf  
     2018   2019   2018   2019  
Achievement   5  (out  of  12)   7  (out  of  12)   8  (out  of  8)   6  (out  of  8)  
Growth   6  (out  of  8)     4  (out  of  8)   6  (out  of  8)   4  (out  of  8)  
Attaining  Eng.  Lang.  
Prof   4  (out  of  4)   3  (out  of  8)     n/a     n/a  
Additional  Indicators   0  (out  of  8)   3  (out  of  8)   0  (out  of  8)   4  (out  of  8)  
Weighted  total   4.6  (out  of  9.6)   5.6  (out  of  9.6)   6.8  (out  of  7.6)   5.4  (out  of  7.6)  

%  Possible  Pts   48%   58%   89%   71%  
  

Results  on  Accountability  Indicators,  2018  and  2019  (High  School  Grades)  
The  high  school  grades  demonstrated  increases  in  achievement  in  both  the  all  students  and  lowest  
performing  groups,  with  a  3-­‐point  gain  for  the  lowest  performing  student  category.  Growth  also  increased  
significantly  for  the  lowest  performing  student  group  in  2019  with  a  more  modest  gain  for  all  students.  High  
school  completion  rates  also  improved  significantly  in  2019.  Attainment  of  English  language  proficiency  
declined  in  2019  and  results  on  the  additional  indicators  (chronic  absenteeism  and  enrollment  in  advanced  
coursework)  declined  for  the  lowest  performing  group  and  stayed  the  same  for  the  all  student  group.  Table  
11  summarizes  the  points  earned  by  the  high  school  grades  for  each  accountability  indicator  and  student  
category  in  2018  and  2019.  
  
Table  11:  Total  Points  Earned  by  HS  Grades  on  all  Indicators  and  Student  Categories,  2018  to  2019  
Accountability  
Indicators   Total  Points  Earned  (HS  Grades)  
     All  Students   Lowest  Perf  
     2018   2019   2018   2019  
Achievement   4  (out  of  12)   5  (out  of  12)   5  (out  of  12)   8  (out  of  12)  
Growth   3  (out  of  8)   5  (out  of  8)   0  (out  of  8)   8  (out  of  8)  
HS  Completion   0  (out  of  12)   5  (out  of  12)     n/a     n/a  
Attaining  Eng.  Lang.  
Prof   2  (out  of  4)   0  (out  of  4)     n/a     n/a  
Additional  Indicators   1  (out  of  4)   1  (out  of  4)   4  (out  of  4)   0  (out  of  4)  
Weighted  total   2.5  (out  of  10)   4.1  (out  of  10)   3.8  (out  of  7.6)   5.9  (out  of  7.6)  

Percentage  Possible  Pts   25%   41%   50%   78%  
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2019  District-­‐Level  Achievement  and  Growth    
The  next  section  summarizes  the  2019  district-­‐level  results  on  the  Next  Generation  and  Legacy  MCAS  
assessments  for  the  Salem  Public  Schools.    
  

Comparisons  with  the  State  as  well  as  Peer  Districts’  Average    
Where  possible,  comparisons  with  the  state’s  average  performance  as  well  as  the  average  for  Salem’s  “peer  
districts”  are  included.  The  data  used  for  the  state  average  were  obtained  from  the  state  profile  on  the  DESE  
website.  The  data  used  for  the  peer  districts  average  were  comprised  from  the  set  of  districts  that  DESE  
identifies  as  most  similar  to  Salem  in  terms  of  grade  span,  total  enrollment,  and  special  populations.  Results  
for  each  of  these  districts  can  be  compared  to  Salem’s  results  via  the  DART  tab  of  the  Salem  profile.  Table  12  
below  outlines  the  peer  districts  that  are  included  in  the  calculation  of  peer  district  average.    
  
Table  12:  Peer  Districts  Identified  by  DESE  for  Salem  with  Enrollment  and  Demographics  

District  Name  
Total  

Enrollment  #   Eco.  Dis.  %   SWD  %   ELL  %  
Dennis-­‐Yarmouth   3025   39.9   19.5   9.5  
Fitchburg   5362   60.9   24.2   15.6  
Gloucester   2886   35.3   26.4   6.2  
Haverhill   8047   45.5   22.9   9.5  
Holyoke   5241   77.8   24.8   22.4  
Leominster   6027   38.6   22.7   11.9  
Pittsfield   5429   51.2   21.9   4.4  
Randolph   2737   44.6   23.5   15.3  
Salem   3718   48.2   23.6   12.5  
Somerville   4909   39.2   20.9   20.5  
West  Springfield   4113   44.5   18.5   11.2  

  

  

Grade  3-­‐8  Achievement  Levels  (All  Students)  
In  2019,  41%  of  all  Salem  Public  Schools  in  Grades  3-­‐8  are  meeting  or  exceeding  expectations  on  the  ELA  
MCAS,  35%  in  Math,  and  39%  in  Science.  The  chart  below  portrays  the  achievement  levels  for  all  three  
subjects.    
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Grade  3-­‐8  Achievement  Levels,  2017  to  2019  with  State  and  Peer  District  Comparisons  
Looking  back  over  the  last  three  years,  the  district  has  seen  steady  improvement  in  English  Language  Arts  and  
a  slight  increase  in  Math  over  this  past  year.  In  Science,  2019  was  the  first  year  that  grade  5  and  8  took  the  
Next  Generation  Science  assessment  and  results  should  not  be  compared  with  the  previous  assessment.  
Although  Salem  has  increased  the  %  of  students  who  are  meeting  or  exceeding  expectations  in  ELA  and  by  
one  point  in  Math  in  recent  years,  we  have  not  yet  reached  the  state  average.  We  are  performing  at  or  above  
average  among  our  peer  districts  in  ELA  and  Science  and  very  close  in  Math  (a  one-­‐point  difference).    
  

  
  
  

Grade  10  Achievement  Levels  (All  Students)  
In  Grade  10,  47%  are  meeting  or  exceeding  expectations  in  ELA  and  44%  are  in  Math.    
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In  Grade  10,  55%  of  all  students  scored  proficient  or  advanced  on  the  Legacy  science  MCAS  assessment.  
  

  
  
Grade  10  Achievement  Levels  (All  Students,  2019  Comparison  with  State)  
2019  was  the  first  year  that  the  Next  Generation  MCAS  assessment  was  taken  for  Grade  10  in  ELA  and  Math  
(students  in  grade  10  took  the  Legacy  MCAS  for  Science).  Based  on  the  2019  results,  a  higher  percentage  of  
Salem’s  Grade  10  students  are  meeting  or  exceeding  expectations  in  both  ELA  (by  2  points)  and  Math  (by  1  
point)  than  the  average  of  Salem’s  peer  districts.  In  Science,  Salem’s  peer  districts  have,  on  average,  more  
grade  10  students  who  scored  proficient  or  advanced  on  the  Legacy  Science  MCAS.  Neither  Salem  nor  its  peer  
districts  scored  as  well  as  the  statewide  average  in  2019.  
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Gr  3-­‐8  Average  Scaled  Scores  
  

Gr  3-­‐8  -­‐  Avg.  Scaled  Scores,  2017  through  2019  with  Peer  and  State  Comparison  
Salem  has  increased  its  average  scaled  score  in  ELA  by  almost  three  points  over  the  last  three  years.  In  both  
ELA  and  Science,  Salem  is  outperforming  its  peer  districts  with  Salem  earning  an  average  scaled  score  of  
495.3  in  ELA  (peer  districts  earned  494.3)  and  493.5  for  Science  (peer  districts  earned  491.3).  The  average  
scaled  score  for  Math  has  remained  relatively  flat  over  the  last  three  years,  however,  and  Salem  is  not  
currently  scoring  as  high  as  its  peer  districts  in  Math.  
  

  
  

Gr  3-­‐8  2019  Student  Growth  with  Peer  and  State  Comparisons  
2019  student  growth  rates  as  measured  by  the  mean  Student  Growth  Percentile  (SGP)  in  Grades  3-­‐8  fell  
slightly  from  where  they  were  in  2018.  Both  still  remain  in  the  “moderate  growth”  category,  however.  The  
below  chart  summarizes  the  growth  rates  for  both  ELA  and  Math  for  2018  and  2019.    
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Highlights  from  the  Content  Areas  -­‐  ELA  
  
2019  ELA  Achievement  Levels  by  Grade  Level  
  
The  below  chart  depicts  the  achievement  levels  for  each  grade  level  on  the  2019  ELA  MCAS.  In  grade  3,  48%  
of  students  are  meeting  or  exceeding  expectations,  40%  in  grade  4,  38%  in  grade  5,  43%  in  grade  6,  31%  in  
grade  7,  44.3%  in  grade  8,  and  47%  in  grade  10.  
  

  
  
  
  
ELA  Achievement  Levels  by  Grade,  2017  to  2019  Comparison  (All  Students)  
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Gr  10  2019  ELA,  Math,  and  Science  Achievement  Levels  with  Peer  and  State  Comaprisons  
  
  

  
  

ELA  -­‐  Avg.  Scaled  Scores  by  Grade  Level,  Change  from  2017  to  2019  
  
The  table  below  depicts  the  ELA  average  scaled  scores  for  each  grade  level  from  2017  to  2019  as  well  as  the  
amount  of  change,  over  time.  Scaled  scores  increased  for  all  grade  levels  except  for  grade  6.  The  largest  
increase  was  in  Grade  3  which  gained  8.6  points  over  the  three  year  time  span.  Grades  8,  7,  5,  and  4  all  saw  
modest  increases  over  time  and  grade  six  dipped  slightly  in  the  past  year.    
  

Grade   2017   2018   2019  

Change,  
2017  to  
2019  

Grade  3   490.8   493.5   499.4   8.6  
Grade  4   493.4   497.0   495.0   1.6  
Grade  5   494.8   496.9   496.2   1.4  
Grade  6   494.0   495.4   493.6   -­‐0.4  
Grade  7   489.3   494.3   491.1   1.8  
Grade  8   494.2   490.2   496.0   1.8  
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ELA  Achievement  Levels  by  Subgroup,  Grades  3-­‐8  
In  2019,  the  26%  of  the  high  needs  subgroup  is  meeting  or  exceeding  expectations  in  ELA  as  are  27%  of  
students  who  are  economically  disadvantaged,  10%  of  students  with  disabilities,  and  18%  of  English  learners  
and  former  English  learners.  These  results  compare  with  the  41%  of  all  students  who  are  meeting  or  
exceeding  expectations.  
  

  
  
  
When  disaggregating  the  results  by  race  and  ethnicity  66%  of  Asian  students  are  meeting  or  exceeding  
expectations  as  are  51%  of  white  students,  50%  of  students  who  are  multi-­‐racial,  28%  of  African  American,  
and  27%  of  students  who  are  of  Hispanic  origin.    
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ELA  Achievement  Levels  by  Subgroup,  2017  to  2019  Comparison  
  
Salem  Public  Schools  has  increased  ELA  performance  for  all  subgroups  since  2017.    
  

  
  
Grade  10  ELA  Achievement  Levels  by  Subgroup  
  
In  grade  10,  32%  of  students  who  are  economically  disadvantaged  are  meeting  or  exceeding  expectations  as  
are  30%  of  those  who  are  high  needs,  and  14%  each  of  students  with  disabilities  and  EL  and  former  ELs.  This  
is  compared  with  47%  of  all  students  who  are  meeting  or  exceeding  expectations  for  ELA  in  grade  10.  
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Among  the  district’s  racial  and  ethnic  groups  in  grade  10  (with  enough  students  to  report),  68%  of  white  
students  are  meeting  or  exceeding  expectations  in  ELA  as  37%  of  students  who  are  Hispanic,  and  31%  of  
those  who  are  Asian.      
  

  
  
  
  
ELA  –  Gr  3-­‐8  Avg.  Scaled  Score  by  Subgroup,  2017  to  2019  
  
The  average  scaled  scores  in  ELA  for  all  subgroups  increased  over  the  last  three  years  for  all  grades,  3-­‐8.    
  
Subgroup   2017   2018   2019   Change,  2017  to  2019  

High  Needs   484.8   487.2   487.7   2.9  
Economic  
Disadvantage   485.8   487.7   488.4   2.6  
SWD   475.5   477.4   477.8   2.3  
EL  and  Forme  EL   477.5   481.3   482.1   4.6  
Hispanic   484.7   486.5   488   3.3  
White   498.3   500.1   501.1   2.8  
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ELA  Gr  3-­‐8  Growth  by  Subgroup,  2018  to  2019  
  

Student  growth  declined  slightly  for  all  subgroups  over  the  last  year.  
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Highlights  from  the  Content  Areas  –  Math  
  
2019  Math  Achievement  Levels  by  Grade  (All  Students)  
  
On  the  2019  Math  MCAS,  36%  are  meeting  or  exceeding  expectations  in  grade  3,  35%  in  grade  4,  31%  in  
grade  5,  36%  in  grade  6,  34%  in  grade  7,  33%  in  grade  8,  and  44%  in  grade  10.    
  
  

  
  
  
Math  Achievement  Levels  by  Grade,  2017  to  2019  Comparison  (All  Students)  
  
SPS  saw  modest  increases  in  the  percentage  of  students  meeting  or  exceeding  expectations  in  Math  for  
grades  6  and  7.    
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Math  –  Avg.  Scaled  Scores  by  Grade  Level,  Change  from  2017  to  2019  
  
Average  scaled  scores  for  Math  also  increased  in  grades  6  and  7.    
  

Grade   2017   2018   2019  

Change,  
2017  to  
2019  

Grade  3   489.8   488.5   488.2   -­‐1.6  
Grade  4   490.4   491.7   490.4   0.0  
Grade  5   491.6   489.6   489.6   -­‐2.0  
Grade  6   491.1   490.8   492.5   1.4  
Grade  7   488.4   492.1   491.7   3.3  
Grade  8   495.6   493.4   492.6   -­‐3.0  
  
Math  Achievement  Levels  by  Subgroup,  Grades  3-­‐8  
In  Math,  21%  of  students  who  are  economically  disadvantaged  are  meeting  or  exceeding  expectations  on  the  
2019  MCAS  test  as  are  20%  of  high  needs  students,  17%  of  EL  and  former  EL,  and  6%  of  students  with  
disabilities,  and  18%  of  English  learners  and  former  English  learners.  These  results  can  be  compared  with  the  
35%  of  all  students  who  are  meeting  or  exceeding  expectations  on  the  MCAS.  
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When  looking  at  the  results  by  race  and  ethnicity,  69%  of  Asian  students  are  meeting  or  exceeding  
expectations  in  Math,  44%  of  white  students,  and  20%  of  students  who  are  African  American  and  Hispanic.    
  

  
  
  
Math  Achievement  Levels  by  Subgroup,  Grade  10  
Thirty-­‐three  percent  (33%)  of  students  who  are  economically  disadvantaged  are  meeting  or  exceeding  
expectations  of  the  Math  MCAS,  29%  of  high  needs  students,  24%  of  EL  and  former  EL  students,  and  7%  of  
students  with  disabilities.  These  results  compare  with  44%  of  all  students  who  are  meeting  or  exceeding  
expectations  on  the  MCAS.    
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When  looking  at  the  results  by  race  and  ethnicity  54%  of  Asian  students  are  meeting  or  exceeding  
expectations  in  Math,  49.6%  of  White  students,  and  35%  of  Hispanic  students.  
  

  
  
  
Gr  3-­‐8  Math  Achievement  Levels  by  Subgroup,  2017  to  2019  Comparison  
  
Results  for  Math  over  the  past  three  years  has  been  mixed,  however,  some  gains  have  been  made  among  the  
English  learner  and  former  English  learner  (EL  and  Former  EL)  subgroup  as  well  as  among  students  who  are  
Hispanic.    
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Gr  3-­‐8  Math  –  Avg.  Scaled  Score  by  Subgroup,  2017  to  2019  
  
Average  scaled  scores  in  Math  also  increased  for  two  subgroups  over  the  last  few  years:  EL  and  Former  EL  as  
well  as  for  students  who  are  Hispanic.  The  high  needs  and  students  with  disabilities  subgroups  also  increased  
slightly.  
  

Subgroup   2017   2018   2019   Change,  2017  to  2019  

High  Needs   482.9   484.2   483.5   0.6  
Economic  
Disadvantage   483.7   484.1   483.5   -­‐0.2  
SWD   474.2   475.4   474.4   0.2  
EL  and  Former  EL   475.8   479.9   479.7   3.9  
Hispanic   481.9   483   483   1.1  
White   497.3   496.7   496.5   -­‐0.8  
  
  
Gr  3-­‐8  Math  Growth  by  Subgroup,  2018  to  2019  
  
Student  growth  rates  in  Math  declined  slightly  for  all  subgroups  over  the  past  year.  
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Highlights  from  the  Content  Areas  -­‐  Science  
  
Science  Achievement  Levels  by  Grade  
  
In  science,  45%  are  meeting  or  exceeding  expectations  in  grade  5  and  32%  in  grade  8.    
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Science  –  Avg.  CPI  by  Grade  Level,  Change  from  2017  to  2019  
  
Students  in  grade  5  increased  their  science  CPI  (Composite  Performance  Index)  by  5.1  points  over  the  last  
three  years.    While  the  CPI  for  students  in  the  8th  grade  declined  from  its  original  high  in  2017,  scores  did  
increase  by  nearly  six  points  over  the  last  year.  Note:    While  the  DESE  state  website  is  not  reporting  CPI  for  
Science  in  Grades  5  and  8,  we  were  able  to  calculate  it  using  the  raw  data  provided  from  the  state,  thereby  
allowing  a  comparison  with  results  from  previous  years.    
  

Grade   2017   2018   2019  

Change,  
2017  to  
2019  

Grade  5   67.8   73.2   72.9   5.1  
Grade  8   64.8   52.9   58.2   -­‐6.6  
  
  
Gr  3-­‐8  Science  Achievement  Levels  by  Subgroup  
Twenty  six  percent  (26%)  of  grade  3-­‐8  students  who  are  economically  disadvantaged  are  meeting  or  
exceeding  expectations  in  science  as  are  25%  of  high  needs  students,  14%  of  students  with  disabilities,  and  
13%  of  EL  and  former  EL  students.  These  results  compare  with  39%  of  all  grade  3-­‐8  students  who  are  meeting  
or  exceeding  expectations  in  science.  
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For  the  race  and  ethnicity  subgroups,  64%  of  Asian  students  are  meeting  or  exceeding  expectations,  49%  of  
white  students,  38.5%  of  students  who  are  multi-­‐racial,  26%  of  Hispanic,  and  11.4%  of  those  who  are  African  
American.  
  

  
  
  
Science  –  CPI  by  Subgroup,  2017  to  2019  
Science  performance  increased  in  all  but  two  subgroups  since  the  previous  year  with  students  with  
disabilities  seeing  the  largest  increase  of  6.3  points.  Hispanic  students  also  increased  their  science  CPI  by  5.9  
points.  High  needs  students  and  economically  disadvantaged  students  increased  their  science  CPI  scores  by  
2.5  and  1.8  respectively.  
  
Subgroup   2017   2018   2019   Change,  2018  to  2019  
High  Needs      54.5   57   2.5  
Economic  
Disadvantage      55.8   57.6   1.8  
SWD      43   49.3   6.3  
EL  and  Former  EL      46.3   44.6   -­‐1.7  
Hispanic      50.7   56.6   5.9  
White      74.2   73.5   -­‐0.7  
  
  
Science,  Grade  10  Legacy  MCAS  Assessment  
Forty-­‐three  (43%)  of  students  who  are  economically  disadvantaged  scored  proficient  or  advanced  on  the  
2019  science  legacy  MCAS  as  did  41%  of  high  needs  students,  29%  of  students  with  disabilities,  and  27%  of  EL  
and  former  EL  students.  These  results  compare  with  55%  of  all  students  who  are  proficient  or  advanced  on  
the  2019  science  MCAS  assessment.  
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65%  of  white  students  scored  proficient  or  advanced  on  the  2019  Legacy  MCAS  while  43.8%  of  Hispanic  
students  did.  
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2019  Accountability  Results  for  Schools  
  
Normative  Component  –  School  Accountability  Percentiles,  2018  to  2019  
  
Performance  in  three  schools  increased  in  2019  relative  to  comparison  schools  across  the  state.  Three  
schools  saw  an  increase  in  their  school  accountability  percentiles.  At  Bates  Elementary  School,  the  school  
accountability  percentile  increased  from  18  to  28,  for  Horace  Mann  it  increased  from  36  to  42  and  for  SHS  it  
increased  from  9  to  14  points.  The  2019  accountability  percentile  decreased  for  five  schools:  BACS,  Carlton,  
WHES,  Saltonstall,  and  CMS.  Comparisons  on  this  measure  should  be  made  with  caution  as  the  2019  
accountability  percentile  is  based  on  more  than  one  year’s  worth  of  data  and  given  more  weight  than  the  
2018  percentile.    
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Criterion-­‐Referenced  Component  –  Progress  Toward  Targets  
  
2019  Cumulative  Percentage  Progress  Toward  Targets  by  School  
Four  of  the  district’s  8  schools  earned  a  cumulative  percentage  progress  toward  targets  of  50%  or  higher,  
which  corresponds  with  the  state  accountability  determination  of  making  substantial  progress  toward  targets  
One  school,  Horace  Mann  Laboratory  School  achieved  a  cumulative  percentage  progress  of  83%  which  
corresponds  to  the  state  determination  of  “meeting  or  exceeding  targets.”  The  cumulative  percentage  
progress  toward  targets  represents  the  combined  percentage  that  includes  the  2018  annual  percentage  
progress  toward  targets  (weighted  at  40%  of  the  total)  together  with  the  2019  annual  percentage  progress  
toward  targets  (weighted  at  60%  of  the  total).  
  

  
  
Annual  Percentage  Progress  Toward  Targets  by  School,  2018  to  2019  
Four  of  the  8  schools  increased  their  annual  progress  toward  targets  between  2018  and  2019:  Bates,  HMLS,  
WHES,  and  SHS.  In  these  schools,  their  2019  annual  percentage  progress  toward  targets  was  higher  than  the  
percentage  progress  they  achieved  in  2018,  which  means  that  they  came  closer  or  met  more  of  their  targets  
this  year  than  they  did  last  year.  
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Percentage  Progress  for  the  All  Students  Category  
  
The  accountability  system  applies  the  indicator  targets  equally  across  two  categories  of  students:  all  students  
and  lowest  performing  students.  The  slide  below  depicts  the  results  for  all  schools  in  the  all  students  
category.  Three  schools  increased  their  percentage  progress  toward  targets  for  the  all  student  category:  
Bates,  HMLS,  and  SHS.  
  

  
  
  
Percentage  Progress  for  the  Lowest  Performing  Students  Category  
  
The  chart  below  describes  the  percentage  progress  toward  targets  earned  for  each  school  for  the  lowest  
performing  students  category.  Four  schools  increased  their  percentage  progress  toward  targets  for  this  group  
of  students.  WHES  saw  the  largest  increase  jumping  up  to  79%  for  2019  from  only  24%  in  2018.  Salem  High  
School  increased  their  percentage  progress  for  lowest  performing  student  group  by  14  points,  HMLS  by  7  
points,  and  Bates  and  CMS  by  3  points  each.  Note:  BACS  did  not  have  enough  eligible  students  to  report  a  
lowest  performing  student  category  in  2018  (all  results  for  2018  were  based  on  the  all  students  category).  
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Progress  on  Accountability  Indicators  by  School  
  

2019  Points  Earned  for  Each  Indicator  –  All  Students  Category  
  
The  below  table  outlines  the  points  earned  by  each  school  for  each  of  the  accountability  indicators  for  the  all  
students  category.  Horace  Mann  was  the  only  school  to  earn  points  across  all  four  applicable  categories.  
Schools  that  earned  higher  points  for  achievement  include  Bates,  HMLS,  and  SHS.  For  growth,  HMLS,  Bates,  
Saltonstall,  CMS,  and  SHS  all  earned  relatively  high  points  on  the  scale.  In  EL  proficiency,  BACS  and  HMLS  
each  earned  the  total  possible  amount  of  points  (4  points  each).  Carlton  and  HMLS  both  earned  the  total  
possible  amount  of  points  for  the  additional  indicator  (which  is  chronic  attendance  for  non-­‐high  schools)  and  
Saltonstall  earned  3  points  for  chronic  attendance.    
  

2019  Points  Earned  for  Each  Indicator-­‐All  Students  

    

Achievement  
(12  possible)  

Growth  
(8  possible)  

HS  
Completion  
(12  possible)  

EL  
Proficiency  
(4  possible)  

Additional  
Indicators  
(4  possible)  

Bates   9   6   n/a   0   0  

BACS   1   4   n/a   4   0  

Carlton   3   4   n/a   n/a   4  

HMLS   9   7   n/a   4   4  

WHES   0   3   n/a   0   0  

Saltonstall   0   5   n/a   0   3  

CMS   3   5   n/a   0   0  

SHS   6   5   6   0   0  
  
2019  Points  Earned  for  Each  Indicator  –  Lowest  Performing  Students  Category  
The  below  table  outlines  the  points  earned  by  each  school  for  each  of  the  accountability  indicators  for  the  
lowest  performing  students  category.  For  achievement,  SHS,  Bates,  HMLS,  and  WHES  earned  more  than  half  
of  the  total  possible  points  for  this  indicator.  For  growth,  HMLS,  BACS,  Bates,  and  CMS  all  earned  a  majority  
of  points  for  this  indicator.  Carlton,  HMLS,  and  WHES  each  earned  the  total  possible  points  (4  points  each)  for  
chronic  attendance  and  Saltonstall  earned  3  points  for  this  indicator.    
  
  

2019  Points  Earned  for  Each  Indicator-­‐Lowest  Performing  Students  

    

Achievement  
(12  possible)  

Growth  
(8  possible)  

HS  
Completion  
(12  possible)  

EL  
Proficiency  
(4  possible)  

Additional  
Indicators  
(4  possible)  

Bates   8   5   n/a   0   0  

BACS   6   5   n/a   n/a   0  

Carlton   2   3   n/a   n/a   4  

HMLS   8   6   n/a   n/a   4  

WHES   7   4   n/a   n/a   4  

Saltonstall   0   3   n/a   n/a   3  

CMS   4   5   n/a   n/a   2  

SHS   10   2   n/a   n/a   0  
  
  
  



   37  

2019  ELA,  Math,  and  Science  MCAS  Results:  School  Comparisons  
  

ELA  Student  Achievement  and  Growth  by  School  
  
ELA  Achievement  Level  by  School,  2017  through  2019  
  

  
  
  
ELA  Achievement  Percentile  by  School,  2017  through  2019  
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ELA  Scaled  Score  by  School,  2017  to  2019  
  

  
  
ELA  Student  Growth  by  School,  2017  to  2019  
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Math  Student  Achievement  and  Growth  by  School  
  
Math  Achievement  Level  by  School,  2017  through  2019  
  
  

  
  
Math  Achievement  Percentile  by  School,  2017  through  2019  
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Math  Average  Scaled  Scores  by  School,  2017  to  2019  
  
  

  
  
Math  Student  Growth  by  School,  2017  to  2019  
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Science  Student  Achievement  and  Growth  by  School  
  
2019  Gr  3-­‐8  Science  Achievement  Levels  by  School  (School  v  State  Avg.)    
  

  
  
  
SHS  Science  CPI,  2012  through  2019  (SHS  v.  State  Avg.)  
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2019  Science  –  Average  Scaled  Scores  by  School  with  District  and  State  Comparison  
  

  
  
2019  Science  Achievement  Percentile  by  School  
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Lisa Bisson 
Co-President Carlton Innovation PTO 
Salem, MA 
(978) 766-0403 
lis7713@hotmail.com 

23rd September 2019 

 

Dear School Committee, 

I am formally writing on behalf of the Carlton Innovation PTO to request the 
use of our parking lot during the month of October for fundraising 
opportunities. 

We would like to begin using the parking lot the weekend of Oct 12th, 13th and 
Monday the 14th. Our hours would be 11am start and a 6pm finish. I would like 
to include in this request the additional dates of Sat the 19th and 26th, Sun the 
20th and 27th, additionally 12 pm until 10pm the 31st.  .We will be staffing 
these dates with volunteer parents and teachers. The fundraising monies 
generated will be applied to but not limited to bus and transportation for field 
trips, field trip opportunities, and community enrichment activities at our 
school. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. I look forward to hearing from you. 

Sincerely, 

 

Lisa Bisson 

 

 



Hi, 
 
I work for Bates elementary school. I put in a request to use the gym to run a basketball skills 
for the kids of Salem. We are a non profit so we don't have the money to pay for the gym. 
And the kids we have can’t really afford it. The point of this is to get the kids off the street and 
give them something to do.  I have been running my organization  Northeast Burn Basketball 
for 5 yrs now and is successful. We have helped kids make transitions out of gang life , 
helped families and have even been abroad to Africa where we donated shoes and uniforms 
to kids. So we help our community  and others. And with this gym time you will be helping 
our community , helping us help others . Thanks.   
You can follow us on  
Facebook Northeast Burn 
Instagram Burn_Basketball 
 
Thank You  
Loren Green 
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