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Executive Summary 

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

in early March of 2004. During 2000-2003, it was among the ‘Low’ performing school systems 

in the Commonwealth. The following provides a summary of the findings of the examination and 

the district’s performance on the 2003 Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System 

(MCAS) test. 

Proficiency/Achievement: 
• 	 Lynn’s Average Proficiency Index (API) was 65.3, which was based on the 2003 MCAS 

results. The state average for the API was 75.7 in 2003. This placed Lynn among the ‘Low’ 
performing academic school districts in the Commonwealth. In ELA, the district’s ELA 
Proficiency Index (EPI) was 73.6, and the state average for EPI was 82.2. In math, the 
district’s math Proficiency Index (MPI) was 57.1, and the state average for MPI was 69.3. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 65.5% of the students in Lynn scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 
and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. This figure was 17.3 percentage points higher than the 
state average percentages. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, in ELA, 55.1% of the students in Lynn scored in the ‘Needs 
Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 16.0 percentage points higher than the 
state’s average percentages on that sub-test.  

• 	 On the 2003 test, in math, 75.6% of the students scored in those categories, 18.4 percentage 
points more than the state’s average percentages on that subtest. 

• 	 In 2003, in Lynn the Proficiency Indices of 73.6 for ELA and 57.1 for math were 8.6 and 
12.2 points lower than the statewide averages. 

• 	 In Lynn, the MCAS test performance of all the district’s students did not meet the state 
average performance nor did it meet or exceed state proficiency standards. 

• 	 On the MCAS retest administered in the fall of 2003, 94% of the Lynn Class of 2003 earned 
a Competency Determination (CD), as compared to 95% of the statewide Class of 2003. 

• 	 On the MCAS retest administered in the fall of 2003, 86.6% of the Lynn Class of 2004 
earned a Competency Determination, as compared to 93% of the statewide Class of 2004. 
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Equity of Achievement/Proficiency: 
• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 58.8% of the regular education students in Lynn scored in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 17.7 percentage points higher than 
the state’s average percentages for regular education students in those categories.  

• 	 On the same test, 90.2% of the special education students in Lynn scored in those categories, 
11.2 percentage points more than the state’s average percentages for special education 
students. 

• 	 On the same test, 83.2% of the LEP students in Lynn scored in those categories, 0.1 
percentage points fewer than the state’s average percentages for LEP students. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 71.1% of the FRL/Y students in Lynn scored in the ‘Needs 
Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 2.2 percentage points fewer than the state’s 
average percentages for FRL/Y students in those categories.  

• 	 On the same test, 54.5% of the FRL/N students in Lynn scored in those categories, 15.4 
percentage points more than the state’s average percentages for FRL/N. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 74.7% of the African-American students in Lynn scored in the 
‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 0.1 percentage points more than the 
state’s average percentages for African-American students in those categories.  

• 	 On the same test, 63% of the Asian-American students in Lynn scored in those categories, 
22.2 percentage points more than the state’s average percentages for Asian-American 
students. 

• 	 On the same test, 76.6% of the Hispanic-American students in Lynn scored in those 
categories, 1.8 percentage points fewer than the state’s average percentages for Hispanic-
American students.   

• 	 On the same test, 54.4% of the White students in Lynn scored in those categories, 13.2 
percentage points more than the state’s average percentages for White students.   

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

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

most of the improvement occurring in the 2001 and 2003 tests with the reduction in students 
scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. This trend was more consistent in ELA than in 
math. 

• 	 In Lynn, 10% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 
than in 2000, and 13.6% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 
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• 	 In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 9.6 points 
and, in math, by 9.0 points. 

• 	 In ELA, 13% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 
than in 2000, and 12.5% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

• 	 In math, 7.2% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 
than in 2000, and 14.9% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

Equity of Improvement: 
• 	 Between 2000-2003, Lynn’s student achievement figures for the district’s FRL/N students’ 

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

• 	 Between 2000-2003, Lynn’s aggregate student achievement figures and the district’s regular 
education, special education, LEP, FRL/Y, African-American, Asian-American, Hispanic-
American, and White students’ results improved by more than or equal to the state average in 
both ELA and math. 

Participation and Access: 
• 	 In the aggregate and eligible regular education students were participating in both the ELA 

and math assessments at required levels. 

Summary of Preliminary Findings by Domain: 

Assessment and Evaluation: 
• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on nine, ‘Poor’ on eleven, and 

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

• 	 In Lynn, prior to the summer of 2003, district administrators, building administrators, and 
teachers were not trained or skilled in the use of aggregate and individual test analysis. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district did not employ criterion-referenced tests or norm-referenced 
tests on a district-wide basis to assess student achievement. 

• 	 In 2002, the district’s participation rates in ELA and math exceeded the state average. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, while the district’s attendance and discipline office tracked student 
attendance, it was unclear if the available interventions addressed the attendance problem. 

• 	 For the period under review, the district did not conduct timely evaluations on all 
professional status teachers who required them. 
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• 	 The principles of effective leadership were listed, but not rated or evaluated on the 
principal’s evaluation tool. 

Curriculum and Instruction: 
• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on eleven, ‘Poor’ on nine, and 

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

• 	 For the period under review, the district did not have a formal process in place to evaluate the 
effectiveness of its curriculum and programs.  

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district’s math curriculum and the ELA curriculum were not fully 
aligned with the state curriculum frameworks. 

• 	 In Lynn, the district used student writing portfolios to periodically assess student writing and 
subsequently inform needed revisions and/or changes to instruction.   

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district’s collective bargaining provisions for bumping and bidding 
vacancies were a hindrance to the employment of highly qualified staff. 

• 	 In the Lynn Public Schools, the attendance of students in alternative programs was extremely 
low and presented a serious concern. 

• 	 The district’s desegregation plan was impacted by the 25% mobility of students within the 
district, and the annual intake of students at the parent information center (PIC). 

• 	 In the Lynn Public Schools, in the years 2000-2002, the district’s facilitator model limited the 
participation of decision-making related to its professional development. 

• 	 For the period under examination, prior to the PIM process, the district did not disaggregate 
or analyze student achievement data. 

Student Academic Support Services: 
• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on two and ‘Poor’ on five of the seven 

performance indicators in this domain. 

• 	 In Lynn, prior to 2003, the district focused on student trend data and patterns but did not 
focus on disaggregating and analyzing student achievement data. 

• 	 Prior to 2003, the district did not have a systemic approach for writing individual student 
success plans. 
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Leadership and Governance: 
• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on five, ‘Poor’ on seven, and 

‘Unsatisfactory’ on four of the sixteen performance indicators in this domain. 

• 	 The Lynn Public Schools did not maintain a separate archive of historical data in the district 
apart from school committee meeting minutes. 

• 	 In Lynn, the district leader did not have access to historical data related to district’s 
performance and the academic achievement of its students. 

• 	 During the period 2000-2002, the divisiveness and an adversarial relationship between the 
superintendent and members of the school committee undermined the need for collaboration 
in the development of a district improvement plan, among other district functions. 

Business and Finance: 
• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on fifteen and ‘Poor’ on five of the 

twenty performance indicators in this domain. 

• 	 During the period under examination, the district did not have a formal process that related 
spending to student achievement, until the FY2003 budget and the advent of the DOE’s PIM 
planning efforts. 

• 	 In Lynn, the district and City’s financial management system enabled consistent and timely 
monitoring of district appropriations. 

• 	 For the years under review, as a result of budget cuts in FY2003 and FY2004, the district 
reduced its maintenance and trades personnel, limiting the district’s capacity to clean and 
maintain its school facilities. 
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Part I: Overview of the EQA Review Process and the District 

On March 2-4, 2004, the EQA conducted an independent examination of the Lynn Public 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Lynn is a small city located in southeastern Essex County in eastern Massachusetts. Education, 

healthcare, and social services are the largest sources of employment in Lynn, followed by 

manufacturing. According to the 2000 U.S. Census, it has a population of 89,050 people and a 

median family income of $45,295, while the median family income in Massachusetts is $61,664. 

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

Lynn Public Schools have 28 schools serving Grades PreK-12. The most recent Massachusetts 

Department of Education (DOE) figures indicate that there were 15,114 students enrolled in the 

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

is: 39.9% White, 32.2% Hispanic-American, 14.8% African-American, 12.8% Asian-American, 

Limited English Proficiency (LEP), 11.8%; Free or Reduced Lunch/Yes (FRL/Y), 66%; and 

Special Education (SPED), 14.8%. During the ten years of education reform in Massachusetts, 

Lynn’s state Chapter 70 Aid increased by 230% from $28,818,333 in FY1993 to $95,036,457 in 

FY2002. For the fiscal years under review, 2000-2003, Lynn received $77,549,370; 

$82,313,967; $95,036,457; and $98,243,576 for a total of $353,143,370 in state Chapter 70 Aid. 

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

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

Low’ in math on the Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS) test. Since 
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2000, Lynn has also demonstrated modest improvement on its ‘Low’ MCAS test scores, and in 

the 2003 administration of the MCAS test, 65.5% of its students scored below standard. 

Part II: Tier I Analysis of Student Achievement and MCAS Test Data 

At Tier I, while particular attention was paid to the 2003 MCAS test, the EQA review of Lynn’s 

MCAS test results (2000-2003) 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 MCAS test performance vary among the district’s 

student subgroups? 

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

over time? 

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

subgroups changed over time? 

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

required programs and assessments? 

In order to respond accurately to these questions, the EQA did several types of analyses on the 

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

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

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

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

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

A discussion of the analyses follows. 

Lynn vs. Massachusetts: 
• 	 In the aggregate, the students in Lynn scored lower than the aggregate of the state’s students. 

• 	 The regular education students in Lynn and in the state in general, scored lower than the 

state’s regular education students. 

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

students. 

• 	 The LEP students in Lynn scored higher than the state’s LEP students. 

• 	 The FRL/Y students in Lynn scored higher than the state’s FRL/Y students.   

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

• 	 The African-American students in Lynn scored higher than the state’s African-American 

students. 

• 	 The Asian-American students in Lynn scored lower than the state’s Asian-American 

students. 

• 	 The Hispanic-American students in Lynn scored higher than the state’s Hispanic-American 

students. 

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

Lynn’s totals vs. Lynn’s subgroups: 
• 	 The Hispanic-American students in Lynn scored lower than all other subgroups in Lynn 

except LEP and special education students. 

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

• 	 The FRL/Y students in Lynn scored lower than the FRL/N students in Lynn. 

• 	 The African-American, Hispanic-American, and Asian-American students in Lynn all scored 

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

students meeting or exceeding state proficiency standards? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 65.5% of the students in Lynn scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 

and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. This figure was 17.3 percentage points higher than the 

state average percentages. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, in ELA, 55.1% of the students in Lynn scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 16.0 percentage points higher than the 

state’s average percentages on that sub-test.  

• 	 On the 2003 test, in math, 75.6% of the students scored in those categories, 18.4 percentage 

points more than the state’s average percentages on that subtest. 

• 	 In 2003, in Lynn the Proficiency Indices of 73.6 for ELA and 57.1 for math were 8.6 and 

12.2 points lower than the statewide averages. 

• 	 In Lynn, the MCAS test performance of all the district’s students did not meet the state 

average performance nor did it meet or exceed state proficiency standards. 
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Figure/Table 1: 
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MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level 
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State	 Lynn 

Advanced 14.2 5.2 
Proficient 37.6 29.3 

Needs Improv. 32.2 40.0 
Warning/Failing 16.0 25.5 

Analysis of Figure/Table 1: 

• 	 Lynn had 9.0% and 8.3% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories 

than the state on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Lynn’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category was less than one-half that 

of the state’s students in that category, 5.2% to 14.2%. 

• 	 Lynn had 7.8% and 9.5% more of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state on the 2003 MCAS test. 
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Figure/Table 2: 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level by Subject and Grade 
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State ELA Lynn ELA State MTH Lynn MTH 

Advanced 12.1 4.5 15.9 5.9 
Proficient 48.4 40.5 26.9 18.6 

Needs Improv. 30.2 40.3 34.1 39.8 
Warning/Failing 8.9 14.8 23.1 35.8 

Analysis of Figure/Table 2: 

• 	 Lynn had 7.6% and 7.9% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories 

in ELA than the state on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Lynn’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category in ELA was less than one-

half that of the state’s students in that category, 4.5% to 12.1%. 

• 	 Lynn had 10.1% and 5.9% more of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

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

• 	 Lynn had 10.0% and 8.3% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories 

in math than the state on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Lynn’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category in math was less than one-

half that of the state’s students in that category, 5.9% to 15.9%. 
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• 	 Lynn had 5.7% and 12.7% more of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

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

Figure/Table 3: 

Proficiency Index (MCAS 2003) by Grade 

ELA Math 
Lynn 73.6 57.1 

Grade 04 70.4 62.2 
Grade 07 79.9 NA 
Grade 08 NA 48.1 
Grade 10 70.3 62.0 

Analysis of Figure/Table 3: 

• 	 On average, in Lynn, the math PI was 16.5 points lower than that for ELA system-wide. (The 

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

• 	 In ELA, the Proficiency Index in Grade 7 was 6.3 points higher than the district average, and 

in Grades 4 and 10 the PI was 3.2 and 3.3 points lower than the district average of 73.6. 

• 	 In math, the Proficiency Indices in Grades 4 and 10 were 5.1 and 4.9 points higher than the 

district average, and in Grade 8 it was 9.0 points lower than the district average of 57.1.  
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2. 	Equity of Achievement: How does a MCAS performance vary among the district’s 

student subgroups? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 58.8% of the regular education students in Lynn scored in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 17.7 percentage points higher than 

the state’s average percentages for regular education students in those categories.  

• 	 On the same test, 90.2% of the special education students in Lynn scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 11.2 percentage points more than the state’s 

average percentages for special education students.   

• 	 On the same test, 83.2% of the LEP students in Lynn scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 0.1 percentage points fewer than the state’s average 

percentages for LEP students. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 71.1% of the FRL/Y students in Lynn scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 2.2 percentage points fewer than the state’s 

average percentages for FRL/Y students in those categories.  

• 	 On the same test, 54.5% of the FRL/N students in Lynn scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 

and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 15.4 percentage points more than the state’s average 

percentages for FRL/N. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 74.7% of the African-American students in Lynn scored in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 0.1 percentage points more than the 

state’s average percentages for African-American students in those categories.  
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• 	 On the same test, 63% of the Asian-American students in Lynn scored in those categories, 

22.2 percentage points more than the state’s average percentages for Asian-American 

students. 

• 	 On the same test, 76.6% of the Hispanic-American students in Lynn scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 1.8 percentage points fewer than the state’s 

average percentages for Hispanic-American students.   

• 	 On the same test, 54.4% of the White students in Lynn scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 

and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 13.2 percentage points more than the state’s average 

percentages for White students.   

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, special education, LEP, Hispanic-American, African-American, and 

FRL/Y students in Lynn all scored below the district average PI in both ELA and math. 
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Figure/Table 4: 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of Regular, Disability, and LEP students at each 

proficiency level 
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State Reg Lynn Reg State Lynn State LEP Lynn LEP 
Disability Disability 

Advanced 16.8 6.4 2.3 0.6 3.4 2.7 
Proficient 42.2 34.9 18.7 9.2 13.3 14.1 

Needs Improv. 30.4 40.2 41.3 38.8 34.5 40.6 
Warning/Failing 10.7 18.6 37.7 51.4 48.8 42.6 

Analysis of Figure/Table 4: 

• 	 Lynn had 10.4% and 7.3% fewer regular education students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

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

• 	 Lynn’s percentage of regular education students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category was less 

than one-half that of the state’s students in that category, 6.4% to 16.8%. 

• 	 Lynn had 9.8% and 7.9% more of its regular education students score in the ‘Needs 

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

on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Lynn had 1.7% and 9.5% fewer of its special education students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s special education students on the 2003 MCAS test. 
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• 	 Lynn’s percentage of special education students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category was 

almost one-fourth that of the state’s students in that category, 0.6% and 2.3%, respectively. 

• 	 Lynn had 2.5% fewer and 13.7% more of its special education students score in the ‘Needs 

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

the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Lynn had 0.7% fewer and 0.8% more of its LEP students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

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

• 	 Lynn had 6.1% more and 6.2% fewer of its LEP students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 

and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s LEP students on the 2003 MCAS test. 
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Figure/Table 5: 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of students by FreeLunch status at each proficiency level 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 5: 

• 	 Lynn had 0.2% and 2.0% more of its students eligible for Free or Reduced Lunch (FRL/Y) 

score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s FRL/Y students on the 

2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Lynn had 0.3% more and 2.5% less of its students eligible for FRL/Y score in the ‘Needs 

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

MCAS test. 

• 	 Lynn had 10.0% and 5.3% fewer of its FRL/N students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

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

• 	 Lynn’s percentage of FRL/N students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category was less than one-

half that of the state’s students in that category, 8.0% to 18.0%. 
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• Lynn had 8.1% and 7.3% more of its FRL/N students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

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

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of students by race at each proficiency level 
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State Afr- Lynn Afr- State Asian Lynn Asian State Lynn State Lynn 

Amer Amer Hispanic Hispanic White White 

Advanced 3.3 3.0 23.2 5.6 2.6 2.6 16.6 7.9 
Proficient 22.0 22.3 35.9 31.5 19.0 20.8 42.2 37.8 

Needs Improv. 41.4 41.6 27.6 40.5 39.9 43.1 30.3 37.2 
Warning/Failing 33.2 33.1 13.2 22.5 38.5 33.5 10.9 17.2 

Analysis of Figure/Table 6: 

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

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

2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Lynn had 0.2% more and 0.1% fewer of its African-American students score in the ‘Needs 

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

on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Lynn had 17.6% and 4.4% fewer of its Asian-American students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s Asian-American students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Lynn’s percentage of Asian-American students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category was less 

than one-fourth that of the state’s students in that category, 5.6% and 23.2%, respectively. 
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• 	 Lynn had 12.9% and 9.3% more of its Asian-American students score in the ‘Needs 

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

the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Lynn had 0.0% and 1.8% more of its Hispanic-American students score in the ‘Advanced’ 

and ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s Hispanic-American students on the 2003 MCAS 

test. 

• 	 Lynn had 3.2% more and 5.0% fewer of its Hispanic-American students score in the ‘Needs 

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

on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Lynn had 8.7% and 4.4% fewer of its White students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

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

• 	 Lynn’s percentage of White students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category was less than one-

half that of the state’s students in that category, 7.9% to 16.6%. 

• 	 Lynn had 6.9% and 6.3% more of its White students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

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

Category  ELA Math 
Lynn Advanced 139 
188 


 Proficient 1248
 598 

 Needs Improv. 1243
 1277

 Warning/Failing 455
 1149


Advanced 135 
170 
Regular 
Proficient 1145
 533 


Needs Improv. 894 
 1036

Warning/Failing 198
 695


Advanced 2 
3
Disability 
Proficient 52 
28 


Needs Improv. 222 
 114 

Warning/Failing 134
 311


Advanced 2 
15
LEP 
Proficient 51 
37 


Needs Improv. 127 
 127 

Warning/Failing 123
 143


Advanced 60 
99
Free Lunch/Y 
Proficient 725 
331 


Needs Improv. 909 
 833 

Warning/Failing 372
 864


Advanced 79 
89
Free Lunch/N 
Proficient 523 
267 


Needs Improv. 334 
 444 

Warning/Failing 83
 285


Advanced 15 
13
African-American 
Proficient 147 
62 


Needs Improv. 202 
 188 

Warning/Failing 77
 233


Advanced 11 
32
Asian-American 
Proficient 154 
87 


Needs Improv. 165 
 145 

Warning/Failing 50
 122


Advanced 18 
33
Hispanic-American 
Proficient 281 
130 


Needs Improv. 442 
 408 

Warning/Failing 230
 431


Advanced 94 
110 
White 
Proficient 663 
317 


 Needs Improv. 432 
532 

 Warning/Failing 92
 355
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Table 8: 

Proficiency Index (MCAS 2003) Free/Reduced Lunch Status, Student Status, and Race 

ELA vs Math PI (by subgroup) 
M
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FJ 

20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 

ELA PI 

ELA Math 

A LYNN 73.6 57.1 

B Regular 80.0 61.9 

C Disability 52.7 36.3 

D LEP 51.5 50.6 

E FRL/Y 69.3 53.5 

F FRL/N 82.3 64.4 

G African-American 68.6 48.2 

H Asian-American 74.0 61.2 

I Hispanic-American 64.3 51.0 

J White 82.3 64.1 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 8: 
• 	 In Lynn, FRL/N, White, regular education, and Asian-American students scored 8.7, 8.7, 6.4, 

and 0.4 Proficiency Index points higher on the MCAS test in ELA than the district average of 

73.6. 

• 	 In Lynn, LEP, special education, Hispanic-American, African-American, and FRL/Y 

students scored 22.1, 20.9, 9.3, 5.0, and 4.3 Proficiency Index points lower on the MCAS test 

in ELA than the district average of 73.6. 

• 	 In Lynn, FRL/N, White, regular education, and Asian-American students scored 7.3, 7.0, 4.8, 

4.1 Proficiency Index points higher on the MCAS test in math than the district average of 

57.1. 

• 	 In Lynn, special education, African-American, LEP, Hispanic-American, and FRL/Y 

students scored 20.8, 8.9, 6.5, 6.1, and 3.6 Proficiency Index points lower on the MCAS test 

in math than the district average of 57.1.  

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

over time? 

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

most of the improvement occurring in the 2001 and 2003 tests with the reduction in students 

scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category.  This trend was more consistent in ELA than in 

math. 

• 	 In Lynn, 10% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000, and 13.6% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

• 	 In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 9.6 points 

and, in math by 9.0 points. 
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• 	 In ELA, 13% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000, and 12.5% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

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

than in 2000, and 14.9% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 
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• 	 The MCAS performance level for in the district improved in the aggregate from 2001-2003. 

Figure/Table 9: 

MCAS 2000 - 2003 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level 

100


80


60


40


20


0 
20


40


60


80


100


2000 2001 2002 2003 

Advanced 
Proficient 

Needs Improv. 
Warning/Failing 

2.6 
21.9 

36.4 
39.1 

3.0 
23.5 

42.6 
30.9 

3.8 
27.0 

40.6 
28.6 

5.2 
29.3 

40.0 
25.5 

Analysis of Figure/Table 9: 

• 	 In Lynn, 5.2% and 29.3% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ category 

in 2003 in contrast to 2.6% and 21.9% of all the district’s students scoring in these categories 

in 2000. 
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• 	 In Lynn, 40.0% and 25.5% of all students scored at the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

Warning/Failing’ categories in 2003 in contrast to 36.4% and 39.1% of all students scoring at 

these categories in 2000. 

Figure/Table 10: 

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

Prof. Index Trend Data 
100 

90 
80 

70 
60 

50 
40 

30 
20 

10 
0 

65.7 72 73.6 

64 

53.9 
51.9 

57.1 
48.1 

2000	 2001 2002 2003 

ELA Math 

ELA Math 
2000 2001 2002 2003 2000 2001 2002 2003 

Advanced 1.7 2.1 3.4 4.5 3.5 3.9 4.2 5.9 
Proficient 30.3 30.6 38.1 40.5 13.8 16.5 15.9 18.6 

Needs Improv. 40.8 44.7 42.7 40.3 32.1 40.5 38.4 39.8 
Warning/Failing 27.3 22.5 15.7 14.8 50.7 39.1 41.5 35.8 

Analysis of Figure/Table 10: 

• 	 In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 9.6 points, 

from 64.0 to 73.6. 

• 	 In math, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 9.0 points, 

from 48.1 to 57.1. 
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• 	 In ELA, 45.0% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 in 

contrast to 32.0% of all students achieving these categories in 2000.  

• 	 In ELA, 14.8% of all students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category in 2003 in contrast to 

27.3% of all students scoring in that category in 2000. 

• 	 In math, 24.5% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

in contrast to 17.3% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000. 

• 	 In math, 35.8% of all students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category in 2003 in contrast to 

50.7% of all students scoring in that category in 2000. 

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

subgroups change over time? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, Lynn’s student achievement figures for the district’s FRL/N students’ 

results improved by less than the state average in math and more than the state average in 

ELA. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, Lynn’s aggregate student achievement figures and the district’s regular 

education, special education, LEP, FRL/Y, African-American, Asian-American, Hispanic-

American, and White students’ results improved by more than or equal to the state average in 

both ELA and math. 
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Figures/Table 11A-D: 

Proficiency Index Trend Data (by subgroup) MCAS 2001, 2002, and 2003

GRAPHIC Format: (bars = Lynn; dots = State)
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Table 11: 


Trend Data by Subgroup (Lynn.) 
 Trend Data by Subgroup (State) 

ELA Math 

ALL ‘01 65.7 53.9 
‘02 72.0 51.9 
‘03 73.6 57.1 

Regular ‘01 70.5 58.2 
‘02 77.1 56.3 
‘03 80.0 61.9 

Disability ‘01 40.9 32.6 
‘02 45.2 30.4 
‘03 52.7 36.3 

LEP ‘01 46.2 42.7 
‘02 53.1 42.4 
‘03 51.5 50.6 

FRL/Y ‘01 60.5 48.8 
‘02 67.2 47.1 
‘03 69.3 53.5 

FRL/N ‘01 73.3 61.3 
‘02 79.8 59.4 
‘03 82.3 64.4 

African-
American ‘01 57.3 43.6 

‘02 65.7 43.1 
‘03 68.6 48.2 

Asian-
American ‘01 62.4 55.2 

‘02 69.6 50.9 
‘03 74.0 61.2 

Hispanic-
American ‘01 58.7 47.3 

‘02 63.0 43.6 
‘03 64.3 51.0 

White ‘01 74.3 61.4 
‘02 79.6 60.7 
‘03 82.3 64.1 

ELA Math 
ALL ‘01 79.5 67.3 

‘02 81.6 67.0 
‘03 82.2 69.3 

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

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

LEP ‘01 48.7 41.6 
‘02 49.7 39.6 
‘03 48.1 46.5 

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

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

African-
American ‘01 61.8 45.6 

‘02 64.2 44.4 
‘03 67.1 48.6 

Asian-
American ‘01 78.7 74.6 

‘02 82.0 75.8 
‘03 81.7 77.4 

Hispanic-
American ‘01 57.1 42.6 

‘02 60.3 42.1 
‘03 61.6 46.3 

White ‘01 84.3 72.8 
‘02 86.4 72.7 

 ‘03 86.9 74.5 
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Analysis of Figures/Table 11: 

• 	 In Lynn, between 2001-2003, all students increased by 7.9 Proficiency Index points in ELA 

and 3.2 points in math, as compared with increases of 2.7 and 2.0 points statewide. 

• 	 In Lynn, between 2001-2003, regular education students increased by 9.5 Proficiency Index 

points in ELA and 3.7 points in math, as compared with increases of 3.1 and 2.6 points 

statewide. 

• 	 In Lynn, between 2001-2003, special education students increased by 11.8 Proficiency Index 

points in ELA and 3.7 points in math, as compared with increases of 6.7 and 2.9 points 

statewide. 

• 	 In Lynn, between 2001-2003, LEP students increased by 5.3 Proficiency Index points in ELA 

and 7.9 points in math, as compared with a decrease of 0.6 points in ELA and an increase of 

4.9 points in math statewide. 

• 	 In Lynn, between 2001-2003, FRL/Y students increased by 8.8 Proficiency Index points in 

ELA and 4.7 points in math, as compared with increases of 4.3 and 3.2 points statewide. 

• 	 In Lynn, between 2001-2003, FRL/N students increased by 9.0 Proficiency Index points in 

ELA and by 3.1 points in math, as compared with increases of 3.7 and 3.2 points statewide. 

• 	 In Lynn, between 2001-2003, African-American students increased by 11.3 Proficiency 

Index points in ELA and by 4.6 points in math, as compared with increases of 5.3 and 3.0 

points statewide. 

• 	 In Lynn, between 2001-2003, Asian-American students increased by 11.6 Proficiency Index 

points in ELA and 6.0 points in math, as compared with increases of 4.5 and 3.7 points 

statewide. 
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• 	 In Lynn, between 2001-2003, Hispanic-American students increased by 5.6 Proficiency 

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

statewide. 

• 	 In Lynn, between 2001-2003, White students increased by 8.0 Proficiency Index points in 

ELA and 2.7 in math, as compared with increases of 2.6 and 1.7 points statewide. 

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

required programs and assessments? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
• 	 In the aggregate and eligible regular education students were participating in both the ELA 

and math assessments at required levels. 

Table 12: 
ELA Math 

Tested 95.15% 96.59% 
NTA 0.12% 0.33% 
NTM 0.15% 0.24% 
NTO 4.57% 2.84% 

Analysis of Table 12: 
• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, Lynn’s student test participation rates in ELA and math were 

95.15% and 96.59%, respectively. These figures were 0.15% and 1.59% above the state’s 

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

Domain A: Assessment and Evaluation 

Standards  Indicators  
Domain A – Assessment & Evaluation 
S1 - Student Assessment 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S2 – Participation 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S3 - Evaluation Processes 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

1 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

2 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

3 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

4 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
0 
1 

5 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

6 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

7 8 Total 

0 0 0 
0 0 4 
1 1 4 
0 0 0 

0 N/A 0 
1 N/A 5 
0 N/A 2 
0 N/A 0 

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

Standard 1. STUDENT ASSESSMENT: District and building administrators carefully 

administer statewide assessments and teachers regularly assess the performance of their 

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

and individual assessment results to improve curricula, instructional practices, and 

supplementary and remedial programs.  

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 In Lynn, prior to the summer of 2003, district administrators, building administrators, and 

teachers were not trained or skilled in the use of aggregate and individual test analysis. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district did not employ criterion-referenced tests or norm-referenced 

tests on a district-wide basis to assess student achievement. 
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Indicators: 

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

classroom, school, district, and state assessment results. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district had no formal polices to direct assessment. However, practice dictated 

that for the period under review, 2000-2003, in addition to the MCAS test, the district 

administered the Development Reading Assessment (DRA) in grades Kindergarten-3 and the 

Star math assessment, and the Scholastic Reading Inventory (SRI), which generated criterion 

and norm-referenced data for individual students that included a percentile rank, “standard 

nine scores,” normal curve equivalent (NCE), grade level standards, performance standards, 

and a Lexile reading measure. 

For the latter part of the period under review, beginning in the 2002-2003 school year, the 

district’s school designated as ‘In Need of Improvement’ and ‘Under-performing’ were 

involved in the Performance Improvement Mapping (PIM) process with the Department of 

Education (DOE). All elementary and middle schools had established formally trained PIM 

teams, but there were different levels of implementation depending on whether they had been 

designated as ‘In Need of Improvement.’ Schools identified as ‘In Need of Improvement’ 

completed the full PIM. Schools not so designated completed a modified PIM (referred to as 

“PIM lite”), as directed by the DOE’s Office of Accountability and Targeted Assistance. The 

high schools were all members of the New England Association of Schools and Colleges 

(NEASC), and their school improvement plans were developed in accordance with the 

standards of that accrediting organization. 

Further, individual school sites administered chapter tests, quizzes, and teacher-generated 

assessments. The elementary and middle schools had the option of a computer-based test 

bank, Princeton Review’s Homeroom.com, that had the capability to generate 130,000 plus 

test items used to address formative evaluation needs. Test bank items were selected based 

on alignment among the state curriculum framework standards, the MCAS test, and 

classroom instruction. The same site provided a chapter-by-chapter test alignment for the 
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district-wide elementary school Mimosa math program. Interviewees indicated that the 

district encouraged teachers to use these chapter tests and to access other items that were 

directly related to their instruction in order to monitor student progress. 

A review of the district’s documentation indicated that in 2003 the district was invited to 

participate in the Follow the Leader program, a national initiative involving Princeton 

Review’s Homeroom.com and Achievement Technologies, an instructional program with an 

embedded formative assessment component.   

2. 	District and building administrators carefully and accurately implement the “Principles of 

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

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

the MCAS test and system-wide tests. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: District interviewees indicated that despite the fact that it was voluntary, most 

principals attended the yearly training offered by the DOE in the “Principles of Test 

Administration.” At all sites, the principal or his/her designee was responsible at the 

elementary and the middle school levels for the administration of the MCAS test. In 2003, 

one site filled out the test data sheet incorrectly, so there was no data reported for FRL 

program participants. Subsequently, the district worked with its data department to ensure 

that principals had SIMS data to preview prior to the test to familiarize them with subgroup 

information and help ensure accuracy. 

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

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

populations. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Prior to 2000, the IOWA tests were administered annually. After careful study of 

this instrument and of the MCAS test, using Bloom’s Taxonomy as a tool for categorizing 

items, district personnel concluded that the two instruments differed widely in addressing 
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higher-level thinking processes. Since items in the IOWA tests were dissimilar to the high-

level items on the MCAS test, the decision was made to cease the administration of the 

IOWA tests. 

In 2000, the Scholastic Reading Inventory (SRI) and STARMath, both computer-adaptive 

tests–were adopted and used district-wide. They were selected in part because they could be 

administered at various points during the year–with computer-generated variation in test 

items–to determine student progress, and in part because results could be immediately 

retrieved. 

In the years 2000-2002, the district was awarded various grants with the provisions that 

specific testing instruments had to be employed. In an effort to avert redundant and excessive 

testing, a testing schedule was constructed to accommodate different requirements for 

different schools. 

As funding for grants expired, schools were allowed to adopt differential testing instruments 

until the district was able to identify, construct, or pilot appropriate instruments. Past and 

current assessment programs included both standardized and portfolio assessment. 

Interviewees indicated that in addition to the MCAS test, the district administered the 

Dynamic Inventory of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) to students in grades K-2 to 

assess phonemic awareness, letter identification, and fluency. Some schools also continued to 

administer the Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) to assess reading comprehension 

in the primary grades. The district administered the SRI and STAR Math in grades 3-8 to 

guide the preparation of individual student success plans (ISSPs). In addition, the district 

used a Mimosa Folder, an assessment portfolio to mark progress in math, for students in 

grades K-5. The district used the John Collins Writing Folder, an assessment portfolio that 

included a district-specified number of writing projects per year, as well as grade-specific 

standards-based skills for students in grades 1-10.  However, its use was optional in grades 

11-12. 
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The district used the Language Assessment Scales (LAS) to assess English language 

proficiency for reading and writing for English Language Learners (ELL) when students 

registered for school and then again in the spring as an end-of-the-year evaluation.  In 

addition, the district administered the Massachusetts English Language Assessment-Oral 

(MELA-O) annually to all LEP students to measure their growth in oral English language 

proficiency. It was used in November as a pre-assessment and in the spring as a post-

assessment. 

In 2003, additional assessments were site specific. The Breed Middle School issued 

Riverdeep to provide a continual, computer-assisted diagnostic assessment in math and the 

SRA Corrective Reading and Placement Test for students entering Grade 6 and students new 

to the school. At the time of the on-site review (March 2004), the Tracy School, a school 

identified “In Need of Improvement,” was piloting a standardized MCAS-type test from 

Measured Progress (‘Progress Towards Standards’) as a pre-test to identify students’ 

strengths and weaknesses. The Pickering Middle School was using the Math Diagnostic Test 

developed through the DOE and the University of Massachusetts-Lowell for students in 

grades 6-8. The Marshall Middle School was using the GRADE to assess reading in grades 

6-8 and the math diagnostic test for students in grades 6-8. 

At the secondary level, the district offered Advanced Placement (AP) exams in two of the 

three high schools, as well as the Scholastic Assessment Test (SAT), Preliminary Scholastic 

Assessment Test (PSAT), and ACTs. The vocational-technical high school also administered 

the System for Assessment and Group Evaluation (SAGE) and school-constructed pre-tests 

and post-tests in English, math, science, and social studies. Interviewees indicated that the 

Wilson spelling program, used system-wide from 1998 to the present, had never been 

evaluated for its effectiveness. 
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4. Regular analysis of assessment results informs improvements to: 

a. curricula, 

b. instructional practices, 

c.  supplementary and remedial programs and services, 

d.  professional development, and 

e.  purchasing and provisioning for improved student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Interviewees indicated that for the majority of time under review each individual 

school site was responsible for determining its strengths and weaknesses through an item 

analysis of the MCAS test results. Prior to January 2002, most analyses using assessment 

data were not consistent throughout the district. In 2003, the DOE invited the district to 

participate in the PIM process. Since then, trained PIM teams were in schools designated as 

‘In Need Improvement’ and the one ‘Under-performing’ school were charged with, among 

other things, reviewing assessment data to determine the school’s strengths and weaknesses. 

It was understood that there was a problem with the scope and sequence, and, in general, 

elementary teachers lacked background knowledge. 

Leadership teams responded to the identified problems in the math curriculum by planning 

and offering professional development that was more closely connected to the skills needed 

to teach all subgroups and learning styles. The district re-aligned its math curriculum to 

weaknesses. In addition, the curriculum and instruction team at the central office reviewed 

test data to identify areas of district concern. Interviewees cited a review of math curriculum 

and assessment data that revealed that some concepts were not well aligned with the state’s 

curriculum frameworks, and modified the scope and sequence of its local curriculum. 

Supplementary materials and supplies were purchased to support the modified scope and 

sequence and changes in the curriculum. 

Interviewees indicated that prior to the district’s involvement with the PIM process, the 

district had not reviewed student assessment data disaggregated by subgroup (with the 

exception of those generated by using TestWiz), although some schools might have 
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disaggregated their own subgroup data. Interviewees indicated that with the new Sheltered 

English Immersion (SEI) legislation, as well as a review of disaggregated assessment data for 

the district’s ELL students, the district had had a “major shift” in resource allocation to 

support professional development for teachers with ELL students in instructional practices. 

Interviewees indicated that the district had transformed its organizational structure to 

facilitate service delivery, and re-designed the curriculum, including instructional materials 

and additional staff. In January 3, 2002, in the latter years under review, schools were 

directed to analyze data in multiple ways, including review of disaggregated data by 

subgroup; these data were to be an integral part of their school improvement plans for the 

2002-2003 school year. Schools were directed to analyze test data for demographic 

subgroups, sub-score and item-type analysis, and prepare an analysis of test items by 

category and by difficulty, using Excel. Prior to conducting Excel item sorts by category and 

difficulty, teams of facilitators analyzed and classified each the MCAS test item, so that the 

sorting process could render improved opportunity for deriving meaning from the test results 

(i.e., identification of patterns and trends, activity that was central to data analysis). These 

efforts, however were begun during the latter part of the period under review, and do not 

reflect the district’s practice for the majority of time under review.   

5. 	 The district and each of its schools disseminate assessment analyses to appropriate staff at 

regular intervals. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: District interviewees indicated that as soon as the district received the MCAS test 

results district administrators prepared a District MCAS Report and a School MCAS Report 

and distributed them to individual school sites. Principals and their designees at the 

elementary and middle school levels were trained in the use of the Princeton Review 

Homeroom.com to assist staff in the implementation of this assessment program. At the 

secondary level, English and math departments analyzed the MCAS test data and individual 

student assessment results at department meetings. In addition, since 2002, the district 

employed a district-level person as a school support coordinator to provide training and 

support to schools in the PIM process. Further, leadership teams at the elementary and 

middle school levels were trained in TestWiz to analyze aggregate and disaggregate 
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assessment data for their individual schools that were disseminated to staff and incorporated 

the into their school improvement plans.  

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

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

services for all student populations. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the majority of time under review, the district’s formal training in data 

analysis was achieved mainly through training in Excel and TestWiz. During the latter part of 

the period under review, 2002, the district employed a school support coordinator to provide 

training and support to principals and their designees in the PIM process.   

The district’s Cycle II Performance Ratings for 2003 cited that in the aggregate the district’s 

Performance Rating was ‘Low’ in ELA and ‘Very Low’ in math. The same report cited that 

the district’s ‘Improvement Rating’ was ‘Above Target’ in ELA and ‘On Target’ in math. 

Trend data in the MCAS test scores for 2000-2003 indicated that in the aggregate for both 

ELA and math there had been no improvement over time. The MCAS test trend data for the 

past four years indicated the following: the district had 75.5% of its students score in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories in 2000; in 2001, the district had 

74% of its students score in those same categories. In 2002, the district had 69% of its 

students achieve in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, and in 2003, 

the district had 65.5% of its students achieve in those same categories. In the aggregate in 

ELA and math, the district experienced modest improvement on ‘Low’ MCAS test scores for 

the period of time under review. However, despite meeting its AYP for all the cycles in the 

review period, in 2003, 65.5% of the district’s student scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 

and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. 
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7. 	The district educates all of its students to meet or exceed the Competency Determination 

(CD) standard by their senior year. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

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

(CD), released by the DOE in 2004, 94% of the Class of 2003 earned a Competency 

Determination, and 86.6% of the Class of 2004 earned a Competency Determination. 

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

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

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: During the time under review, in Lynn, the evidence indicated that the district 

made linkages between assessment standards, practices, and expectations for teachers and 

students with state learning standards in grades K-12 in ELA and in reading K-2 and math K

5. However, for the period under review the district lacked these same types of linkages in 

middle school math.   

The district’s documentation indicated that the PIM process “[drove] curriculum and 

instruction, reallocation of staff and the acquisition of instructional materials.” In the district, 

feedback from evaluations existed mainly at the elementary in reading and math. 

Interviewees indicated, however, that for the majority of the time under review, classroom 

assessment, practices, and expectations for teachers and students were not closely linked with 

the state curriculum frameworks across all grade levels. However, since the district’s 

involvement with the PIM process in 2002, interviewees indicated that the district was more 

focused on the alignment among classroom assessment, instructional practices, expectations 

for students and teachers, and the state curriculum frameworks. 
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Standard 2. PARTICIPATION: The district and all of its schools have documented policies, 

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

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

and opportunity for all students and all subgroups. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 In 2002, the district’s participation rates in ELA and math exceeded the state average. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, while the district’s attendance and discipline office tracked student 

attendance, it was unclear if the available interventions addressed the attendance problem. 

Indicators: 

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

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

assessments. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Through a review of the documentation, as well as in interviews with district 

administrators, the district expectation was its students would take the MCAS tests. Further, 

through data analysis, on the 2002 MCAS test, Lynn’s student test participation rates in ELA 

and math were 95% and 96.59%, respectively, at or above the state standard of 95%. 

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

attendance. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district had attendance policies for each of its schools, which were consistent 

with school committee policy. Throughout the district, the homeroom teacher collected 

attendance. Annually, this data was entered in the district’s system to record attendance. 

Reports were generated daily and quarterly to building principals and the district’s attendance 

office. Building administrators looked at data on a quarterly basis to determine if a student 

exceeded the appropriate levels, and if so district interventions, such as letters to parents, and 

attendance officer visits were made to the child’s home. The district had an attendance and 
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discipline officer and two attendance officers, who worked with police and other agencies in 

an attempt to bring these students to school. The district produced reports that tracked data on 

student attendance and that was shared with building administrators. The data that was 

reviewed by the EQA regarding staff attendance indicated that staff attendance was not a 

concern within the district, which was consistent with what was reported in interviews with 

district administrators. 

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

dropouts by student subgroup populations and frequently: 

a. 	 analyzes these records; 

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the time under review, the district used the Pentamation system to monitor its 

student attendance data. Daily entries to the system helped to track absences, tardiness, 

suspensions, discipline issues, and dropouts. The district’s data center was the central 

repository of this information. Through district interviews it was learned that the attendance 

data was used to identify and track students who were absent from school, and make outreach 

to these students. The district had several alternative programs for students who could no 

longer attend regular middle and/or high school settings. The district reported a dropout rate 

of 3.6%, and believed its various alternative programs helped to retain students who normally 

would have dropped out had these programs not been in place. For example, the Lynn 

Evening Enrichment Program (LEEP) was a diploma-granting program night program for at-

risk students who worked during the day and attended classes at night. 
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4. 	The district actively encourages student attendance in conformity with their policies and 

expectations. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district’s expectations for attendance were provided in its policy manual and 

student handbooks. The district employed a supervisor of attendance and discipline and two 

full-time attendance officers who, along with the principals and other building 

administrators, received quarterly attendance reports, tracked students, and worked with 

community agencies to ensure students were attending school. In interviews with district 

administrators, the district officials reported that they tracked student absences that were 

deemed excessive or reflected patterns of abuse. In interviews with district administrators, it 

was stated that the district desired a higher attendance rate, particularly with the alternative 

education programs. In 2002, according to the DOE’s data the attendance rates in grades 9-12 

in the chronically absent category all exceeded 40%. 

5. 	 The district collects and uses data on: 

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

achievement, and 

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

student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district collected and provided quarterly reports concerning attendance to 

building administrators. These reports were primarily designed to track and monitor student 

attendance. It was unclear, what, if any, process the district used to correlate student 

attendance with performance. Nevertheless, the district “has accepted as self-evident that [its] 

excessive absenteeism [would have] serious [and] negative consequences on performance 

and achievement.” 
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6. 	 The district maintains clear and accurate records on: 

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Interviews and a review of the district’s documents indicated that the district 

maintained accurate and readily accessible records for its LEP and alternative testing status 

(ALT) students. Between 2000-2003, all the eligible students participated in the state 

assessments. All waivers for staff certification and progress towards certification were 

maintained in the human resources department at the central office.   

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

proficiency for all English language learners  (ELL) and: 

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

learners; 

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

discipline, and dropout records; 

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

focuses on areas of needed improvement. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s ELL program records were maintained at the language support 

office or in the district’s database. It used monthly enrollment reports, pre-test and post-test 

testing data, and individual school reports to assist in recording progress of ELL learners. 

Beginning this year, the district utilized TestWiz to begin to disaggregate assessment data of 

its ELL students, while Excel was used in previous years. Data on attendance, suspension, 

and dropouts were routinely disaggregated and distributed to appropriate administrators. 

The parent information center (PIC) provided the support and placement of the ELL 

population. All language proficiency was screened and tested at the PIC. Placement in 

Shelter I and II, as well as mainstreaming of ELL students, was monitored and supervised by 
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the director of the PIC. High school department heads and ELL lead teachers at the high 

schools programmed ELL students. Principals indicated that ELL students were among the 

high performing students at the high school. The principal of one high school could not recall 

if any ELL students were enrolled in AP classes, but stated that ELL students were routinely 

placed in college preparation and other higher performing courses at the high schools. 

However, the principals also conceded that, with the exception of ELL staff, LEP students 

did not receive extra support in classrooms when placed in challenging courses.    

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

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

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

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

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 For the period under review, the district did not conduct timely evaluations on all 

professional status teachers who required them. 

• 	 The “Principles of Effective Leadership” were listed but not rated or evaluated on the 

principal’s evaluation tool. 

Indicators: 

1. 	 The district employs a system of: 

a. 	 school evaluation that focuses on accountability for administrators; 

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

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

staff. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: District interviewees indicated that for the early part of the period under review, 

2000-2002, the district did not complete school evaluations that focused on the accountability 

of principals, few program evaluations were conducted other than those required as a 

component for a state or federal grant, and personnel evaluations did not focus on 
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accountability for administrators, teachers, and staff. The district had approximately 300 

paraprofessional staff. District interviewees reported that the school committee reserved the 

prerogative to evaluate the performance of paraprofessionals; interviewees also indicated that 

this was done when they wanted to terminate an employee. 

Beginning in the 2002-2003 school year, the district began using an internal panel review 

process in their schools designated ‘In Need of Improvement.’ The process was comprised of 

school personnel, was used at the Harrington Elementary School in 2002-2003 and the 

Connery Elementary School in 2003. District interviewees indicated that the team generated 

a report that was disseminated back to the school and identified critical concerns and 

provided recommendations and support for change that the district could provide.  

In 2002, the administration at central office changed, and the superintendent and the deputy 

superintendent restructured the administrators’ contract. Changes included the requirement 

for principals to identify two yearly quantitative goals that were directly related to the MCAS 

test improvement. In addition, the deputy superintendent met with principals individually to 

determine appropriate SMART (specific, measurable, action required, and timeline) goals 

that addressed school improvements or principals’ professional development.   

In spring 2003, all administrators with evaluation responsibilities were provided with training 

in personnel evaluation. In addition, training from Research for Better Teaching (RBT) in 

Observing and Analyzing Teaching I was offered as a graduate course designed for personnel 

involved in the evaluation of teachers. 

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

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

in improved student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Interviewees indicated that prior to 2002, there was some structure in place at the 

district level that formally evaluated programs and generated an analysis to inform needed 

changes or modifications specifically designed to improve student achievement. Program 
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evaluations included the Title I program, academic support, magnet programs, and Even Start 

in 2000, and health education in 2000, 2001, and 2002. However, there was little evidence 

that the district used the program analysis to inform changes that would likely result in 

improved student achievement.  

Beginning in 2002-2003, late in the period under review, the school leadership teams were 

trained and began to use data to inform needed changes and modifications in programs 

directly related to improving student achievement. Interviewees indicated that the school 

leadership teams reviewed data specifically for patterns and trends. Changes related to data 

impacted staffing patterns, the distribution of materials and supplies, and teaching pedagogy. 

Interviewees indicated that Mass Insight had recently conducted an external audit of the math 

department (“Charting the Course for Improvement in Math”). District interviewees 

indicated that the report recommended, among other things, aligning district-wide initiatives, 

reducing organizational fragmentation, and implementing better integrated improvement 

strategies. 

3. 	 There is an ongoing process to: 

a. monitor, and 

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

programs. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: In Lynn, prior to 2002, the district’s interviewees indicated that the district had no 

formal, ongoing process to monitor and evaluate the quality, adequacy, and effectiveness of 

the curriculum and the instructional program. Some informal evaluations were gathered at 

the site level, but they were implemented at the discretion of the building administrators and 

not consistently driven from the district office. 

Prior to the start of the 2002-2003 school year, an external consultant trained some Lynn 

school personnel in the panel review process that led to the establishment of an internal 

reviews process for schools; in these reviews, schools in ‘Need of Improvement’ were visited 

and reviewed for two days by a panel of teachers from other Lynn schools. At special after
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school meetings, the findings of the review were presented to each school’s professional 

staff, in the presence of the superintendent of schools and the deputy superintendent of 

schools. At the time of the EQA site visit, the district had completed internal reviews at four 

schools. 

In 2002-2003 school leadership teams were trained in the DOE’s PIM process. In 2003, the 

district began participating in the Consolidated Strategic Plan (CSP) process and indicated 

that they now saw the district’s evaluation process as two-tiered. The first tier involved the 

CSP at the district level, and the second tier involved individual school improvement plans at 

the site level. 

During the 2002-2003 school year, the district was invited by the DOE to join a group of 

urban schools with schools designated ‘In Need of Improvement.’ Interviewees indicated that 

this was the point at which the district began to focus in earnest in collecting data, analyzing 

it, and using the analysis to inform decision making process. In 2002, the district reviewed its 

ELA and math programs and determined that there were significant gaps. The ELA program, 

for example, did not sufficiently address genres or grammar, and the math program had 

problems with scope and sequence and alignment to the state curriculum frameworks. The 

district established these new initiatives but only in the latter period in the time under review. 

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

of the Massachusetts Education Reform Act. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: A randomly selected sample of approximately fifty percent of the district’s 

administrative evaluations indicated that the district’s evaluations of administrators were 

consistent with the terms negotiated in the administrative contract. Evaluations were not 

consistent with the components of the Massachusetts Education Reform Act; the components 

of Effective Leadership were listed within the document; however, the evaluations sampled 

did not address the components. 
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5. 	The district’s evaluation procedure for teachers is aligned with the requirements of the 

Education Reform Act. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The EQA team reviewed a random sample of approximately ten percent of 

evaluations for professional staff. While the evaluation instrument was consistent with the 

components identified in the Massachusetts Education Reform Act, of the 83 evaluations 

reviewed, twenty-three were not timely (conducted within the last two years), and sixty were 

timely. Interviewees indicated that administrator’s did not use the evaluation instrument as an 

opportunity to identify suggestions to improve instruction. Of the sample reviewed, 

comments on evaluations tended to be laudatory. However, several evaluations conducted 

after the district offered training from Research for Better Teaching in personnel evaluation 

reflected meaningful comments that addressed suggestions for improving instructional 

practices. 

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

scores to: 

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

strengths and weaknesses in curriculum and instruction, 

b. 	 set priorities for professional development, and 

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

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: During the period between 2000-2001, the district provided training in analyzing 

data to all principals through Salem State College. Interviewees indicated that during the time 

under review the district provided two professional development days per year to principals 

in statistical analysis, the analysis of MCAS test data, and developing data-driven school 

improvement plans.   

During the period prior to the advent of the usage TestWiz in 2002-2003, school 

administrators were trained in the use of Excel and were guided in a systematic procedure for 

conducting the MCAS test data analysis (i.e., examination of data for patterns and trends to 
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identify strengths and weaknesses at their schools). The purpose of this activity was to 

preserve strengths and to correct weaknesses in their schools, through taking decisive action 

such as reallocation of staff, professional development, and acquisition of instructional 

materials. 

Interviewees indicated that during the time under review, the level of proficiency with data 

varied from school to school, depending on the leadership in place and proficiency levels of 

individual teachers. Further, those same interviewees indicated it was not a district 

expectation that the planning translated into action with any level of consistency. In the 

2002-2003 school year, the district required that schools focus more on disaggregated student 

achievement data. District and building-level administrators indicated that they were 

beginning to see evidence of a more focused approach on using data to inform curriculum 

and instruction. 

Interviewees indicated that during the 2000-2001 school year, professional development was 

not determined by a review of disaggregated student achievement data. However, during this 

timeframe the district supported two systemic professional development initiatives as a result 

of a review of student achievement data: the John Collins Writing program (grades 1-10) and 

the Mimosa math (grades K-5). Interviewees and a review of the budget documents indicated 

that during the period under review the district allocated staff resources depending upon 

composition of student populations and numbers. Interviewees indicated that the PIM process 

focused on allocated resources based on needs determined by data. While the district engaged 

in some efforts to train staff in disaggregating data, the district’s academic achievement 

improved modestly during the period under examination.   
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Domain B: Curriculum and Instruction 

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

Satisfactory 

Domain B –Curriculum & Instruction 
S4 – Curriculum 
Excellent 

1 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

3 
0 

Poor 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A 2 
Unsatisfactory 

S5 - Instruction: Expectations & Policies 
0 0 1 0 1 0 0 N/A N/A N/A 2 

Satisfactory 
Excellent 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
0 

0 
0 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A N/A 
N/A N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

1 
0 

Poor 1 1 1 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 3 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1 

Programs 
S6 - Access To Quality Education 

Satisfactory 
Excellent 

0 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

N/A 
N/A 

0 
0 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

4 
0 

Poor 1 0 0 0 0 N/A 1 N/A N/A N/A 2 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 

Training 
S7 - Professional Development & 

0 0 0 0 0 0 
Satisfactory 
Excellent 

0 0 0 1 1 N/A 
N/A 

1 
0 

0 
0 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

3 
Poor 1 1 0 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A N/A 2 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 1 0 0 N/A 0 1 N/A N/A 2 

Standard 4. CURRICULUM: The district, each of its schools, and programs utilize curricula 

that are aligned with the state curriculum frameworks in the core academic subjects of English 

Language Arts (ELA), mathematics, science and technology, history and social science, and 

world languages. The curricula are current, academically sound, and clearly understood by all 

who administer and teach in the district. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 For the period under review, the district did not have a formal process in place to evaluate the 

effectiveness of its curriculum and programs.  

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district’s math curriculum and the ELA curriculum were not fully 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district employed a grades K-12 executive director of curriculum and an 

assistant director of curriculum, one assurance specialist PreK-12 English and one K-12 

assurance specialist math, a school support coordinator, an early childhood program 

coordinator, a childcare provider specialist, and a director of technology instruction. In all 

schools, the principals were expected to be curriculum leaders in their buildings with support 

from district office personnel.  

Under the period of review, each school had curriculum facilitators until 2002. Their 

responsibilities included consulting with the principals, conducting data analysis, identifying 

needs in all areas, and modeling standards-based instruction for teachers. According to 

district interviewees, in 2002-2003, there was a transition from a “curriculum facilitators” to 

a curriculum instruction teachers (CIT) model. They were full-time teachers in the same 

bargaining unit with teachers and had no administrative role.  

The middle schools had several models of curriculum support. There were lead teachers in 

reading, social studies, science, and math. A second model was the curriculum and 

instruction teachers. At the middle school that had been declared ‘under-performing,’ the 

school had an instructional specialist assigned. The grade K-8 schools employed the 

curriculum instructional teacher (CIT) model. 

At the high schools, the principals and department heads supervised the curriculum in grades 

9-12. According to district interviewees, the department heads assisted the middle school 

when there was a curriculum adoption. Science was given as a recent example where 

department heads at the high school chaired the science adoption. The district provided the 

infrastructure for supporting the development of curriculum and instruction in the schools. 
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2. Teachers in all of the district’s schools: 

a. have access to the current curriculum, 

b. are trained in their use, and 

c. are expected to use them in planning and delivering instruction. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: In the Lynn Public Schools, according to district administrators, teachers were 

provided with copies of the curriculum guides for their grade levels. The building facilitators 

or curriculum instruction teachers who were trained in their use distributed curriculum 

guides. 

According to district administrators, teachers were expected to use the curriculum guides in 

planning and delivering instruction. This was monitored by the building principals, vice- 

principal, department heads, or designated administrators by informal building walk-through, 

reviewing the John Collins Writing folders and plan book. Periodic observations and 

evaluations were also a tool used by principals. However, according to administrators, the 

teacher evaluation was a rating scale and not a useful document. Also, administrators 

indicated that the guides were cumbersome to use and many would wound up “sitting on a 

shelf.” 

At the time of this onsite review, the interviewees indicated that a tremendous amount of 

work was being done to revise the curriculum guide in ELA. Math K-8 curriculum was 

updated in the spring of 2003. The DOE updated the math curriculum frameworks in 2000, 

but the district did not update its math curriculum until 2003. Therefore, for a majority of the 

period under review the district did not have an updated math curriculum. 
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3. 	 The district has an established, well-documented process that involves teachers in the annual 

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

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: According to district administrators, “not much was done until 2003” in ELA and 

math. For the period under review, the district used a math curriculum that was developed in 

summer 1998. The curricula were aligned with the state frameworks. However, when DOE 

framework revisions were made, the district did not realign the curriculum with the 

frameworks under the period of review. 

District interviewees indicated, that the adopted math curriculum did not cover the standards. 

This was also stated in the district improvement plan (DIP). However, interviewees also 

indicated that there was a major effort to align the math curriculum with the state curriculum 

frameworks. The grade K-8 math curriculum was revised in the spring of 2003, and it was 

aligned with the state frameworks. The guides were hand delivered to teaching staff in the 

fall of 2003. 

District interviews indicated that the district looked at the MCAS test math data and 

determined that the low math scores were attributed to several factors. The district’s math 

curriculum was standards-based; however, it was not in alignment with state frameworks. 

Furthermore, the sequence of topics taught in K-5 Mimosa math was not in alignment with 

what the students needed to know before the test was taken. Administrators stated the series 

was chosen as a “reaction to low math scores.” There was extensive professional 

development, but teachers were not systematically encouraged to look at the standards.  The 

district administered a survey that indicated that there were “gaps” that needed to be 

addressed. Also, teachers did not have the background to deliver the math curriculum. 

Specific professional development for 2003 included content understanding, graphing, 

geometry, and algebra. 
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Interviewees indicated, that the district curriculum administrator did a significant amount of 

work to revise the ELA curriculum.  However, they acknowledged that not much was done 

prior to 2003. 

4. Modifications and/or revisions to curricula are: 

a. 	evaluated for their effectiveness in improving equitable student achievement for all 

student populations, and 

b. 	 revised as necessary and disseminated to staff. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the period under review, according to district administrators, there was no 

formal process in place for evaluating the effectiveness of the curriculum. There was 

principal input about programs. The data indicated that special education students lagged 

behind regular education students. One reason for this fact might have been related to a lack 

of math subject area expertise on the part of special education teachers, as well as a deficit in 

understanding the state math frameworks. 

The ELA and math instruction in special education did not adhere to standards, so special 

education students did not have access to curriculum supporting the MCAS test. The district 

acknowledged the need, and planned professional development in math and review of 

frameworks was planned for September 2003. 

The DOE’s Performance Improving Mapping (PIM) process was used to examine student 

achievement in ELA and math. The process also established an action plan for each. The 

PIM process was used to prepare a data-driven school improvement plan (SIP) with the aim 

of improving instruction, curriculum, and assessment for the purpose of raising all students’ 

achievement to the proficiency level. However, this process was not started until the 2002

2003 school year and only in the eight schools that were declared ‘In Need of Improvement’ 

and the one school that was declared ‘Under-performing.’ In 2003, the PIMS process was 

mandated in all the schools, and administrators were trained to use the program.   
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At the high school, department heads had responsibility for encouraging and participating in 

curriculum improvement efforts. One high school was accredited and the other two were 

involved in the process. Administrators indicated that the ELA revision was in process, K-8 

math was complete, and the grade 9-12 math was near completion. When finished, both 

curricula would be aligned with the current state frameworks. 

5. The district regularly implements an established, well-documented process to ensure: 

a. horizontal instructional program articulation throughout the system, and 

b. sequencing and alignment of learning goals and expectations from one Grade to the next 

– K–12.

c. alignment with the state curriculum frameworks across all Grades PreK-12. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under review, the John Collins Writing program was implemented 

throughout the district in grades 1-12. In Lynn, the K-12 math programs were in place. 

Grades K-5 used Mimosa math. The middle school was using Passport and the high school 

had texts for their course offerings. 

Some schools implemented Balanced Literacy in the primary grades because of the Bay State 

Readers Grant and READ Excellence. However, administrators indicated that these offerings 

were not consistent within the district. When asked to give a percentage of the district that 

implemented these offerings, the response was 75% implementation in Balanced Literacy. 

The district has no benchmarks and was in the process of developing them. According to 

district interviewees, Curriculum Instruction Teachers were working on benchmarking with 

Gordon College for 2003. 

For the period under review, eight schools were declared ‘In Need of Improvement’ and one 

school was declared ‘Under-performing’ in Lynn. According to administrators, analysis of 

problem causes and efforts to increase achievement was haphazard. The ELA curriculum and 

math curriculum were not fully aligned with the state curriculum frameworks.   
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5a. VOC: In vocational schools and districts, the district implements an established, well-

documented process to ensure: 

a. 	 integration of academic skills, particularly in ELA, mathematics and science and 


technology into each occupational area,


b. 	  sequencing and alignment of learning goals, skills and expectations from one Grade to 

the next - 9-12. 

c. 	 alignment with the state curriculum frameworks across all Grades and occupational areas 

9-12. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The Lynn Technical Vocational School had a separate facility, but the programs 

were available to all students who wished to enroll in the program. Students at Lynn 

Technical were prepared for college and for vocational-technical careers. According to 

district interviewees, all ninth graders who wished to attend the technical school were 

accepted into the program. If there was a need for additional staff because of the numbers of 

eighth graders electing Lynn Technical, the administration and school committee provided 

additional staff. Students in the eighth grade visited the facility. Students were bused from 

their respective schools and an orientation is provided for the students. In addition, there was 

an orientation night for parents. 

The ninth grade offered exploratory courses. The school day was divided into eight periods 

of forty-two minutes. Students took double periods of English, history, math, science, and 

two shop courses for two periods a day for twenty days. Shop courses changed at the twenty 

days cycle allowing for ninth grade students to explore nine shop courses. In the spring, 

students shadowed other shops of interest. At the end of ninth grade, students selected a 

program to major in for three years. The exploratory program helped students make informed 

decisions regarding permanent shop assignment for Grade 10.   

According to district administrators, the content teachers collaborated with the shop teachers 

to integrate the skills into each occupational area, which were aligned with the state 

curriculum frameworks. Related vocational instruction was provided in all areas to integrate 
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concepts presented in the regular academic classes as well as preparing the students for their 

individual vocational-technical area. 

Carpentry was given as one example of academic integration that was done in the 

occupational areas. In carpentry, students built a handicap ramp. The students wrote about 

the process using the John Collins Writing program. According to administrators, the 

sequencing and alignment of learning goals for each course was appropriate. Also, there was 

an advisory board that met two times per year, which looked at updating the curriculum and 

then courses were added or deleted. 

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

subgroups. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under review 2000-2003, administrators agreed that the staffing 

levels at the schools were adequate to deliver the district’s curriculum to all students and 

student subgroups. However, because of budget cuts, schools lost staffing in art, gym, music, 

health, and elective courses at the high school. Most of the Pre-Kindergarten was eliminated, 

and the full-day Kindergarten was reduced to half-day programs. Library, media specialist, 

art music, gym, and reading specialists were also reduced. Facilitators were transitioned to 

Curriculum Instruction Teachers, which resulted in shorter hours. District administrators 

acknowledged that the special education staffing met compliance standards. 

Standard 5. INSTRUCTION: EXPECTATIONS AND POLICIES:  The district uses the 

analysis of student achievement data to develop policies and documents that express high 

expectations for student achievement, the employment of quality faculty and staff, and clear 

expectations of the use of effective instructional methods strategies and practices to teach all 

students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 In Lynn, the district used student writing portfolios to periodically assess student writing and 

subsequently inform needed revisions and/or changes to instruction.   
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• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district’s collective bargaining provisions for bumping and bidding 

vacancies were a hindrance to the employment of highly qualified staff. 

Indicators: 
1. 	 The district has implemented instructional programs that: 

a. 	 are designed to meet the assessed needs of its students, and 

b. 	include the practices, resources and procedures needed to support the instructional 

programs. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the period under review, the district used the John Collins Writing program, 

which was a model for writing-across-the-curriculum. The district used this writing program 

to enhance the learning process of any subject at any level. The program gave teachers, 

schools, and districts a unified program, and it was used in all classrooms in all subject areas 

from one to twelve. Furthermore, heavy emphasis was placed on writing skills in preparation 

for the MCAS test Long Form Composition piece, as well as the many open-ended response 

questions contained in the MCAS test. 

According to administrators, there was a high mobility rate from school-to-school. There was 

a need to use a consistent program throughout the grade levels. The same reading series 

(Houghton Mifflin) was used district-wide in grades 1-5, and a new series was being piloted 

in the district for the 2003 school year. In the 2000-2001 school year, the Wilson Spelling 

Program was used in grades K-5 and in all schools except one, which was using Won Way 

Phonics. Facilitators were responsible for training in new programs.   

The math program in K-5 was Mimosa, and it was implemented year-by-year. However, the 

students’ math scores were low, despite the district’s efforts such as, the grade K-5 math 

curriculum revised during the spring of 2003 and the curriculum realignment with the state 

frameworks. In addition, the scope and sequence was revised, so that teachers could cover 

the necessary topics before the MCAS testing was administered. The revised curriculum was 

not available to teachers until the fall of 2003.   
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Grades 6-8 and 9-12 also had reading, math texts, and materials for instruction. The ELL 

students from elementary to high school were also provided with textbooks and instructional 

materials geared for ELL learners.   

For the period of review, ELL students lagged behind their peers at all levels on the MCAS 

test. According to administrators, all teachers in the district would have received professional 

development on the topic of second language acquisition and its affects on academic 

achievement. Teachers would have been taught various teaching strategies to use with second 

language learners. This initiative was being implemented in the 2003 school year.  

Various schools had implemented a Balanced Literacy program because of a Bay State 

Readers Grant and READ Excellence. However, administrators indicated that it was not 

consistent within the district. When asked to give a percentage of teachers using the Balanced 

Literacy strategies in the classroom, the response was 75% implementation. For the period 

under review, the READ Excellence schools were using the DRA. Administrators told EQA 

that fourteen schools used DRA, and at the time of the on-site review ten of fourteen schools 

were still using this assessment consistently. Grades 3 and up used the Scholastic Reading 

Inventory (SRI) in grades 3-12, and at the time of the onsite visit grades K-2 were using the 

DIBELS. 

Child Study Teams (team members varied) consisting of the principal, curriculum instruction 

teacher, classroom teacher, school adjustment counselor and special education specialist met 

to review an individual child’s progress. The child study team sought to identify alternative 

strategies and assist teachers with regular education intervention strategies.   

An (ISSP) Individual Student Success Plan (Lynn document was entitled Longitudinal 

Student Success Plan) was developed for every student who received a score of 

‘Warning/Failing’ on the MCAS test. Principals’ designees were responsible for coordinating 

all aspects of the ISSPs. They were signed by the student’ parents and were supported in the 

following ways: Title I reading or math, special education through individual education plan 

63




(IEP) process, placement in double ELA and math periods, before or after-school help, the 

MCAS test preparation courses, Saturday academic support, and summer school. 

According to high school administrators, the MCAS test courses were in addition to or as a 

supplement to regular English and math courses. The MCAS preparation was mandatory for 

all sophomores who failed Grade 8 English or math. Other sophomores may have elected to 

take the course as a major subject. Furthermore, the MCAS test preparation courses were 

offered in English and math on Saturdays. Test preparation courses for the SAT were also 

offered on Saturdays. 

The district also provided a summer school program. The summer school was system-wide; 

tuition based, and awarded credit for courses. Students might have chosen to attend the 

summer school for enrichment purposes or sought credits for graduation or promotional 

purposes. Tuition waivers could have been obtained from the superintendent, deputy 

superintendent, or director of the parent information center. Payment plans were available for 

students. Course offerings included, English, math, foreign language, and science. Special 

education and TBE/ESL services were provided. 

According to administrators, the low MCAS test scores and trend data were examined. An 

analysis of problems, their causes, and efforts to increase achievement in math was 

haphazard. The math curriculum was not aligned with the frameworks, and it was not until 

the 2002-2003 school year that a major effort was made to revise the ELA and math 

curriculum.  Also, instruction in special education did not adhere to the math standards, so 

special education students did not have access to the curriculum. 

Administrators indicated that the EQA, that training in the PIM process made an impact in 

knowing what was necessary about data analysis. However, the PIM process was not in place 

until the 2002-2003 school year and was not used in all schools, only in those declared ‘In 

Need of Improvement’ and ‘Under-performing.’ Results of using this process were not 

available at the time of this review. 
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2. 	 Improving and/or sustaining student achievement is the shared responsibility of: 

the district, each of its schools, the students, their parents, and the community. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Since September 2002, the district employed a grade K-12 executive director of 

curriculum and three assistant directors of curriculum, one assurance specialist in grade 

PreK-12 English and one assurance specialist math, a school support coordinator, an early 

childhood program coordinator, a childcare provider specialist, and a director of technology 

instruction. In 2002-2003, the district provided training in the PIM process training for the 

eight schools ‘In Need of Improvement’ and the one ‘Under-performing’ school. A PIM 

leadership team worked under the support of the school support coordinator in analyzing the 

MCAS test data to inform school councils in the redirection of curriculum and instruction. 

At the school level, each school developed a school improvement plan that was aligned with 

the district’s goals. The principals were responsible for the implementation of the plans. 

They identified the needs of the school and its professional staff. Schools that were ‘In Need 

of Improvement’ and ‘Under-performing’ used the PIM process starting in 2002-2003.   

Teachers maintained assessment portfolios for the John Collins Writing program. In the 

elementary level they analyzed test data (SRI, STAR assessment math, DIBBELS, Mimosa 

math folders) provided formative assessment data to assist in guiding instruction in reading 

and math.  Teachers used individual success plans to guide instruction for at-risk students. 

Student study teams reviewed the status of at-risk students to suggest modifications in 

regular classroom instruction. 

Students had the opportunity to participate in after-school programs provided by Title I in 

reading and math support. The Follow the Leaders program provided both assessment and 

instructional support at 15 pilot schools. Students were offered before and after-school and 

Saturday and summer programs, while participation was voluntary. The district had a parent 

information center (PIC) and new students enrolled at the PIC.  Parents might have 
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participated in the school councils and were part of the school support team. Title I parents 

signed parent compacts designating shared responsibility with the school in working toward 

student achievement. The Title I program also offered classes for parents. Parents were 

consulted when their children had an individual student success plan and were required to 

sign the plan. Notices to the parents were translated into various languages. 

Lynn Technical had an agreement with the North Shore Community College (NSCC), 

Franklin Institute, and Wentworth Institute that allowed any student with necessary courses, 

such as accounting, marketing, electronics technology, and computer drafting and design to 

be enrolled in technical preparation. The benefits to students were that they began college 

with advanced training, saved money on tuition costs earned by dual enrollment, took 

advantage of joint admissions at North Shore Community College, and graduated from a 

four-year college, while saving money for the first two years at NSCC. 

A working relationship with the Lynn Area Chamber of Commerce enabled students to 

receive flexible hours and supplementary or bonus pay for attending class and passing the 

exam. Teams of math or ELA certified teachers, one NSCC instructor, and NSCC work-

study students were employed to provide supplementary tutoring. Several agencies in Lynn 

were providers of daycare some of which were funded by the 21st Century Fund. Assistance 

with homework and achievement deficits was provided in Lynn, while General Electric 

provided funds of over $300,000 to the high school and extended grants to two of its area 

schools. The Lynn Business/Education Foundation sponsored a library program. Despite 

these initiatives, during the period under review, seven schools were ‘In Need of 

Improvement’ and one was declared an ‘Under-performing’ school.   
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3. 	 The district has allocated sufficient instructional time in the core content areas to promote 

academic achievement and a level of proficiency for all students. Instructional time in each 

content area: 

a. 	 meets state requirements at each level, and 

b. 	meets the educational needs of students as determined through an analysis of student 

achievement data. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: According to policy IC/ICA, the school calendar for elementary schools in Lynn 

was 180 days per year, while every elementary student also received 900 hours per school 

year of structured learning time. The secondary schools operated 180 days per year and every 

secondary student received 990 hours of structured learning time. At the elementary level, 1

2 hour blocks were scheduled daily for ELA instruction and for math instruction in Mimosa 

math, basic skills, and problem solving. Principals were instructed to ensure that any 

adjustments in the teaching schedule had a minimal impact on ELA or math scheduling. In 

addition, teachers submitted their daily schedule to the principal to ensure that all teachers 

abided by the school’s designated time schedule. In one school, the teacher’s weekly 

schedule was posted in front of the entrance to the classroom. 

Some schools in the system implemented guided reading due to READ Excellence grants and 

Bay State Reader. However, complete and consistent implementation was not attained. 

According to administrators, only 75% of the implementation of these programs was 

achieved. Reading assessments were implemented through the Read Excellence grant, but 

they were not used consistently throughout the district. 

The Performance Improving Mapping (PIM) process was used to examine student 

achievement in ELA and math. The process also established an action plan for each school. 

This process was started in the 2002-2003 school year for the seven schools ‘In Need of 

Improvement’ and the one school that was ‘Under-performing.’ The process was currently 

mandated for all schools. High school periods were 48 minutes in length. 
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At the middle school level, all schools had programs to address the need for increased time in 

ELA and math. Each middle school was staffed with literacy/reading teachers who provided 

additional instruction to students identified in assessments as needing more assistance.  The 

Follow the Leader program was used to provide supplementary ELA and math instruction for 

at-risk students. The program used assessments and remedial software. The middle schools 

offered Saturday and summer programs that dealt with ELA and math for the identified at-

risk students. 

At the high school level, students had access to the MCAS test math and ELA courses, as 

well as the MCAS test after-school tutoring, Saturday courses, and summer programs. For 

the period under review, for the majority of the time, the district looked at pattern and trend 

data. Administrators told the EQA, that training in the PIM process made an impact on 

knowing what was necessary to know about data analysis. 

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

assignment or responsibility. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: All the district’s administrators were certified, and of the 1,115 teachers all were 

certified or on DOE waivers. 

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

personnel to be appointed to and remain in the district’s employ. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: According to the district policy manual, Policy GA, the district’s specific 

personnel goals were to develop and implement strategies and procedures for personnel 

recruitment, screening, and selection that would result in employing and retaining the 

candidate with the highest capabilities, strongest commitment to quality education, and 

greatest probability of effectively implementing the system’s learning program.  
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The district personnel department addressed the recruitment of highly qualified teachers in 

the following ways: participation in job fairs, communication with regional colleges, 

advertising in newspapers, web-site information, benefits package with strong incentives 

with longevity, and extending professional development opportunities with financial 

incentives. 

The school personnel department maintained a resume bank of teacher applications, 

including their certification areas and levels. As vacancies occurred, principals and directors 

accessed this resource to interview and recommend qualified teaching applicants to the 

superintendent. Teacher applicants submitted a resume, a copy of their certification(s), and 

official college transcript(s) to the personnel office to apply for teaching positions.   

According to administrators, the district awarded one graduate credit for each ten 

professional development points earned. In-service training was provided and a scheduled list 

of professional development activities was available by October 1 of each year. The teachers’ 

union might have provided in-service programs for salary credit under the same conditions 

with the prior approval of the superintendent. 

The district implemented a mentoring program and partners with local colleges to offer 

enhanced opportunities for graduate credit. According to administrators, Gordon College 

placed student teachers in the Lynn Public Schools. They were well trained and these 

placements offered another source for future qualified teacher applicants. The district 

provided opportunity for promotion, one example, of which was the aspiring principals 

group. This was a professional development program, which was led by a deputy 

superintendent. 

According to district administrators, teachers in the employment of the Lynn Public Schools 

were requested to have an opportunity to bid for vacancies prior to making these positions 

available to outside recruitment. This was a provision of the collective bargaining contract. 

Though the policies encouraged hiring the best qualified, the district and seniority language 
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in the teachers’ contract did not always allow for the place the best or highly qualified 

teachers in the vacant positions. 

Standard 6. ACCESS TO QUALITY EDUCATION PROGRAMS: District and school 

policies and practices require all faculty, staff and students to be in attendance.  Retention, 

suspension, transition management, and dropout prevention policies and programs encourage and 

support equitable participation in quality educational programs for all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 In the Lynn Public Schools, the attendance of students in alternative programs was extremely 

low and presented a serious concern. 

• 	 The district’s desegregation plan was impacted by the 25% mobility of students within the 

district, and the annual intake of students at the parent information center (PIC). 

Indicators: 

1. 	 District and school policies and practices require all staff and students to be in attendance. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the time period under review, Lynn had school district policies to address 

student and staff attendance. Student attendance was taken on a daily basis by the elementary 

classroom teachers, among the homeroom teachers, and the first period teacher at the 

secondary level. All attendance data was collected and sent to the attendance center at the 

central office. This data was entered on Pentamation software. Student attendance policies 

were published in all school handbooks. According to 2002 Data attendance rates, middle 

schools, alternative school and high schools were significantly below the state averages. 

The district had a student attendance policy that was in compliance with the Massachusetts 

General Laws (MGL) and school handbooks, which were distributed to students, contained 

the attendance expectations. Student attendance was monitored in each school building. At 

the vocational-technical school there was a teacher assigned to each grade an absentee list 
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was generated. The parent was contacted and a report was made to the vice-principal and 

guidance counselor. 

Lynn Classical High School had a call-in system for attendance, and the attendance secretary 

called students’ homes, while an absentee list was generated and guidance counselors 

followed-up if there was excessive student absences. There were three truant officers in the 

district. If necessary, these officers made home visits. There was an ongoing issue with 

mobility and disconnected phone numbers. At the alternative school, a parent was called 

when the student was absent. When the student returned, the principal had a conference with 

the student. If the student did not report to school and attendance officer visited the home and 

social services might have been called, or a CHINS petition for at-risk children might have 

been filed. The probation officers visited the school one time per week.   

Administers reported that the central administrations had made staff attendance a priority, 

and they were proactive on staff attendance issues. This was a definite change from past 

practices. The staff was aware of the attendance policy and that a pattern of unexcused 

“Monday” and “Friday” absences would be followed-up by the district administration. Staff 

had to call in any absence to their immediate supervisor. As an incentive for good attendance, 

the district provided a buy back of five days. 

2. 	 The district has well-documented policies and practices that support equitable participation in 

quality educational programs for all students. The policies, procedures and practices address: 

a. transition management, 

b. dropout prevention. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the time under review, the transition of students from Kindergarten, from 

grades five or six, and from grade eight was processed by the PIC. The director of the PIC 

was responsible for the coordination of students moving for one school culture to the next 

higher grade. Parents were offered intra-district choice. Parents identified first, second, and 

third choices of the schools in which they wanted their children placed. In addition, students 

could move unimpeded to their district school of choice. However, out of their district, parent 
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choice was controlled by available seats and its impact on minority balance. Out of district 

controlled placements were on a first-come first-serve basis. 

The Kindergarten orientations were provided at the elementary level. The orientation 

prepared parents and children for their first school experience. From elementary to middle 

school, transition included open house events for students and one for parents. The middle 

school counselors visited the elementary schools in the spring to explain the expectations and 

organization of the middle school cluster model. On the first day of school, an orientation 

was held for the incoming grade six students.   

At the middle schools, guidance counselors were sent from the high school to the middle 

schools for approximately a week and half. Guidance counselors met with all students 

moving on to the high school on a group and individual basis. Coordination of students to the 

high school was completed by early April. The director of the PIC determined the date of 

completion. The PIC Director sent letters to parents in April. These letters informed parents 

of the high school placement. Prior to the letters to parents, the PIC ran a computer 

simulation of all high school placements to resolve conflicts or duplication. According to 

administrators, the guidance counselors played a lead role in transition from Grade 8 to 

Grade 9. There was constant communication by the high school department heads with the 

counselors. The counselors visited all middle schools to present the course of studies to grade 

8 students. An open house was held at the high school for students and parents in the spring. 

Counselors looked at test scores and other data for in-coming freshmen. However, the 

alignment of teacher and learning styles happened after students got into Grade 9. For the 

alternative school students, alignment was made before the students entered the program and 

parents and teachers were part of the transition process. 

The alternative programs were designed to encourage students to remain in school. 

According to administrators, students who might have had 50% attendance in the regular 

education program improved their attendance to 80% plus when placed in the alternative 

program.  
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The high school offered peer mediation services (SCORE) that resulted in a positive 

environment. The guidance department assisted at-risk students and their families. The at-

risk students were also guided into the LEEP (Lynn Enrichment Evening Program) program. 

The attendance officers and discipline specialists visited homes and, if necessary, filed a 

CHINS petition and 51A. The principals and the guidance department maintained all the data 

related to attendance and dropout statistics. Furthermore, exit interviews were conducted and 

records were maintained. 

3. 	 The district has well-documented policies and practices that support equitable participation in 

quality educational programs for all students that address: 

a. 	 high expectations for all students, 

b. 	 participation in challenging courses, 

c. 	 support for students to remain in and succeed in quality programs, and 

d. 	 equitable participation in advanced and AP-type courses. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: According to district administrators, they had high expectations for all students 

,and the teachers were role models for the students. Teachers were expected to maintain the 

John Collins folders, have course syllabi, and conduct assessments. Teachers set the tone for 

high expectations in leading by example. According to district officials, adults were expected 

to have high academic standards in the Lynn schools. When the John Collins folders were 

due, it was announced on the loud speakers in the schools. In addition, student work was 

displayed on or in the schools’ Walls of Honor, Academic Hall of Fame, National Honor 

Society Posters, and at a public ceremony for the National Honor Society with a dinner at the 

vocational-technical school. 

Advanced placement (AP) and honors level programs were available for academically 

talented students in the following areas: English, social studies, math, science, and foreign 

language. The minimum requirements for entrance into an AP course included departmental 

approval and a ‘B’ average. 
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According to district administrators, there were LEP students who were in the AP courses 

“but not a lot of them.” One example was calculus classes, an area in which LEP students 

were placed. One LEP Russian student was a top ranked student in the Lynn schools. The 

ELL teachers mainstreamed students into courses as they became more proficient in English. 

There was no formal classroom support for high ability ELL students in AP courses. 

Additional staff (teachers and paraprofessionals) was added to the ELL program and LEP 

students were able to participate more in the mainstream and the vocational-technical 

program.   

4. 	 The district has well-documented policies and practices that respond to student behavior and 

support student needs in an equitable manner. The policies, procedures, and practices address 

issues in the areas of discipline, retention, suspension, and exclusion. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the time under review, the district had retention and promotion policies and 

ensured that all students and parents were aware of the procedures set by the school 

committee. Prior to retention/promotion, parents were made aware of the their child’s 

academic progress. Open houses were conducted, report cards were given quarterly, and mid

term reports were sent out to parents of students who were not meeting expectations. Parents 

were notified of possible failure or retention well in advance of final decisions. 

According to administrators, in grades 6, 7, and 8 promotions to the next grade depended on 

28 credits and passing English for a full promotion. Approximately 25-30 students were 

retained in a year. However, students took courses in the summer to make up the credits. In 

some cases, students got a waiver from the principal for retentions related to attendance. By 

the end of the summer session, retentions were reduced from 25 or 30 to eight. At the high 

school, the school committee mandated four years of English. Students needed 25 credits for 

promotion and 100 for graduation. If a student failed English, the student could take two 

English courses in grades 10 and 11 to make up the credits.  Summer school was also 

available. 
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Students with behavioral issues were addressed in several ways. For students on an IEP, a 

behavior modification plan was put in place. Child study teams met with the classroom 

teacher and provided strategies or developed a plan to meet the needs of the student. The 

district had alternative schools for students who were behaviorally challenging and who 

needed to learn in a smaller or different learning environment. According to administrators, 

there was no in-school suspension program. When necessary, a student was removed only 

from the class period and reports to detention at the end of the day. At the elementary school, 

students who were removed from a classroom for serious infraction waited with a monitor 

until a parent arrived to take the student home. If the parent was not available, the truant 

officer might have driven the student home. The average length of suspensions was 1-2 days. 

The principal could suspend a student for up to five days, and the deputy superintendent 

could add an additional five days. 

Student cases involving Chapter 37.5 and 37.5H were removed from school until the court 

hearing. Students on IEP’s went through the proper manifestation process, and all 

administrators were trained in regulations regarding the disciplining of special education 

students. 

The alternative school offered a ‘time out’ room and conflict resolution procedures. The 

classroom teacher was required to write an incident report. Repeated offenses were brought 

to the attention of the principal at the alternative schools. One alternative program, the 

Welcoming Middle School had the highest rate of out of school suspensions, which was 90. 

Among the other schools with a high rate of out-of-school suspensions were: Welcoming 

Elementary School, 59.5; Thurgood Marshall Middle School, 28.9; Environmental School, 

31.7; and the Lynn Vocational-Technical, 38.5.       

5. 	 The district has policies and programs in place to address the needs of transient or mobile 

students. These policies, and programs promote transient student involvement in high quality 

and challenging programs. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: District personnel stated that transient students were defined as students of the 

homeless, students who left the country and returned, and students who moved within the 

district. These students were processed, screened, and re-entered into the school system at the 

SASID or PIC. All students were given SASI numbers at the time of initial entry into the 

school system. According to personnel at interviews, students of homeless families continued 

in the Lynn schools with appropriate services if they lived within an hour traveling distance. 

The Lynn Public Schools provided the transportation and charges cost-back to the district of 

residence. The district of residence provided the educational services and avoided the 

transportation costs to Lynn. Students who moved within the district also needed to be 

processed at the PIC upon relocation. The new intake of these students (same SASI #) was 

mandated under Lynn’s district desegregation plan. 

The PIC had the major responsibility for the in-take or re-entry of ELL students into the 

district. All language proficiency screening was processed at the PIC placement. The 

guidance staff and bi-lingual staff were responsible for academic programming and course 

selection for ELL students. Mobility accounted for about 25% of the annual in-take of 

students at the PIC. 

6. 	The district has policies and practices that assign faculty to students and courses that 

maximize all faculty talents and skills and  promote high levels of student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: In Lynn, during the period under examination, the teachers’ labor contract 

required that the district fill staff vacancies using a bumping and bidding procedure, which 

did not necessarily result in the assigning faculty to courses that maximized faculty talents 

and skills. Further, on the 2003 administration of the MCAS test, in the aggregate for ELA 

and math 65.5% of the students in Lynn scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ categories  

76




Standard 7. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING: The district has 

adopted and implemented a Professional Development Plan developed through the analyses of 

data for all administrators, teachers, and other professional staff, paraprofessionals and teacher 

assistants, and professional support teams.  

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 In the Lynn Public Schools, in the years 2000-2002, the district’s facilitator model limited the 

participation of decision-making related to professional development. 

• 	 For the period under examination, prior to the PIM process, the district did disaggregate or 

analyze student achievement data. 

Indicators: 
1. 	The district ensures that every school in the district has identified its professional 

development needs.  The district has developed and implemented a professional 

development plan to address these identified needs for all: 

a. principals,

b. teachers, and 

c. 	 other professional staff, including paraprofessionals and teacher assistants. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: In 2000-2001, the superintendent developed a district improvement plan (DIP). 

However, the school committee did not approve the DIP. Despite that, each school developed 

a school improvement plan based on this DIP. Each school improvement plan included a 

professional development plan based on the DIP, rather than an analysis of needs based in 

each school. 

In 1999, the first curriculum alignment with the state frameworks was completed in Lynn. 

Teachers working on grade-level teams, with three outside consultants, did training in 

standards-based goals, objectives, and activities. However, in the 2000-2003 period under 

study, interviewees told the EQA team that the professional development selections offered 

were diverse and addressed a variety of initiatives across the school district. Administrators 
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asked teachers for input and developed a variety of professional development offerings to 

meet their requests. According to interviewees and the teacher contract, the school district 

offered generous incentives for teachers to take ten-hour courses in order to earn one credit 

that could be used toward a step raise in salary. The district also trained teachers in how to 

lead teacher-study groups and encouraged this practice. They estimated that about 80% of the 

teachers participated in some aspect of professional development.   

When asked about the effectiveness of in-service for the period under study, interviewees 

told us that “there was lots of resistance” to district-wide in-service from “teachers and some 

principals” especially in Mimosa math and John Collins Writing. During this time, many 

school officials maintained the view “that accountability would all just go away.” However 

during this time, the central office administrator for professional development and the district 

curriculum facilitators continued going to schools to demonstrate and model new classroom 

and instructional practices. The district officials reported to the EQA that if principals were 

open to their presence and accepted help from the district facilitators, then change happened 

more quickly at individual schools. 

In the period under review, some instructional methods were offered that introduced teachers 

to a standards-based curriculum. Examples were Mimosa math in grades K-5, CMP in 

middle grades, John Collins Writing across all grade levels and Wilson spelling in grades K

3. However when asked about the effectiveness of the same, interviewees cited John Collins 

Writing as the most effective program across the district. Generally, the district was slow to 

change classroom practices in math, and Mimosa math was used, but it was not aligned with 

the state curriculum frameworks until 2003. Curriculum alignment had now been completed 

in grades K-8 with grades 9-12 still under development.  

In the period under examination, although courses offered were varied, according to 

interviewees, over time they became more focused, lengthier, required classroom products 

and classroom applications. The data revealed that a wide variety of courses and workshops 

were offered in the time under study. Interviewees reported to the EQA that they made a start 

in 1999 with respect to the mandates of education reform.  In 1998-1999, there was a clear 
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vision of education reform in the Lynn Public Schools. Then the district entered a difficult 

time that was centered at the top-level of the school department.  Interviewees indicated that 

the curriculum facilitator positions were controversial. According to interviewees, in 2000

2002, there was a decline in effectiveness of professional development. To this top-down 

approach, there was “lots of resistance, lots of efforts, many initiatives, and resistance was 

supported by the school committee.” In 2003, the 'curriculum facilitator' positions evolved 

into curriculum instructional teacher positions. These were school-based curriculum positions 

and were in the teachers’ bargaining unit. 

After the departure of the former superintendent, the DIP was revised. Thirty administrators 

were selected by the administration to take a three-credit course from Jon Saphier’s Research 

for Better Teaching on Understanding Skillful Teaching. Then administrators from the 

curriculum office began to view the MCAS test data in order to develop a matrix to track 

common professional development needs. The interviewees indicated that common 

professional development needs were  particular strands in math such as graphing, geometry, 

and number sense, genres in ELA, structured analysis in ELA, test-taking skills, and 

grammar in ELA.   

According to administrators and members of the school committee, all school improvement 

plans were required to have a professional development component. The SIPs were reviewed 

and approved based upon professional development plans. Further, interviewees indicated 

that the evaluation of SIPs was the success or failure of professional development initiatives. 

However, they also told the EQA that in 2003, the school committee did not individually 

approve SIPs. 

In 2003, eight schools began the PIM process through the DOE, which was expanded to all 

schools except for the three high schools, which used the New England Association of 

Schools and Colleges (NEASC) process to drive professional development. After the 

development of a one-year consolidated plan, the district was more focused in professional 

development. The PIM process was employed to drive professional development initiatives. 
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Teachers were trained, coached, and given professional development in the John Collins 

Writing to improve ELA MCAS test scores.    

To address Lynn’s NCLB Consolidated Strategic Plan, administrators conducted a needs 

assessment in FY2002. Interviewees said that the needs assessment and the MCAS test data 

formed the basis for professional development initiatives. Principals received training in 

analyzing MCAS data, according to administrators. Further, dialogue with the superintendent 

of schools indicated that the principals were trained to conduct effective staff evaluations, 

differentiated instruction, and staffing issues. 

Also, working with local institutions of higher education, the following professional 

development was offered during the period under review: Endicott College, a teacher cohort 

Master’s Degree in reading and literacy, subsidizing graduate level courses at Salem State 

College, Gordon College with a focus on ELL students; and Research for Better Teaching in 

the areas of the Skillful I and II. In preparation for changes in the transitional bilingual 

education (TBE) program due to the Question 2 ballot initiative (Sheltered English 

Immersion), training in differentiated instruction was offered. A team consisting of the 

principal, two teachers, and the CIT participated in extended training in these areas. 

In 2003, Lynn was working on the process of creating a database to track the certification, 

individual professional development plans (IDIPs), and professional development of the 

teaching staff. The LUCID software was purchased in August 2003, and according to 

interviewees, the school district was engaged in a yearlong process to collect and enter the 

data from teachers. This database included the capacity to hold teacher IDIPs and allow 

principals to retrieve this information to correlate a teachers’ professional development needs 

with a school’s SIP. 

According to the interviewees, paraprofessionals were increasingly being included in school-

site professional development offerings, and they had the option to attend a program at North 

Shore Community College. For the period under review, based on information gathered at a 
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variety of levels of the school district, professional development needs were developed by the 

district leadership, with little school-based input. 

2. 	The district updates its Professional Development Plan annually and sets forth a 

budget for professional development within the confines of the foundation budget. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the period under review, as cited above, professional development plans were 

updated, but not revised to reflect school-based needs until some schools started the PIM 

process in 2003. According to administrators, only some schools completed this process as of 

the EQA’s onsite visit. In addition, the school district did not meet its budget commitment to 

professional development in 2002, which was the latest information available to the EQA 

team. 

According to interviewees, the school district provided a combination of district-wide 

professional development and school-based professional development. However, it was 

noteworthy that most schools in Lynn did not have school-based funds available for 

professional development to address specific needs, unless they had specific grant money. 

Sometimes professional development providers were contracted to conduct system-wide 

professional development, among them Salem State College, Gordon College, John Collins 

Writing, Dr. Virginia Rojas, and Research for Better Teaching. At other times, CIT’s were 

trained and then expected to provide school-based professional development with grade and 

teacher teams. The examples that were cited were school-based student assistance teams and 

differentiated instruction. 

Administrators credited the PIM process for prompting an annual review of student 

performance and correspondingly updating professional development. The administrators 

involved cited the PIM matrix as a process that summarized professional development needs 

across the school system according to school. However this process was completed in only 

eight schools. In fiscal years 2000 and 2001, the district exceeded its required professional 
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development spending level. In FY2002, the district did not meet its required professional 

development level.   

3. 	 The district’s Professional Development program is informed by the following: 

a. 	analysis of student assessment data disaggregated by student subgroup 


populations, 


b. 	 evaluation results of programs and services, and 

c. evaluations of professional staff and administrators. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: Interviewees reported that at many different levels the process of analyzing 

student data by student subgroup was only just beginning. The district officials indicated that 

prior to 2003, the district looked primarily at “trends and patterns” to drive what the district 

needed to do. Recent professional development was focused on improving the ELL program 

and exposing the special education staff to standard-based training. Earlier, when regular 

education teachers were introduced to standards-based learning through writing the 

frameworks, special education teachers were not involved.  Therefore, these special 

education teachers continued to teach as they had in the past. Administrators pointed to the 

Mass Insight audit as a driving force in restructuring the math curriculum. However, the 

grade K-8 math curriculum was not aligned with the state frameworks and disseminated until 

the fall of 2003. The grade 9-12 math curriculum was still under revision. 

District administrations reported that the PIM Process and then the NCLB’s Consolidated 

Strategic Plan, both late in the period under study, prompted the professional staff to start to 

disaggregate data by educational subgroups. According to district interviews, CITs were 

trained to use TestWiz in the summer of 2003. In 2003, the district trained leadership teams to 

analyze the disaggregated results by subgroup in all schools.   

The only evaluation of programs and services across that district that interviewees could cite 

were teacher surveys, which were filled out at the end of professional development in-service 

sessions and evaluations that were components of state and federally funded programs. In 
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general, the district was only in the beginning stages of examining programs and services. 

Interviewees told us that they saw an improving trend in students’ ability to respond to test 

questions in writing and attributed it to professional development in John Collins Writing, 

which occurred across the district.   

The district leadership who evaluated the principals reported that the expectation was that 

principals reviewed John Collins Writing and Mimosa math portfolios. Principals were 

required to present this documentation to the assistant superintendent, which was then 

included in their evaluations. In addition, an internal panel review (IPR) was used for a 

school in ‘critical need.’ The examples that were cited were the Harrington and the Connery 

schools, where the professional development needs were reviewed in 2002-2003 and 2003

2004, respectively. 

A review of teacher evaluations (at least 10% of the district) revealed few suggestions made 

by principals for further individual professional study. As cited above, the development of a 

database containing IDIPs for professional staff was in the early development stages. This 

would have enabled a principal to easily connect individual professional development goals 

with a school’s SIP. It would also have enabled all buildings to connect with the goals of the 

school district in the DIP or DCAP. However, this information was not available to principals 

in any organized way until the fall of 2004. 

In interviews with principals, they indicated that the district’s procedures and aspects of the 

teacher and paraprofessional contracts left them little choice, if any, as to who was employed 

in their buildings. But according to the district leadership, recent participation in updated 

professional development was being used to make decisions and/or block bids for vacancies. 

A review of principal evaluations revealed that until the spring of 2003, the evaluations were 

not completed in a timely manner. This task was recently assigned to the assistant 

superintendent. According to the district leadership, recent evaluations of principals resulted 

in professional development recommendations to them with respect to taking Research for 

Better Teaching courses on recognizing good teaching. 
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4. 	 The district’s Professional Development programs include training in the teaching of 

the curriculum frameworks, participatory decision-making, community and parental 

involvement, and other skills required for the effective implementation of education 

reform. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In the period under review, the district’s professional development included all of 

the necessary aspects of state education reform. According to district administrators, training 

in teaching to the curriculum frameworks was an ongoing process and was driven in part by 

the PIM process. The district officials reported that the PIM leadership teams worked with 

school councils, parents and community agencies. Administrators stated that staff of the early 

childhood council, which encompassed representatives from local care agencies, was invited 

to attend, and assess through the program evaluation surveys, professional development 

activities. Through 21st Century Grants, community agencies such as the YMCA and Girls, 

Inc. were brought into the district’s professional development initiatives and planning. 

During the period under examination, an introduction to standards-based learning, Mimosa 

math, Wilson Spelling in grades K-3, and John Collins Writing were offered in a systematic 

way across the school district. Initially, training on participatory decision-making was 

offered to parents when school site councils were formed. There was also an organized 

training program for initiating new staff to the school district, a mentor program, and a 

program for aspiring principals. 

Through the Title I Program, pre-school parents were offered a wide selection of workshops 

on parenting, readiness, and literacy. Most parent contact was made through PIC. According 

to district interviews, teachers were encouraged to focus their energies on more substantial 

interactions with parents to help increase student achievement. 

Both Title I and special education PACs involved their respective constituents in professional 

development decisions and planning. The special education parent action committee met with 
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the special education administration on a monthly basis where professional development was 

a component of the agenda. Further, the special education PAC planned with the special 

education staff an annually summer school program. 

5. 	The district’s Professional Development Plan and programs include: data analysis 

skills for staff, accommodations for diverse styles of learning, and are aligned with 

the District Curriculum Accommodation Plan. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s professional development plan included an aspect of data analysis, 

accommodations for diverse learning styles, and was aligned with the DCAP. According to 

interviewees, when the district decided to focus on using TestWiz to analyze student data, a 

small team was trained in each school with the CIT official taking a lead role. A review of 

the professional development courses offered in 2002-2003 also listed accountability training 

for principals and central office administrators and Research for Better Teaching training 

(Studying Skillful Teaching and Observing and Analyzing Teaching.) 

Standards-based instruction was offered to special education staff, which, according to 

interviewees, lagged behind regular education teachers in adopting new strategies.  Training 

in ELL strategies was offered across the district and regular education staff was encouraged 

to attend. The district leadership was promoting the use of these strategies in all classrooms. 

Staff development in John Collins Writing, Mimosa math and Wilson Spelling was an on

going project. 

6. 	 Administrators and Teachers advance their knowledge and skills on a regular basis by 

enrolling in courses that are directly related to their professional assignments. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: According to the agreement between the teachers’ association and the school 

committee, there was no course reimbursement by the school district to the teachers for 

university courses. However, teachers could use the credits toward lateral pay increases. 

According to interviewees, at times when teachers were anxious to earn enough credits to get 
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re-certified and/or earn a step raise, the staff attendance was high. However, when the faculty 

did not need the step credits, the professional development points (PDPs), or were not paid a 

stipend the district officials reported that “it was like pulling teeth” to get the faculty to 

attended, so they tried to offer anything that the faculty was interested in.  In 2003, all agreed 

that the district deliberately narrowed the focus of professional development to focus on a 

few systemic initiatives. 

School committee Policy GCI, with respect to professional growth for administrators, was 

drafted, but not adopted and was under review in the subcommittee. This encouraged 

administrators to write a one-to-three year professional development plan. It allowed a wider 

range of professional development opportunities, which included: conferences workshops, 

conventions, academic courses, sabbatical leaves, and individual reading and study programs 

for administrators.  

7. 	 The district’s Professional Development Plan is implemented to address and sustain 

the goals identified in the District Improvement Plan and individual School 

Improvement Plans. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The school committee interviews indicated that the former superintendent 

presented the district goals to the committee, but the school committee did not act upon the 

superintendent’s goals. Nevertheless, the former superintendent used these goals to develop 

the DIP and direct the SIPs for the period under review. As a result of this process, individual 

SIPs were developed without a thorough analysis of school-based needs.   

Interviewees indicated that most of the professional development initiatives were funded at 

the district level. In the period under examination, the curriculum facilitators working at the 

central office organized professional development. Courses were determined at the central 

district office, based on the requests of teachers, principals, and other administrators. 

According to interviewees, schools did not have school-based professional development 

budgets, unless they had grant-specific funds available. 
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It was noteworthy that interviews with district leaders, which included, administrators, 

coordinators, directors, school committee and mayor, all described a school system in turmoil 

during the years of 2000, 2001, and most of 2002. The superintendent and various factions 

were seriously divided over a variety of educational issues. School committee meetings were 

spectacles among the top leadership of the school system. Some accounts of school 

committee meetings were characterized as “violent.” The professional development 

leadership described resistance to many of the initiatives being offered to improve student 

achievement in the schools during this period. Professional development officials stated, “it 

was horrible,” “we were offering a lot of  [programs] with no results.”  Interviewees 

indicated that the turmoil at the top leadership was seen as an opportunity for the staff to not 

take the district’s DIP and SIPs seriously. 

The interviews stated that the change of the superintendent on January 1, 2002, to the current 

superintendent altered the climate in the Lynn Public Schools to a more calm, productive, 

and effective organization. From late 2002-2003 professional development efforts were 

beginning to be accepted and taken seriously to improve student achievement, according to 

interviewees in central office and some principals of the Lynn Public Schools. The results of 

the change in leadership and climate remain to be seen in the student achievement 

assessments. 
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Domain C: Student Academic Support Services 

Standards    Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total 
Domain C - Academic Support Services 
S8 - Academic Support Services 

Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
Satisfactory 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 N/A 2 
Poor 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 N/A 5 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 

Standard 8. STUDENT ACADEMIC SUPPORT SERVICES: The district provides 

appropriate academic support services in ELA, math, and other core content areas for students 

that are not meeting state performance expectations.  The district engages in a comprehensive 

analysis of the results from student performance assessments and student needs in order to 

determine the content and scope of academic support services that are offered. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 In Lynn, prior to 2003, the district focused on student trend data and patterns but did not 

focus on disaggregating and analyzing student achievement data. 

• 	 Prior to 2003, the district did not have a systemic approach for writing individual student 

success plans. 

Indicators: 

1. 	 The district has adopted and is implementing a District Curriculum Accommodation 

Plan (DCAP), which may be a component of the District Improvement Plan (DIP), to 

assist principals in ensuring that all efforts have been made to meet students’ needs in 

regular education. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: District interviewees articulated how the DIP and DCAP worked together to guide 

the district’s improvement. The district officials described the DIP as central to the district 

with the DCAP as a subset, which directed them in planning to improve student performance. 

According to interviewees, in 2000-2002, working was difficult in the district, since the 

district utilized a centralized management approach. 

88




The district started in the PIM process with eight schools in 2003. Teams from these schools 

were trained first, then looked at student data and creating district plans. The district tried to 

use Pentamation, and then Cognos to analyze data, but found it difficult to use. The district 

became more proficient in the usage of TestWiz and CITs were trained to use this program to 

analyze student data in the summer of 2003. The CITs were expected to analyze the data and 

then show and discuss it with teachers in 2003-2004 in each building.  In most buildings, 

they met on a monthly basis regarding these results. Student Assistance Teams (also referred 

to as Child Study Teams) were established. The district officials reported that the efforts of 

some schools were stronger in this work than others. The district also indicated to the EQA 

that teachers were now starting to work in teams rather than in isolation. 

It was noteworthy that the principals reported that common planning time was uneven across 

schools and happened only where principals were able to work out special teacher coverage 

for art and gym. When asked about the effectiveness of using differentiated instruction in the 

schools in coordination with the Child Study Teams, out of thirty schools, the district 

described 50% as ‘strong’ and 50% as ‘weak,’ with the strongest teams in the grade K-5 

schools. 

Interviewees indicated that the principals had to undergo a significant shift in educational and 

managerial thinking. When asked specifically about the skills, attitude, and capacity of 

principals to fill the role as instructional leaders at this time, district officials reported that out 

of thirty schools, approximately ten or twelve were ‘excellent’ or ‘very good’ instructional 

leaders and that three or four had significant problems. Overall, the district indicated that 

50% were less than capable in the area of curriculum and instruction and instructional 

leadership. 
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2. 	 The district has a DCAP that is designed to assist the regular classroom teacher in: 

a. 	 analyzing and accommodating diverse learning styles of all students in the regular 


classroom, and 


b. 	 providing appropriate services and support within the regular education program. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: According to interviewees, efforts to analyze and accommodate learning styles of 

all students and provide services and support within the regular education program were only 

in the beginning stages. At the time of the on-site review, there was no way to assess whether 

recent changes had been successful, because there was no data to support this. 

Late in the period under examination, most efforts were focused on the PIM process and on 

building capacity within the school district to analyze data and create initial plans. As CITs 

were distributed among school buildings (with the ‘In Need of Improvement’ and ‘Under

performing’ schools receiving additional staff) leadership teams were established. The Child 

Study Teams were also organized to study the needs of students who were low performing. 

Interventions were suggested and shared. According to interviews, giving a language 

dominance test was a standard recommendation to gather baseline data on a child who was 

not making adequate progress. The district told the EQA that they started to give the DIBELS 

in grades 1-3 at quarterly intervals. Prior to 2003, John Collins Writing folders were used in 

all grades. The Mimosa math portfolios were kept in the elementary grades. According to the 

principals, they checked these folders, kept documentation, and submitted it to the assistant 

superintendent. 

Only in 2003-2004, did the school district begin to offer a training program in differentiated 

instruction. According to documentation provided, the principals and two teachers from each 

of the eight under performing schools, one CIT from each school, and five members from the 

central department of curriculum and instruction were attending. An Association for 

Supervision and Curriculum Development (ASCD) consultant was hired to conduct the 

training. All interviewees agreed that it was too soon to see a change in practice in 

classrooms, and that it was too soon to tell if this program would be effective in increasing 

student achievement. Despite the fact that the district had Child Study Teams, language 
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dominance testing for students who were not making the adequate progress, John Collins 

Writing folders, math Mimosa portfolio assessment, and Wilson spelling these services were 

not sufficient to establish and sustain significant improvement in student achievement.    

In grades K-3, there was little extra support for struggling students. According to the 

interviewees, teachers were now reporting that many students were not ready to enter Grade 

1. In the period under study, interviewees indicated that there was little additional support for 

K-3 and no Reading Recovery type of program, although there was some balanced literacy 

training. Interviewees indicated that they were considering piloting a targeted reading 

program for direct instruction in reading in the next school year. All schools used the Wilson 

spelling program and interviewees reported that they were in the beginning stages of 

examining the effectiveness of the program. Some schools used SRA, SRI-testing, and STAR 

assessment math. Administrators indicated that, assessment was somewhat of a weakness in 

the district. 

3. 	 Components of the DCAP include the following: 

a. 	 direct and systematic instruction in reading; 

b. 	 provision of services to address the needs of students whose behavior may interfere with 

learning; 

c. 	 provisions encouraging teacher mentoring and collaboration and parental involvement; 

and 

d. 	 assistance to classroom teachers, such as professional development, to help them analyze 

and accommodate the needs of students. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The current DCAP had the necessary components, but it was important to note 

that some of the changes were not put into place until 2003. In the period under review, 

Wilson spelling was consistently used as a phonics program, as well as a consistent reading 

text in grades K-5. The district had recently purchased Trophies use through Grade 8. A 

couple of schools used the SRA program, which is a scripted reading series. Some schools 

were using additional resources like Follow the Leader (the MCAS test review questions). In 
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2003-2004, district in-service training on reading was offered to grade 4 and 5 teachers. 

Interviewees told the EQA that although teachers were able to use balanced literacy practices 

in some schools, 25% of the teachers were still using the traditional model of three reading 

groups and worksheets. The use of the practice of doing ‘ongoing assessment’ was an area 

of weakness in reading. 

Principals indicated that they worked closely with parents to avoid suspending students for 

inappropriate behavior. The Child Study Teams discussed how to handle behavioral 

problems was a topic discussed at. An environmental alternative school was closed in 2003

2004 due to budget cuts. Attendance in other alternative school settings was markedly lower 

than the district average attendance. Principals indicated that they worked with parents with 

regard to retentions. There was a formal mentoring program in the district with a specific 

handbook. Many CITs had a mentoring role in school buildings. However, few elementary 

schools had common planning time. The middle schools had more common planning time. 

Even though common planning time to get teachers working together and to increase their 

capacity to learn from one another was valued by principals, it was not equally available at 

all school sites. Unless the principals were able to work out the ‘specials schedule’ between 

buildings, then common planning was rare at the elementary school level. However, the 

schools most in need and involved in the PIM process had grants to support after-school 

stipends for planning and collaboration. According to interviewees, although all schools were 

now expected to use the PIM process to analyze data, only eight had completed the process at 

the time of the on-site review. It was noteworthy that only the schools with this grant funding 

had additional funds to pay their teachers stipends to participate in after-school planning, 

while others schools did not. The principals indicated that for this reason it was hard to get 

the teachers in the rest of the schools to learn the PIM process. Individual schools did not 

have a site-based professional development budget. Some teachers were eligible for stipends 

and others were not, while doing the same work. 

The CITs in each building were providing assistance to classroom teachers by modeling 

lessons, planning lessons, and demonstrating new strategies. They were responsible for 
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taking a lead role in providing the professional development to help them analyze and 

accommodate the needs of students. They were also responsible, with the principal, for 

sustaining change efforts at each school site. 

4. 	The district engages in a formal, comprehensive analysis of the results from student 

performance assessments and student needs to determine the content and scope of academic 

support services that are offered. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: From 2000-2002, the district did not engage in a formal, systematic, or 

comprehensive analysis of student results. Interviewees indicated that efforts to look at 

student performance results were uncoordinated and only focused on patterns and trends in 

student performance data. Based on this analysis, the John Collins Writing became system-

wide in all grades, and Mimosa math was adopted. 

According to the interviewees, in 2003 all students who were eligible had ISSIPs. There was 

a consistent form used across all schools. School teams currently use TestWiz to look at 

student subgroup data. All students who were ‘under-performing’ had an MCAS test folder. 

The CITs took a lead role in organizing this work with teachers. Most schools did yearly 

reviews and obtained a signature from parent(s.) In 2003-2004 school-based teams of 

teachers were learning to use it to look at student performance. Prior to that time, there was 

no organized and comprehensive analysis that was evident in interviews.   

Due to the district’s budget cuts, one of the programs that was significantly cut was the 

MCAS test remediation. More time for math and reading was scheduled during the school 

day. In some middle schools, grant money remained to target second language learners such 

as Accelerated Basic Skills (ABS); LEAP, a program for 16 year olds who had missed years 

of school; and a refugee program. The Breed and Marshall Middle Schools each had an after-

school program through 21st Century Schools, which focused on enrichment classes like 

computer club and theater arts. At the high school, the district still funded programs helping 

students to pass the MCAS competency test. At the high school, double ELA and math was 

scheduled for those students who were at-risk of not passing, during the school day. In 
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addition, most students attended school in their own neighborhood and so the types of 

programs offered to them were contingent upon what can be funded at that school site. 

5. 	 Beginning at the Kindergarten level, the district uses data available from classroom teachers 

and standardized tests to*: 

a. 	 identify all students who are not meeting grade-level performance expectations; and 

b. 	 provide these students with sufficient supplementary and/or remedial services. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For most of the period under review, Kindergartens were full-time, and at the time 

of the on-site review there was a large pre-school program. However, this funding was cut 

for 2003-2004 and it was currently a half-day program. The district administrators and 

Kindergarten teachers believed that this was having a negative impact on students’ 

performance. Those interviewed stated that many Kindergarten teachers identified a majority 

of students in their classes as “not prepared to enter first grade.” Administrators told the EQA 

that, “some transitional classes might have needed to be considered in the future.” The 

DIBELS was administered to students in grades K-2 to identify strengths and weaknesses. 

Prior to this, the district relied heavily on the MCAS testing at the end of Grade 3 to assess 

student progress. 

In ELA, the 1999 district curriculum was under revision. Therefore, generally, teachers did 

not have updated grade level expectations or benchmarks to inform teacher practice. 

Establishing benchmarks was ongoing work and was done in conjunction with Gordon 

College. In math, a revised math K-8 curriculum was disseminated to staff in the fall of 2003.  

The math curriculum in grades 9-12 was still under revision. 

The district administrators indicated that without grade level benchmarks, it was difficult to 

determine what students and how the students should receive supplementary services. At the 

time of the on-site review, the district was currently working to develop these. Class size in 

the Kindergarten was 15 or 16 students and in grades 1 and 2, class size was approximately 

25. Almost all paraprofessionals were employed to fulfill the IEPs of special education 

students. 
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6. 	 Early intervention reading programs are provided at the primary level to ensure that by the 

end of Grade 3 students are reading at the Proficiency level on the MCAS test. * 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: According to the data, in 2001, 56% of the students did not score as ‘Proficient’ in 

reading on the MCAS reading test. In 2002, 51% were not ‘Proficient.’ In 2003, 52.8% were 

not ‘Proficient’ in reading. 

7. 	 The district develops Student Success Plans for all students who qualify for them, and the 

Plans contain the components required by statute. 

*These indicators are not applicable to secondary and vocational schools and  districts. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district developed ISSPs for all students for those who qualified, and the 

plans contained components required by statute based on the MCAS test scores. According to 

their documentation, Lynn established a consistent “Longitudinal Student Success Plan” to 

be used across the school district. Specific directions were written for completing the plan, 

and they were distributed to teachers and principals. These directions included a consistent 

process for review to be followed with parents. The following six elements of assessment 

data were used to assess student performance: the MCAS test, SRI, STAR math, DRA, John 

Collin Writing Folders, and Mimosa math folders.    

Based on the MCAS assessment data and student attendance data, principals and/or 

designees identified students at all grade levels who qualified and scored below level two on 

the MCAS testing. They then from two lists of support programs that were offered in the 

school district. These lists included school day programs and extended day, week, and year 

programs. According to this documentation, to appraise the efficacy of the district-wide 

student success plan, the district distributed a survey to and/or conducted interviews with 

parents, teachers, and administrators regarding the efficacy of the student success plan and 

made modifications as needed.         
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Domain D: Leadership and Governance 

 Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
D

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 4 
0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 3 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 4 
0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 3 
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Standards Total 
omain D - Leadership, Governance, & Organization 

S9 - Organizational Leadership:  Direction, 
Goal Setting, Policies & Planning 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S10 - Organizational & Human Resource 
Management 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

Standard 9. ORGANIZATIONAL LEADERSHIP: DIRECTION, GOAL SETTING, 

POLICIES AND PLANNING: The district and each of its schools and programs implement 

improvement plans that are based on the analysis of recent and long-range student performance 

data. The district provides and maintains thorough, complete, and informative documentation on 

past and current initiatives, practices, policies, procedures, and achievements of the district and 

its students. District leaders provide clear direction for student, school, and district performance.   

Implementation of improvement plans is consistently assessed and modified based on ongoing 

analyses of student achievement data. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 The Lynn Public Schools did not maintain a separate archive of historical data in the district 

apart from school committee meeting minutes. 

• 	 In Lynn, the district leader did not have access to historical data related to district’s 

performance and the academic achievement of its students.  
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Indicators: 
1. 	 The district provides and maintains thorough, complete, and informative documentation on 

past and current initiatives, practices, policies, procedures, and achievements of the district 

and its students. This documentation is accessible and well organized. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The school committee submitted a codified set of school district policies to the 

EQA. While comprehensive, the school committee did not officially adopt these policies. 

According to district administrators, a subcommittee led by members of the school 

committee and with the assistance of the school department attorney was currently reviewing 

the policies. During interviews, administrators were aware of the district’s policy book, but it 

was not referenced as a matter of practice or governance for the period under review. 

The district’s administrators stated that the only record of past and current practices, 

initiatives, and procedures were in the minutes of the school committee meetings. In Lynn, it 

would have been difficult to access historical records in the district, since there was no code 

or reference file of school committee minutes. The superintendent stated that all policy books 

needed to be updated. The district’s policies were in the process of being reviewed with the 

guidance of the school department’s attorney. Administrators indicated that it was a time 

consuming process, but acknowledged that it needed to be accomplished. 

2. 	 The District Improvement Plan (DIP) incorporates the district’s vision and mission statement, 

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

modification of educational programs, services, and practices. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: Lynn’s District Improvement Plan (DIP) was incorporated in the district’s No 

Child Left Behind (NCLB) Consolidated Strategic Plan for 2003 to 2006. The DIP had both a 

stated vision and mission statement. Also, the Strategic Plan-DIP had five stated district 

goals. The vision statement spoke to providing equitable educational opportunities for 

optimal achievement in all academic areas. The five supporting goals included: design and 

support of curriculum driven by the MCAS test results, establishment of policies and practice 
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to create safe, clean and ample school facilities, the employment of highly qualified staff, and 

providing high quality, research based professional development for all the staff. 

During interviews, the EQA was told that educational initiatives were driven by the MCAS 

test results. However, the same interview provided information on budget reductions and 

staff layoffs for FY2003-2004. The lack of funding for the schools was the result of state 

budget cuts. The state cuts affected all districts across the state in January and February in 

2003. Over a two-year period, the school district laid-off 250-260 staff members. Further, 

full-day Kindergartens, Pre-K programs, one middle school, and two alternative education 

programs were eliminated. 

District administrators indicated that the instructional gap created by the budget reductions 

forced greater reliance on grant funds (for example, Title I) to implement the DIP. Using the 

PIM process, data provided by Mass Insight and the MCAS test results, the grant funds were 

used to hire curriculum and instruction teachers. Also, administrators stated that based on 

student achievement data the district reduced reading to provide funds for math initiatives. 

According to district interviews, over the last two years, the DIP had been restructured to 

absorb the loss of 200 plus positions. The revised DIP focused on writing across the 

curriculum, restructuring the TBE/ELL program and enlarging the district curriculum team to 

supervise curriculum alignment and professional development. According to district 

interviews, the school district had to cut its all-day Kindergarten program and reduced the 

size of its pre-school program, in order to finance the changes. 

However, during the period under review, the school district was in turmoil. There was 

significant and public disagreement among the members of the school committee and the 

former superintendent of schools. During this period, the school committee was by-passed by 

the superintendent in the development of the DIP. According to the interviewees, efforts to 

improve student achievement in 2000, 2001, and a portion of 2002 were stagnate. The 

superintendent was replaced in January of 2002 with the appointment of the current 

superintendent. 
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3. 	 The School Improvement Plan (SIP) for every school is aligned with the district’s mission 

statement, and the analysis of student achievement data drives the development, 

implementation, and modification of educational programs, services, and practices. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Since the period under review, all elementary schools, especially the eight schools 

that did not meet AYP in either math or ELA (Cobbet, Connery, Harrington, Ingalls, 

Drewicz, Hood, Sewall-Anderson and Tracey) were involved in the PIM process with the 

DOE. The PIM process was adopted to encourage the staff to conduct an analysis of student 

data in an effort to drive the development, implementation, the modification of programs, 

services, and practices. Interviewees indicated that it was still too early to see any results 

from the PIM process. With the guidance of the DOE, the administration elected to develop 

school improvement plans  (SIPs) as one year plans written in a consolidated plan model. 

According to district interviews, all SIPs were school specific, contained prioritized goals, 

with dedicated professional development time, and included district-wide training for all 

teachers as teachers of ELL. According to the DIP, 17% of students are designated in the 

LEP category. 

Even though there has been a loss of over 200 teachers in the last two years, curriculum 

support staff has increased, especially in the schools with the lowest test scores. However, 

the new curriculum support staff curriculum instruction teachers (CIT), who were once in the 

administrative bargaining unit as facilitators, were now in the teachers’ unit. Therefore, CITs 

had no influence on teacher evaluations and accountability. The CITs were building-based 

and focused on modeling lessons, team-teaching and planning, developing curriculum and 

planning instruction, and driving the PIM process with the DOE. The focus was on both math 

and ELA. Prior to the CITs and the PIM process, the use of system-wide facilitators who 

answered directly to the superintendent were said by intervieees to be a major cause of the 

dissention within in the school district. 
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4. 	 District leaders monitor student achievement data throughout the year, considering the goals 

identified in the DIP and individual SIPs and implements programs, policies, and services 

that are most likely to result in improved student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: With respect to monitoring results, interviewees indicated that the district was 

working with Gordon College to develop district-wide benchmarks. The district also referred 

to instituting the Follow the Leader program, a technology based program on simulations of 

MCAS questions. This strategy was in place in 15 schools. Interviews indicated that 

principals monitored data by using programs such as STAR math and SRA in several of the 

schools. The interviewees indicated that they lacked a specific process for monitoring 

performance data, “monitoring strategies don’t exist right now,” and that “ there is a need to 

do more pre-and post-cycle testing.” According to the interview, the leadership recognized 

that a lack of monitoring devices was a weakness in the school system. They also 

acknowledged that “quality principal leadership was needed” and that they needed, “an 

expert who could help the district with assessment.” 

5. 	 All of the district’s administrators are appropriately certified. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the time under review, one of the 133 administrators was not certified 

according to data supplied to the EQA by the Lynn Public Schools. The one exception was 

the director of vocational-technical guidance. However, this individual was certified by the 

time of the EQA’s onsite visit to the district 

6. 	 The leadership reports annually to the school committee, staff, and community concerning 

the extent to which the implementation of the DIP and SIPs have or have not resulted in 

improved student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Poor 
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Evidence: The superintendent of schools reported to the EQA Team that a meeting was held 

with the school committee upon receipt of the MCAS test scores in November. This meeting 

was open to the public and the press was usually in attendance. In regards to the 2003 MCAS 

test data, a formal Power point presentation was made to the school committee. According to 

administrators, student achievement was discussed at the public forums with 

recommendations for interventions and strategies consistent with the DIP. 

With respect to the presentation of student performance results, the superintendent 

communicated the MCAS test results to the school committee. He indicated to the EQA that 

he also presented updates as they became available in November and when the competency 

determinations were released. One of the curriculum administrators presented a Power Point 

demonstration on AYP. The same was presented for the appropriate state representatives and 

senators. The principals communicated the MCAS test results to parents and met with them. 

The school improvement councils met either monthly or quarterly. The schedules were 

submitted to the deputy superintendent’s offices. The superintendent wrote a grant to 

resurrect a newsletter to the public on the state of public education in the district. However, 

these funds were cut in recent budget cuts. The superintendent reported that most schools had 

their own newsletters. The superintendent reported further that he regularly addressed the 

state of education with community agencies such as the Chamber of Commerce, the Rotary 

Club, and the Lynn Business Foundation. 

With respect to the SIPs driving the budgeting process, principals made requests to the 

superintendent’s office for specific personnel requests. When asked to what degree the SIPs 

drove the budget, the superintendents indicated that last year only executive summaries were 

presented to the school committee. The school committee did not analyze the individual SIPs 

in the spring of 2003 due to work on budget cuts. However, the school committee reported 

that they read the plans in previous years. The superintendent met with the school committee 

twice a month plus subcommittee meetings. During the period under review, the division and 

competition for control among the district leadership of the school district made the DIP and 

SIPs ineffective in driving student achievement for the 2000, 2001, and 2002 cycles of 

MCAS testing, according to interviews with directors, administrators, and city officials. 
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7. 	The superintendent is evaluated annually on the district’s state assessment results and 

implementation of the DIP.  This performance evaluation serves as the basis for improving 

the future job performance of the superintendent. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: According to members of the school committee, the superintendent of schools 

was not evaluated during the 2000, 2001, and a portion of 2002. The reason given by the 

school committee was that the parties to the superintendent’s evaluation could not agree on 

an evaluation instrument. 

The current superintendent was appointed effective January 1, 2002. The school committee 

and superintendent agreed to use the Massachusetts Association of School Committees 

(MASC) model for the superintendent’s evaluation. A review of the current superintendent’s 

evaluation provided specific goals to address major district-wide issues. The goals listed by 

the superintendent and agreed to by the school committee addressed student achievement and 

the district improvement plan. The superintendent identified 15 goals, which the school 

committee applied to the headings of the MASC evaluation format. Each goal could be 

related to specific measurable outcomes. Future job performance was a component of the 

superintendent’s evaluation. According to the superintendent, his evaluation was a new 

experience for the school committee. The most recent evaluation of the superintendent prior 

to November 20, 2003, was in 1987. 

8. 	 Principals are evaluated annually on school state assessment results and the implementation 

of their respective SIPs.  These performance evaluations serve as the basis for improving 

future job performance of the principals. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The interview with the superintendent indicated that at least one principal was 

removed following the period under review. According to interviews, annual goal setting 

with mid-year reviews were begun with principals and included at least two quantifiable 

goals that were connected with the MCAS test results. Since 2003, all principals underwent a 
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first round of evaluation and were able to meet the goals that were given to them. In the 

second round of the evaluation, the principals were asked to add goals to the ones that were 

assigned by the district leadership. One of the expectations for principals was to increase 

their number of classroom visits. They had an approved evaluation instrument based on the 

Principles of Effective Leadership. The instrument was written in a narrative form under each 

goal and did not contain a rating scale. Administrators indicated to the EQA that, in the 

spring, requests were made for documentation that the principals were checking from the 

John Collins Writing and math folders. The assistant superintendent was responsible for the 

evaluations of the thirty principals. When asked if one could clearly see differences in the 

feedback given to principals, the district leadership reported that they could. Half of the 

principals were veteran principals, and the other half were fairly new to the district. When 

questioned whether principals monitored IDIPs and connected them to SIPs, the 

superintendent indicated that principals had this responsibility. In other interviews, the EQA 

was told that this information was not in a form that was easily accessible, but that it would 

be in the fall of 2004, since new software was purchased for this purpose. The administrator 

indicated that current leadership was dedicated to improving the performance of principals, 

according to interviews with professional staff, school committee and city leaders. 

Standard 10. ORGANIZATIONAL AND HUMAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT: The 

district has organizational structures, policies, collective bargaining agreements, procedures, and 

practices with clear lines of authority, responsibility, and accountability. Teacher 

retention/turnover rates are within reason. Together, these elements promote efficient and 

effective district operation and facilitate achievement for all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 During the period 2000-2002, the divisiveness and an adversarial relationship between the 

superintendent and members of the school committee undermined the need for collaboration 

in the development of a district improvement plan, among other district functions. 
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Indicators: 
1. 	The superintendent, in regular meetings with administrators and members of the school 

committee, develops a coherent vision or mission statement and DIP designed to achieve it. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: While the current superintendent of schools and deputy superintendent were 

working closely with the school committee, since January 1, 2002, the relationship between 

the previous superintendent and the school committee was in turmoil. Between 2000-2002, 

the district improvement plan was developed by the superintendent of schools and presented 

to the school committee. Although the school committee did not officially adopt the mission 

statement, vision statement, and district goals developed by the superintendent of schools, the 

superintendent proceeded to make this DIP the focus of improvements to student 

achievement. Consequently, the superintendent was operating key elements of the district’s 

goals and plans without the approval of the district’s policy-making body. During this 2000

2002 period, school improvement plans were developed and written according to the 

superintendent’s directives. The current administration revised the DIP in the summer of 

2003, and the revised DIP was approved by the school committee in 2003. The new DIP was 

incorporated into the NCLB Consolidated Strategic Plan. 

2. The superintendent effectively delegates the educational and operational management of the 

schools to the building principals and program directors. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the period under examination, the central administration of the Lynn Public 

Schools had two distinct and different leaderships teams. As previously stated, the schools, 

during the period 2000-2002, were in a state of instability as a result of dissention and 

division within the school committee and with the previous superintendent. In interviews, the 

district and school administrators indicated that this instability was due to the leadership style 

of the previous superintendent of schools. During this period of instability, district-wide 

facilitators, who reported directly to the superintendent of schools, were primarily 

responsible for the coordination and supervision of instruction. These facilitators were 

directed by the superintendent to work with principals to address issues related to the 
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improvement of student achievement. According to interviews with various leadership 

groups in Lynn, the relationship of the facilitators and the principals was detrimental to 

efforts to improve student achievement. 

The current administration, which was new effective January 1, 2002, dramatically changed 

the relationships among the central office, the school principals, and program directors. The 

positions of facilitators were eliminated and replaced by curriculum instructional leaders 

(CIT). The CITs were school-based and worked under the supervision and direction of the 

principals. Working with the DOE, the principals and CITs were utilizing the PIM process to 

inform instructional improvement under the goals established by the 2003 district 

consolidated strategic plan. The principals and CITs had the full support of both the 

superintendent of schools and the school committee. The ultimate outcome of these changes 

was to be determined by the performance of students on future MCAS tests.   

3. 	 The district leaders ensure that: 

a. 	 all principals are aware of and understand published policies and district improvement 

plans; and 

b. 	 the district uses system-wide and intra-district communication systems to keep all faculty 

and staff well informed and to provide avenues for response. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: As previously stated, the period prior up to January 1, 2002 was not an effective 

time for the implementation of the district’s strategies and initiatives. In August of 2003, all 

the principals were involved with the superintendent of schools in the development of the 

NCLB consolidated strategic plan. Given the option by the DOE of developing a one-year or 

three- year DIP, the administration elected for the choice of a one-year DIP. The central 

administration hoped the one-year plan would allow the principals to develop effective SIPs 

on a multi-year basis in the future. According to interviews with the central administration, 

the superintendent intended to meet with principals and central office administration weekly. 

These meetings were followed by a session between the deputy superintendent of schools 
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with curriculum and instructional teams. The executive director for curriculum and 

instruction met also periodically with curriculum and teachers. 

These meetings and electronic mails tended to be the primary communication links between 

the central administration and the schools. It was the expectation of the central administration 

that information and data received at administrative meetings and through electronic mails 

would be communicated to the professional staff district-wide. 

Although the Lynn Public Schools had comprehensive and codified school policies, the 

school committee did not officially adopt these policies. According to the superintendent of 

schools, a sub-committee of the school committee and the school district attorney were 

currently revising school policies. No timeframe could be given as to the completion of the 

policy review during this interview. All these efforts by the current administration were 

attempts to bring the school district together after almost three years of turmoil.  

4. 	The district publishes a current organizational chart that indicates clear lines of 

responsibility. Job descriptions for all personnel on the organizational chart are current, 

published and available to all faculty and staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In the Lynn Public Schools, the EQA was given a set of organizational charts, 

which clearly identified the lines of authority and responsibilities within the district. In 

addition, job descriptions for all positions, including classroom teachers, were on file with 

the director and office of human resources.  

5. 	The district has a process for the recruitment and hiring of staff that involves  appropriate 

administrative and staff participation. The process is perceived as fair and open and focuses 

on identifying and acquiring the most qualified individuals for each position. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the time under review, due to provisions within the teachers’ collective 

bargaining agreement, the process of filling vacancies within the professional staff was 
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cumbersome and time consuming. According to the teacher contract, teachers already in the 

employment of the Lynn Public Schools were required to be given an opportunity to bid for 

teaching vacancies prior to making these positions available to outside recruitment. Seniority 

and certification were the primary qualifications for bidding vacancies within the school 

district. More recently, according to the superintendent of schools and the deputy 

superintendent, professional development credits and certification in the area of the 

responsibilities of a vacancy were required for new appointments. 

The recruitment of staff outside the district included establishing a relationship between the 

director of human resources and institutions of higher education in the area. In the EQA’s 

interviews with the central administration, it was stated that the director of human resources 

attended job fairs offered by these institutions of higher learning. The human resources office 

generated an applicant pool from the greater Boston metropolitan area. The Boston Globe 

and the Lynn Item were the primary media outlets for publishing the district’s employment 

vacancies. According to the provisions of the teachers’ collective bargaining agreement, 

administrative positions were required to be posted internally for a period of fourteen days. 

Screening committees were utilized for filling administrative positions and making 

recommendations to the superintendent of schools. Most classified personnel fell under the 

requirements of civil service in the City. Paraprofessional recruitment and hiring was also 

covered by a collective bargaining agreement. Between 2000-2003, the teachers’ contract 

provisions required the administration to allow internal staff to bid for positions. 

6. 	 The district ensures that all personnel records are carefully compiled, maintained, and 

available to all appropriate faculty and staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: According to interviews with the central administration, all personnel records 

were on file and secured in the office of human resources. The personnel files contained all 

pertinent data relevant to the hiring and employment of staff. The superintendent of schools, 

deputy superintendent of schools, and principals had access to personnel files under the 

supervision of the director of human resources. Individuals were allowed to view their 
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personnel files through contacts with the office of human resources. Copies of materials 

within the file were available upon written request by individuals. 

7. 	 The district actively undertakes efforts to provide teachers new to the district and to the 

profession with coaches and mentors in their respective roles. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: All teachers new to the Lynn Public Schools were given an orientation by the 

administration. Also, as required under state education reform, teachers new to Lynn were 

assigned a trained mentor within the first two weeks of teaching. The new teachers were also 

assigned to a support team, which included the mentor and a CIT.  The CITs assigned to the 

individual schools provided coaching to new staff when necessary and at the direction of the 

principal. Mentors and mentees were given release time to engage in classroom observations 

and other mentoring activities.   

Mentors were given a stipend and were required to maintain logs and other records as 

required by the DOE. The intent of the mentor program was twofold: 1) to provide new 

teachers with a systematic structure of support that helped them become familiar with their 

school and district, refine their practices, and to better understand their professional 

responsibilities; and 2) to provide new administrators with the structure and support needed 

to maximize the effectiveness of new leaders as they confronted the many challenges facing 

the schools and district. 

8. 	The district routinely recognizes the accomplishments of its professional and support staff 

and has low rates of employee turnover, especially among qualified staff with professional 

status. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the time under review, according to district leaders, staff turnover in the Lynn 

Public Schools was low and not problematic. Most vacancies were the result of retirement, 

personal family matters, and the creation of new positions. According to these administrators, 

very few veteran staff members were lost to competition from other school districts. 
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Interviewees stated Lynn offered desirable financial incentives based upon longevity in the 

district. 

Teacher accomplishments and achievements were recognized publicly at school committee 

and in the local press. Also, the recognition of staff was routinely conducted at the schools by 

principals. 
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Domain E: Business and Financial Management 

Standards  

Excellent 

Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total 

S11 - Budget Planning & Development 
Domain E - Business & Financial Management 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 8 
Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 
Unsatisfactory 

S12 - Financial & Capital Asset Management 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Satisfactory 
Excellent 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

0 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

7 
0 

Poor 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 3 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Lynn’s Chapter 70 Funding and Net School Spending FY1993 to 2003: For the 11-year 

period since the Massachusetts Education Reform Act, FY1993 to FY2003, Lynn met the state 

mandated Net School Spending Requirement. For the period between FY1993 and FY2003, 

Chapter 70 Aid to Lynn increased 240.9% (from $28,818,333 to $98,243,576). Lynn’s Required 

Local Contribution increased 7.1% (from $26,183,399 to $28,041,963). For the period since the 

Education Reform Act, Lynn received a total of $703,709,013 in Chapter 70 Aid and was 

required to raise locally $280,438,249. From 2000 to 2003, Chapter 70 Aid was $353,143,370 

and the Required Local Contribution was $106,837,692. For the period between FY1993 and 

FY2003, Lynn’s foundation enrollment increased 34.4% and its student headcount increased 

21.8%. Between FY2000 and FY2003, its foundation enrollment increased 7.1% and its student 

headcount increased 0.3%. 

Standard 11. BUDGET PREPARATION AND DEVELOPMENT: The district has a budget 

preparation and development process that ensures full consideration and effective use of 

available resources essential for district and school operations focused on student achievement. 

The school committee, superintendent, administrators, faculty, staff, parents, and members of the 

community meet their responsibility to ensure that the school budget and appropriation meet the 

educational and achievement needs of all students. 
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Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 During the period under examination, the district did not have a formal process that related 

spending to student achievement until the FY2003 budget and the advent of the DOE’s PIM 

planning efforts. 

Indicators: 

1. 	 There are clear, well-documented procedures for the development of the district’s budget to 

ensure input from all staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In Lynn, the district’s budget development process was governed by draft 

policies, currently under review for promulgation by the school committee. The policies 

under consideration reflected the practice that was ongoing within the district for the period 

of time under review. These policies and practices provided the information, such as budget 

planning, scheduling, and school and district planning that guided how the budget was 

developed and presented in Lynn. The district had a consolidated strategic plan, which served 

as its district improvement plan. Its five goals identified the strategies that related to 

anticipated expenditures. There was a close correlation between the PIM process and an 

individual school’s annual budget request. Individual school budgets were brought forward 

for inclusion into the superintendent’s recommended budget. Building principals were given 

an opportunity to articulate their budget needs and requests to the superintendent. The 

superintendent prepared and presented a budget to the school committee that was reflective 

of the district’s goals, as well as the available revenue. 

2. 	Relevant budget decisions are premised on a clear, well-documented, systemic analysis of 

student performance data, as well as other pertinent information. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In interviews with district administrators, it was stated that the superintendent 

was guided by several concerns, including achieving equitable class sizes and balancing the 

needs of individual school student subgroups (special education and FRL/Y). The district 
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analyzed student needs through the examination of certain population groups in an attempt to 

impact achievement through the infusion of additional staff. The district allocated funding for 

staff through the analysis of class size and sought to balance its staffing funding to ensure 

class size was equitable and reflective of students’ needs. 

3. 	 The district’s budget process is clear and well-documented and integrates district and school 

improvement plans, long-term goals, and action plans. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s budget process examined local school planning documents, such as 

PIM planning efforts, as well as school improvement plans. For the past few years, the 

district followed an integrated planning process that helped to define the connection between 

district and school improvement planning with budget decision-making. The district followed 

a per pupil allocation process for its non-salary spending items, such as materials and 

supplies. For the past two fiscal years, the district had to reduce its staffing levels and non-

salary spending because of reductions in state aid, specifically Chapter 70. 

4. 	The district allocates its resources to accomplish targeted initiatives and objectives at the 

district and school levels to improve student achievement for all student populations. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During interviews with district administrators, it was acknowledged that the 

district attempted to ensure resources were aligned to accomplish targeted initiatives, 

primarily through the PIM process. The district interviews revealed that reductions to the 

numbers of reading teachers were made in FY2004, in order to hire math curriculum 

instruction teachers, because of a need to increase math scores at the middle school level. In 

FY2003 and FY2004 the district cut over 280 staff positions and reduced spending in non- 

salary areas. The district continued to balance a desire to maintain low class size with 

reduced revenue from the state.     
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5. 	 The district, as part of its budget process, implements a review process to determine the cost 

effectiveness of all of its programs, initiatives, and activities. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In Lynn, while there was no formal review process to determine cost effectiveness 

of its programs, the district examined its activities on an informal basis. Specifically, 

principals, through the management of their budgets, examined service needs, while 

continuously having sought better uses for their limited resources. In addition, the district 

participated in collaborative programs, primarily in special education. As an example of the 

district’s methods of examining efficiency, it also ensured that initiatives were developed 

while the identification of resources was occurring at the same time. 

6. 	 The district’s budget document is clear, complete, current, and understandable and provides 

accurate information on all fund sources as well as previous history and trends. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In Lynn, the district’s budget document was clear and followed a process that 

contained a history of funding from FY1997 through FY2003, broken out according to salary 

and non-salary costs. Budget documents contained information on class size, funding 

sources, and programs. The district’s budget document provided a statement on the district’s 

philosophy, educational goals, and historical trends by organizational FTEs, which included 

grant-funded positions. 

7. 	The budget and district’s expenditures are adequate to provide for appropriate levels of 

staffing, professional development, materials, supplies, and equipment. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the past two fiscal years, FY2003 and FY2004, the district has cut over 280 

positions, eliminated its all-day Kindergarten program, and reduced its non-salary spending 

in all areas. Prior to FY2003, the district’s appropriation, supported by over 80% from state 

Chapter 70 Aid, was, according to district interviews, adequate to support the district’s 
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staffing and equipment needs. The district’s grant programs were able to provide 

supplemental and targeted resources to accommodate certain district programs and 

subgroups. During the period of time under review, the district’s spending for professional 

development was as follows: 

Year  FY2000 FY2001 FY2002 

Actual Spending $1,824,136 $2,624,350 $1,852,928 

Required Spending $1,064,025 $1,467,700 $1,899,250 

Difference $760,111 $1,156,650 ($46,322) 

8. 	 The community provides sufficient financial resources to ensure an educational program of 

quality, as evidenced by a sufficient district revenue levy. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the period of time under review, the City met its Net School Spending (NSS) 

requirement. The district’s budget was funded by approximately 80% from the state. From 

FY1993 until FY2003, the district’s Chapter 70 Aid amount increased from $28,813,333 to 

$98,243,576, an increase of $69,430,243. According to district interviews, the City had never 

attempted an override of Proposition 2½. The City and school were able, over the past 

decade, to provide funding to renovate various schools, as well as construct new schools. 

9. 	Financial and audit reports are prepared and submitted in a timely manner to appropriate 

agencies. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the years under review, the district reported that it submitted its required local, 

state, and federal reports in a timely manner. In certain cases, the district requested waivers 

from the DOE and stated that it met its timeline within the period of the granted waiver. 

Tofias of Cambridge audited the district. There were no audit findings for FY2001 or 

FY2002. 
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10. Decisions resulting in changes in budget appropriations are made based on the analysis of 

student data to maximize the opportunities for the achievement of all students. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s changes to its budget appropriation were primarily determined by 

fluctuations in the amount of revenue, particularly Chapter 70 Aid that the district had to 

expend annually. As a component of its budget development process, the district focused on 

equitable class size, as well as examined its educational subgroups to determine where 

additional staff resources were needed. In interviews with district administrators, it was 

acknowledged that as a result of examining the MCAS test data, the district allocated its staff 

resources to target certain populations or to balance class size. 

Standard 12. FINANCIAL AND CAPITAL ASSET MANAGEMENT: The district 

maintains adequate accounting and financial reporting procedures.  This is done to: inform 

district-level and school-level decision-makers; to ensure effective and efficient managerial 

control over the use of all funds; to acquire and efficiently manage supplemental funding; and to 

promote student achievement and accountability to the public. The condition, management, and 

maintenance of facilities encourage public support for education and are conducive to promoting 

high levels of student achievement. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 In Lynn, the district and City’s financial management system enabled consistent and timely 

monitoring of district appropriations. 

• 	 For the years under review, as a result of budget cuts in FY2003 and FY2004, the district 

reduced its maintenance and trades personnel, limiting the district’s capacity to clean and 

maintain its school facilities. 
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Indicators: 
1. 	School committee policies and administrative procedures are clear regarding the processes 

and expectations for expenditures, transfers, and investment of funds with the district’s 

budget and the expenditure of any district funds. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: At the time of the on-site review, the school committee policy manual, which was 

re-codified by the MASC, had yet to be formally adopted by the Lynn School Committee. 

The school committee was reviewing the manual. At the time of the on-site review, the 

policies included within that draft manual reflected the current financial practices for the 

Lynn School District. In a review of these draft policies, there were clear and distinct 

processes for the transfer and expenditure of funds. The practice regarding transfer of funds 

was that the school committee approved transfer requests between salary and non-salary 

items, as well as fund-to-fund transfers. The building principals had limited transfer 

authority, which was monitored by the district’s financial team. 

2. 	 Regular, timely, accurate, and complete financial reports are made to the school committee 

and the public. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The school committee received financial reports on spending, including the 

forecasting of spending for the budget year, as well as individual account balances. Monthly 

reports, as part of the warrant approval process, also afforded the school committee with a 

review of the district’s spending. The district provided a comprehensive report to the school 

committee several times throughout the year, which served to analyze and project its major 

areas of spending, including payroll projections, transportation, and special education. 

Further, the district’s accounting program allowed building administrators the ability to 

examine on-line its spending balances. 

3. 	 Required local, state, and federal financial reports and statements are filed in a timely and 

accurate manner. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The district reported that it submitted its required local, state, and federal reports 

in a timely manner. In certain cases regarding the end-of-the-year report, the district 

requested waivers from the DOE, and stated that it met its timeline within the period of the 

waiver. For the period under review the district participated with the City’s independent 

auditor, Tofias of Cambridge. 

4. 	The district uses efficient accounting technology that integrates district-level financial 

information with the financial information of each school, and allows financial managers and 

principals to accurately track spending against the budget on a regular basis. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the period of time under review, the district used the Munis system, which 

was the same system the City used for its municipal departments. The district’s accounts 

were included in the City’s financial management oversight provided by the city treasurer, 

comptroller, and central procurement. The Munis system provided monitoring for all 

expenditures and was available and in place at all of the district’s schools. The district 

offered the training in the Munis system to the building administrators and to at least one 

support staff in each building. The City’s purchasing department oversaw the purchasing for 

the district. Requisitions were generated at the building level, processed centrally within the 

district, and forwarded to the City purchasing department for a purchase order. 

5. 	 The district reviews student achievement data and the reviews are reflected in its financial 

decisions. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: For the period of time under review, the district did not have a formal process to 

review disaggregated data and student achievement. However, during the current fiscal year, 

the district began to review disaggregated student achievement data and incorporated that 

data into individual school PIM plans, as well as district PIM plans. For the current fiscal 

year, the information from PIM planning instruments was incorporated into the budget 
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submission and development process in the district. This documentation served to provide 

data reflecting budget decisions for the current fiscal year. 

6. 	 The district regularly employs: 

a. 	 certified business officials, 

b. 	 purchasing agents with MCPPO credentials, 

c. 	appropriate independent financial auditing services and implements their 

recommendations to ensure efficient and quality financial systems. 

d. 	 Objective and independent treasurers and auditor.* 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s current business manager was appropriately certified as a school 

business manager. All of the district’s purchasing was coordinated with and through the 

City’s purchasing department. The district was annually audited as part of the City’s financial 

auditing process. For the period of time under review, the district used Tobias of Cambridge 

as its auditor, who reported no findings. In addition, the auditing company also audited the 

end-of-the-year reports for the district. 

7. 	 The district uses reliable forecast mechanisms and control procedures to ensure that spending 

is within fiscal budget limits. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: As stated previously, the district budget was linked to state Chapter 70 Aid. The 

district received 80% of its revenue from Chapter 70. Once the revenue was known within 

the district, the budget proceeded accordingly through the approval process. The district’s 

accounting system was capable of providing reports on spending and served as a control for 

the district. The on-going review of the Munis system reports provided the district with 

adequate controls to ensure spending was controlled and tracked. In interviews with district 

administrators, it was acknowledged that there was no reserves that existed that could 

supplement any shortfalls. The district reported that it collected approximately $2 million 

annually through the Medicaid reimbursement process. The district reported that it had an 

agreement with the City to share this revenue equally. 
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8. 	 The district has a system in place to: 

a. 	 ensure that that state bidding laws are followed; 

b. 	 monitor special revenue funds, revolving accounts, and fee structures related to them to 

ensure that they are well-managed and efficiently used; 

c. 	 monitor and track instructional assets such as texts, materials, supplies, and equipment to 

ensure efficient and maximum utilization; and 

d. 	 track its assets in accordance with GASB No.34. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district had systems in place to make certain that state bidding laws were 

followed. Since the school department was included in the City’s financial management 

system, there was a centralized process and checks and balances that ensured that requisitions 

were developed at the building/district level and purchase orders were produced at the City 

level. The Munis system provided the accounting for all special revenue funds and revolving 

accounts, such as building rental and athletics. As with all other appropriated funds, these 

were monitored and accounted for by both district as well as City finance managers. In 

interviews with district administrators, it was stated that the City comptroller was responsible 

for the tracking of assets in accordance with GASB. 34. Further, the district officials stated it 

had an on-going inventory of its technology assets. 

9. 	 The district implements preventive maintenance programs for buildings and equipment that 

are reviewed on a regular basis and are related to the district’s long-term capital needs. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: As a result of budget reductions, the number of maintenance personnel were 

significantly reduced, impacting the district’s ability to maintain its facilities. The district had 

ten man crews that collectively addressed all the maintenance needs of the district’s 

buildings. As a result of budget cuts, these positions were eliminated and maintenance needs 

were impacted. The district, over the past ten years, worked with the City to address its 

capital needs. Various bonds were approved, beginning in 1992 to renovate and expand six 

elementary schools. Later, another bond was approved to renovate or construct a new 
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Classical High School and to renovate English High School and Lynn Vocational-Technical. 

Lastly, a bond for $120 million was approved for additional phases of long-range planning 

for the district. It was reported that approximately, $20 million of this was used as part of the 

high school renovations, while the balance was still available. 

10. Educational and program facilities are of adequate size, clean, safe, well-lit, well-maintained, 

and conducive to promoting the learning process. 

* This portion of indicator 12-6 is applied to regional academic and vocational school districts. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: During its visit, the EQA team conducted site visits of school buildings in the 

Lynn Public Schools. The EQA team toured facilities that ranged from brand new to ones 

that were quite old. The facilities were clean and well maintained, yet the EQA team 

observed areas that needed maintenance and repairs. For the period beginning in FY2002, the 

district cut funding for maintenance personnel and trades people that previously served the 

district. The district reported that it reduced its custodial and maintenance positions from 167 

to 147, and acknowledged this had a detrimental effect on the district’s capacity to maintain 

its buildings. 
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Appendix A: Proficiency Index 

The Proficiency Index is a metric used to measure and compare all schools and school districts 

regarding their performance on each of the MCAS tests. There are three indices:  The Average 

Proficiency Index (API), the English Language Arts Proficiency Index (EPI) and the Math 

Proficiency Index (MPI). The index is developed as follows: 

The Proficiency Index is a measure of the level of achievement a district, school, grade, or 

subgroup has made in relation to the proficiency achievement level on the annual MCAS test. The 

Proficiency Index is calculated as follows: 

Percentage of students scoring 200-208 on test       x 0 = A 

Percentage of students scoring 210-218 on test        x 25 = B 

Percentage of students scoring 220-228 on test        x 50 = C 

Percentage of students scoring 230-238 on test        x 75 = D 

Percentage of students scoring 240 or more on test  x 100 = E 


The Proficiency Index (PI) equals the sum of  A + B + C + D + E = PI 

Example: The Governor Ambrose High School had the following results for the 2001 MCAS 
test: 

12% of all students scored 200-208; therefore, 12% x 0 = 0 
15% of all students scored 210-218; therefore, 15% x 25 = 3.75 
21% of all students scored 220-228; therefore,  21% x 50 = 10.5 
34% of all students scored 230-238; therefore, 34% x 75 = 25.5 

            18% of all students scored 240 or more; therefore, 18%  x 100 = 18.0 

The Proficiency Index is calculated by adding:  0 + 3.75 + 10.5 + 25.5 + 18 = 57.75 

     The Proficiency Index for the Governor Ambrose High would be:  57.75 
     The MPI would use the same calculation for all students taking the math exam. 
     The EPI would use the same calculation for all students taking the ELA exam. 

The 100 point Proficiency Index is divided into six Proficiency Categories as follows: 90-100 is 

‘Very High’ (VH), 80-89.9 is ‘High’ (H), 70-79.9 is ‘Moderate’ (M), 60-69.9 is ‘Low’ (L), 40-

59.9 is ‘Very Low’ (VL), and 0-39.9 is ‘Critically Low’ (CL). 
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Appendix B: Lynn Chapter 70 Funding and Net School Spending FY1993-2003 

Foundation Foundation Required Chapter 70 Required Dollars 

Enrollment Net School Net School Over/Under 

Contribution Spending(NSS) Spending Requirement 

FY93 11,313 71,060,799 26,183,399 28,818,333 55,001,732 55,001,732 

FY94 11,581 2.4 73,291,324 3.1 25,002,982 33,380,144 15.8 58,383,126 6.1 58,517,027 6.4 133,901 0.2 

FY95 12,021 3.8 77,343,968 5.5 24,618,184 40,500,592 21.3 65,118,776 11.5 65,229,257 11.5 110,481 0.2 

FY96 12,680 5.5 84,612,778 9.4 24,871,935 48,769,205 20.4 73,641,140 13.1 73,517,732 12.7 -123,408 -0.2 

FY97 13,229 4.3 89,971,838 6.3 24,849,573 57,614,750 18.1 82,464,323 82,515,554 12.2 51,231 0.1 

FY98 13,898 5.1 96,516,549 7.3 24,382,252 66,801,757 15.9 91,184,009 10.6 91,323,644 10.7 139,635 0.2 

FY99 14,161 1.9 101,047,921 4.7 23,692,232 74,680,862 11.8 98,373,094 7.9 99,177,442 8.6 804,348 0.8 

FY00 14,187 0.2 101,458,677 0.4 25,288,242 77,549,370 3.8 102,837,612 4.5 102,399,622 3.2 -437,990 -0.4 

FY01 14,677 3.5 108,239,765 6.7 26,363,788 82,313,967 6.1 108,677,755 5.7 109,012,710 6.5 334,955 0.3 

FY02 15,114 122,161,932 12.9 27,143,699 95,036,457 15.5 122,180,156 12.4 122,206,645 12.1 26,489 

FY03 15,201 0.6 126,285,539 3.4 28,041,963 98,243,576 3.4 126,285,539 3.4 128,056,536 4.8 1,770,997 1.4 

Chapter 70 Aid 

Dollars per Foundation Enrollment Percentage of Foundation 
Pct of Actual 

Fnd Budget Required 

FY93 6,281 2,547 4,862 40.6 77.4 77.4 52.4 

FY94 6,329 2,882 5,053 45.5 79.7 79.8 

FY95 6,434 3,369 5,426 52.4 84.2 84.3 62.1 

FY96 6,673 3,846 5,798 57.6 86.9 66.3 

FY97 6,801 4,355 6,237 91.7 91.7 69.8 

FY98 6,945 4,807 6,571 69.2 94.5 94.6 73.1 

FY99 7,136 5,274 7,004 73.9 97.4 98.1 75.3 

FY00 7,152 5,466 7,218 76.4 101.4 100.9 75.7 

FY01 7,375 5,608 7,427 100.4 100.7 75.5 

FY02 8,083 6,288 8,086 77.8 77.8 

FY03 8,308 6,463 8,424 77.8 101.4 76.7 


