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Executive Summary 
 

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

Schools in late April of 2004. During 2000-2003, it was among the ‘Very 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:
• Lawrence’s Average Proficiency Index (API) was 50.2, which was based on the 2003 MCAS 

results. The state average for the API was 75.7 in 2003. This placed Lawrence among the 
‘Very Low’ performing academic school districts in the Commonwealth. In ELA, the 
district’s ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) was 59.5, and the state average for EPI was 82.2. In 
math, the district’s math Proficiency Index (MPI) was 41, and the state average for MPI was 
69.3. 

 
• On the 2003 MCAS test, 81.7% of the students in Lawrence scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. This figure was 33.5 percentage points 
higher than the state average percentages of students in those categories. 
 

• On the 2003 MCAS test, in ELA, 74.7% of the students in Lawrence scored in the ‘Needs 
Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 35.6 percentage points higher than the 
state’s average percentages of students in those categories.  
 

• On the same test, in math, 88.8% of the students scored in those categories, 31.6 percentage 
points higher than the state’s average percentages of students in those categories.  
 

• In 2003, in Lawrence, the Proficiency Indices of 59.5 for ELA and 41.0 for math were 22.7 
and 28.3 points less than the statewide averages. 
 

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

 
• On the MCAS retest administered in the fall of 2003, 74% of the Lawrence 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, 68% of the Lawrence Class of 2004 

earned a Competency Determination, as compared to 93% of the statewide Class of 2004. In 
the spring of 2004, the district’s CD for this class was 77%. 
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Equity of Achievement/Proficiency: 
• On the 2003 MCAS test, 76.7% of the regular education students at Lawrence scored in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 35.6 percentage points higher than 
the state’s average percentages in those categories for this subgroup of students.   
 

• On the same test, 97.4% of the special education students at Lawrence scored in these 
categories, 18.4 percentage points higher than the state’s average percentages in those 
categories for this subgroup of students.   

 
• Also on the same test, 99.6% of the LEP students at Lawrence scored in these categories, 

16.3 percentage points higher than the state’s average percentages in those categories for this 
subgroup of students. 

    
• On the 2003 MCAS test, 82.5% of the FRL/Y students at Lawrence scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 9.2 percentage points higher than the state’s 
average percentages in those categories for this subgroup of students.   
 

• On the same test, 78.6% of the FRL/N students at Lawrence scored in these categories, 39.5 
percentage points higher than the state’s average percentages in those categories for this 
subgroup of students.   
 

• On the 2003 MCAS test, 82.9% of the African-American students at Lawrence scored in the 
‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 8.3 percentage points higher than 
the state’s average percentages in those categories for this subgroup of students.    

 
• On the same test, 62.3% of the Asian-American students at Lawrence scored in these 

categories, 21.5 percentage points higher than the state’s average percentages in those 
categories for this subgroup of students.   
 

• Also on the same test, 83.8% of the Hispanic-American students at Lawrence scored in these 
categories, 5.4 percentage points higher than the state’s average percentages in those 
categories for this subgroup of students.   
 

• On the same test, 69.7% of the White students at Lawrence scored in these categories, 28.5 
percentage points higher than the state’s average percentages in those categories for this 
subgroup of students.   

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

Lawrence all scored below the district average PI in both ELA and math and African-
American students scored below the district average in math. 

 
• The MCAS test performance of the district’s LEP and special education students varied 

substantially from and in a less than satisfactory manner to the district’s regular education 
students. 

   
 
 
Improvement: 
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• In Lawrence, 5.5% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 
2003 than in 2000 and 12.2% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 
 

• In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 8.6 points 
and. in math, by 4.9 points. 
 

• In ELA, 7.0% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 
than in 2000 and 13.5% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 
 

• In math, 3.6% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 
than in 2000 and 9.9% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

 
Equity of Improvement: 
• Between 2000-2003, Lawrence’s student achievement figures in the aggregate and for 

regular education, special education, LEP, FRL/Y, FRL/N, African-American, Asian-
American, and Hispanic-American students’ results improved by less than the state averages 
in both ELA and math. 
 

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

 
Participation and Access: 
• Overall, eligible students were not participating in ELA assessments at required levels, but 

were participating in the math assessments at required levels. 
 

• Special education and LEP students were not participating in either ELA or math 
assessments at required levels.  
 

• Special education and LEP students were not participating at required levels in either ELA or 
math assessments for other reasons. 

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

‘Unsatisfactory’ on two of the twenty-one performance indicators in this domain. 
 
• The district did not educate all of its students to meet or exceed the Competency 

Determination (CD) standard by their senior year. 
  

• For the period under review, practices and expectations for teachers and students were linked 
with learning standards at the grades K-8 levels, but not at the grades 9-12 levels. 

 

• In Lawrence, classroom assessment standards and expectations for teachers and students 
were not consistently linked with the learning standards articulated by the state curriculum 
frameworks for the period under review. 
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• Between 2000-2003, the Lawrence Public Schools had the capacity to collect and analyze 
student and staff data related to attendance and student achievement, but the EQA found little 
evidence that this occurred. 

 
• School district initiatives had little success in improving student attendance for the period 

under review. 
 
• For the period under review, the evaluation process for administrators placed a high priority 

on increasing student achievement and included reporting formats, growth targets and 
incentive pay components. However, there was a minimal use of the ‘Needs Improvement’ 
component, which would be expected to increase teacher performance and the number of 
teachers on ‘Improvement Plans’ was marginal. 

 
• Classroom instruction was impacted by staff turnover and resulted in the extensive use of 

permanent substitutes and non-certified teachers. 
 
• The district began to utilize more substantive analyses of student achievement data and 

incorporated the results into district planning, goal setting, and decision-making. 
 
• Trend data for the four-year period under review did not indicate a significant improvement 

in student achievement. 
 
Curriculum and Instruction: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on sixteen, ‘Poor’ on four, and 

‘Unsatisfactory’ on four of the twenty-four performance indicators in this domain. 
 
• For the period under review, despite the district’s attempt to standardize curriculum to ensure 

consistency across all schools at all grade levels, individual school-based teams of teachers 
were able to make curriculum modifications that might not have reflected the district’s 
curriculum objectives. 

 
• The district had not met the ‘Success For All’ (SFA) goals since its adoption of the model 

(2001), and did not have adequate numbers of staff to implement the model the way it was 
designed.  

 
• In Lawrence, the MCAS test data in math performance in some schools at the grades 4 and 8 

indicated slight improvement. However, in general, the range of scores for the aggregate 
grade 4 and 8 students did not improve. 

 
• In the Lawrence Public Schools, during the period under review, the instructional programs 

were not meeting the needs of all students. 
 
• Despite the fact that the district increased instructional time significantly, the analysis of 

student achievement data indicated that the desired results had not been realized. 
 
• The Lawrence Public Schools had difficulty retaining highly qualified teachers. 
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• During the period under review, the district’s Student Information Management Systems 
(SIMS) had the capacity for supporting a data-driven and standards-based educational 
program. 

 
• Lawrence Public Schools offered all students at grades 9-12 equal opportunity for   

placement in honors courses and Advanced Placement (AP) courses. 
 
• Between 2000-2003, the Lawrence Public Schools experienced a high rate of intra-district 

and inter-district mobility. 
 
• In the Lawrence Public Schools, in the years 2000-2003, the district’s Professional 

Development Plan (PDP) was embedded in the district’s Comprehensive Education Plan 
(CEP) and in each of the schools’ CEPs. 
 

• For the period under examination, with the exception of 2000, the district did not meet its 
state requirement for local funding for professional development.  

 

• Since the district did not have a District Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP), there 
was no alignment with the Professional Development Plan. 

 
Student Academic Support Services: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on three, ‘Poor’ on three, and 

‘Unsatisfactory’ one of the seven performance indicators in this domain. 
 
• In Lawrence, for the period under review, the district did not have a District Curriculum 

Accommodation Plan (DCAP).  
 

• Between 2000-2003, the vast majority of the district’s Grade 3 students did not achieve the 
proficiency level on the Grade 3 MCAS reading test. 

 
Leadership and Governance: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on twelve, ‘Poor’ on three, and 

‘Unsatisfactory’ one of the sixteen performance indicators in this domain. 
 
• In Lawrence, annually, the performance evaluations of the superintendent and principals 

were conducted and served as the basis for improving performance. 
 

• For the period under review, the district’s leadership decision-making was data-driven, 
student achievement focused, and provided direction and guidance to the administrators.  
 

•  During the period 2000-2003, the superintendent developed organizational structures and 
policies in conjunction with a sequence of administrative meetings to gain responses to 
district initiatives and communicate district direction. 
 

• The Comprehensive Education Plan at both the school and district level offered an annual 
perspective of the district’s goals, but lacked a multi-year set of expectations, which assigned 
responsibility and established accountability beyond the year-to-year perspective. 
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• Annually, in the Lawrence Public Schools, the school system employed 100-120 teachers, 

especially in math, special education, and select support areas, who were non-certified 
personnel or permanent substitutes. 

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

‘Poor’ on three of the twenty performance indicators in this domain. 
 

• Between 2000-2003, the district’s budget document was exemplary. It was clear, complete 
and thorough.  
 

• During the period under examination, in the Lawrence Public Schools, the review of student 
assessment data was a key component in the budget development process.  

 
• Although the district met its net school requirement, it was noted that, during the four-year 

period of review, the Lawrence Public Schools made a local contribution in only two of the 
four years. 

 
• In Lawrence, for the period under review, the district and City were not in compliance with 

Chapter 66 of the Acts of 1996 regarding Student Activity Accounts. 
  
• For the period under review, the school lunch program generated a surplus that was 

excessive. 
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Part I: Overview of the EQA Review Process and the District 
 

On April 27-30, 2004, the EQA conducted an independent examination of the Lawrence 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. 

 

Lawrence is a medium-sized city located in western Essex County in northeastern 

Massachusetts. Manufacturing is the largest source of employment in Lawrence, followed by 

education, healthcare, and social services. According to the 2000 U.S. Census, it has a population 

of 72,043 people and a median family income of $31,809, while the median family income in 

Massachusetts is $61,664. Lawrence has a Mayor/City Council form of government and an 

seven-person school committee. The Lawrence Public Schools have 16 schools serving grades 

PreK-12. The most recent Massachusetts Department of Education (DOE) figures indicate that 

there were 12,508 students enrolled in the district on October 1, 2003. The 

demographic/subgroup composition in the Lawrence Public Schools is: 84.8% Hispanic-

American, 9.8% White, 3% Asian-American, 2.3% African-American, Limited English 

Proficiency (LEP), 16.6%; Free or Reduced Lunch/Yes (FRL/Y), 82.7%; and Special Education 

(SPED), 15.3%. During the ten years of education reform in Massachusetts, Lawrence’s state 

Chapter 70 Aid increased by 168% from $41,265,608 in FY1993 to $110,389,271 in FY2002. 

For the fiscal years under review, 2000-2003, Lawrence received $95,988,108; $99,686,384; 

$104,229,751; and $110,389,271 for a total of $410,293,514 in state Chapter 70 Aid.  

 

This report finds the Lawrence Public Schools to be a ‘Very Low’ performing school district, 

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

and ‘Very Low’ in math on the Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS) test. 
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Since 2000, Lawrence has also demonstrated small improvements on its ‘Very Low’ MCAS test 

scores, and in the 2003 administration of the MCAS test, 81.7% 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 

Lawrence’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 

differences between students in the district and the average scores of students in Massachusetts. 

A discussion of the analyses follows. 
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Lawrence vs. Massachusetts: 
• The aggregate of students in Lawrence scored lower than the aggregate of the state’s 

students. 
 

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

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

• The LEP students in Lawrence scored lower than the state’s LEP students.  
 

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

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

• The African-American students in Lawrence scored lower than the state’s African-American 
students. 
 

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

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

• The White students in Lawrence scored lower than the state’s White students. 
 
Lawrence’s totals vs. Lawrence’s subgroups: 
• The Hispanic-American students in Lawrence scored lower than all other subgroups in 

Lawrence except LEP and special education students. 
 
• The LEP students in Lawrence scored the lowest of all subgroups in Lawrence. 
 
• The FRL/Y students in Lawrence scored lower than the FRL/N students in Lawrence. 
 
• The African-American, Hispanic-American, and White students in Lawrence all scored lower 

than the Asian-American students in Lawrence. 
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Assessment of MCAS Test 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, 81.7% of the students in Lawrence scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. This figure was 33.5 percentage points 

higher than the state average percentages of students in those categories. 

 

• On the 2003 MCAS test, in ELA, 74.7% of the students in Lawrence scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 35.6 percentage points higher than the 

state’s average percentages of students in those categories.  

 

• On the same test, in math, 88.8% of the students scored in those categories, 31.6 percentage 

points higher than the state’s average percentages of students in those categories.  

 

• In 2003, in Lawrence, the Proficiency Indices of 59.5 for ELA and 41.0 for math were 22.7 

and 28.3 points less than the statewide averages. 

 

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

proficiency standards. 
 

 

 

 

 

 



Figure/Table 1: 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level
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  Advanced 14.2 1.4 
  Proficient 37.6 16.8 

  Needs Improv. 32.2 37.3 
  Warning/Failing 16.0 44.4 

 

 

 

 

 

Analysis of Figure/Table 1:  

• Lawrence had 12.8% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 20.8% fewer score in the 

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

 

• Lawrence’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category was almost one-tenth 

that of the state’s students in that category, 1.4% to 14.2%. 

 

• Lawrence had 5.1% more of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 28.4% more 

in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s students in those categories on the 2003 

MCAS test. 

 

• Lawrence’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category exceeded that 

of the state’s students in that category by almost three times, 44.4% to 16.0%. 
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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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  Advanced 12.1 1.1 15.9 1.7 
  Proficient 48.4 24.1 26.9 9.6 

  Needs Improv. 30.2 45.4 34.1 29.4 
  Warning/Failing 8.9 29.3 23.1 59.4 

 
 
 
Analysis of Figure/Table 2: 

• Lawrence had 11.0% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 24.3% fewer score in the 

‘Proficient’ categories in ELA than the state’s students in those categories on the 2003 

MCAS test. 

 

• In ELA, Lawrence’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category was one-

eleventh that of the state’s students in that category, 1.1% to 12.1%. 

 

• Lawrence had 15.2% more of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 20.4% more 

score in the  ‘Warning/Failing’ categories in ELA than the state’s students in those categories 

on the 2003 MCAS test. 

 

• In ELA, Lawrence’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category 

exceeded that of the state’s students in that category by less than three times, 29.3% to 8.9%. 
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• Lawrence had 14.2% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 17.3% fewer score in the 

‘Proficient’ categories in math than the state’s students in those categories on the 2003 

MCAS test. 

 

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

one-ninth that of the state’s students in that category, 1.7% to 15.9%. 

 
• Lawrence had 4.7% fewer of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 36.3% more 

score in the  ‘Warning/Failing’ categories in math than the state’s students in those categories 

on the 2003 MCAS test. 

 

• In math, Lawrence’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category 

exceeded that of the state’s students in that category by greater than two times, 59.4% to 

23.1%. 

 
Figure/Table 3:   
 

Proficiency Index (MCAS 2003) by Grade 
 ELA Math 

Lawrence 59.5 41.0 
Grade 04 54.5 43.2 
Grade 07 64.0 NA 
Grade 08 NA 35.6 
Grade 10 59.8 48.8 

 

Analysis of Figure/Table 3: 

• On average, in Lawrence, the math PI was 18.5 points less than that for ELA system-wide. 

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

 

• In ELA, the Proficiency Index was 4.5 points higher in Grade 7, 0.3 points higher in Grade 

10, and 5.0 points lower in Grade 4 than the district average of 59.5.  

 

• In math, the Proficiency Index was 2.2 points higher in Grade 4, 7.8 points higher in Grade 

10, and 5.4 points lower in Grade 8 than the district average of 41.0.  
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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, 76.7% of the regular education students at Lawrence scored in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 35.6 percentage points higher than 

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

 

• On the same test, 97.4% of the special education students at Lawrence scored in these 

categories, 18.4 percentage points higher than the state’s average percentages in those 

categories for this subgroup of students.   

 

• Also on the same test, 99.6% of the LEP students at Lawrence scored in these categories, 

16.3 percentage points higher than the state’s average percentages in those categories for this 

subgroup of students. 

    

• On the 2003 MCAS test, 82.5% of the FRL/Y students at Lawrence scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 9.2 percentage points higher than the state’s 

average percentages in those categories for this subgroup of students.   

 

• On the same test, 78.6% of the FRL/N students at Lawrence scored in these categories, 39.5 

percentage points higher than the state’s average percentages in those categories for this 

subgroup of students.   

 

• On the 2003 MCAS test, 82.9% of the African-American students at Lawrence scored in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, 8.3 percentage points higher than 

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

 

• On the same test, 62.3% of the Asian-American students at Lawrence scored in these 

categories, 21.5 percentage points higher than the state’s average percentages in those 

categories for this subgroup of students.   
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• Also on the same test, 83.8% of the Hispanic-American students at Lawrence scored in these 

categories, 5.4 percentage points higher than the state’s average percentages in those 

categories for this subgroup of students.   

 

• On the same test, 69.7% of the White students at Lawrence scored in these categories, 28.5 

percentage points higher than the state’s average percentages in those categories for this 

subgroup of students.   

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

Lawrence all scored below the district average PI in both ELA and math and African-

American students scored below the district average in math. 

 

• The MCAS test performance of the district’s LEP and special education students varied 

substantially from and in a less than satisfactory manner to the district’s regular education 

students. 

 



Figure/Table 4: 
 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of Regular and Disabilites students at each proficiency 

level
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  Advanced 16.8 1.8 2.3 0.1 3.4 0.0 
  Proficient 42.2 21.4 18.7 2.5 13.3 0.4 

  Needs Improv. 30.4 42.8 41.3 24.4 34.5 11.6 
  Warning/Failing 10.7 33.9 37.7 73.0 48.8 88.0 

 
Analysis of Figure/Table 4:  

• Lawrence had 15.0% fewer regular education students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 20.8% 

fewer score in the ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s regular education students in those 

categories on the 2003 MCAS test. 

 

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

less than one-ninth that of the state’s regular education students in that category, 1.8% to 

16.8%. 

 

• Lawrence had 12.4% more of its regular education students score in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and 23.2% more score in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s 

regular education students in those categories on the 2003 MCAS test. 

 

• Lawrence’s percentage of regular education students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ 

category exceeded that of the state’s regular education students in that category by more than 

three times, 33.9% to 10.7%. 
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• Lawrence had 2.2% fewer of its special education students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

16.2% fewer in the ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s special education students in those 

categories on the 2003 MCAS test. 

 
• Lawrence’s percentage of special education students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category was 

one twenty-third that of the state’s students in that category, 0.1% to 2.3%. 

 

• Lawrence had 16.9% fewer of its special education students score in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and 35.3% more score in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s 

special education students in those categories on the 2003 MCAS test. 

 

• Lawrence had 3.4% fewer of its LEP students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 12.9% fewer 

score in the ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s LEP students in those categories on the 

2003 MCAS test. 

 

• Lawrence’s percentage of LEP students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category was lower than 

that of the state’s students in that category, 0.0% to 3.4%. 

 

• Lawrence had 22.9% fewer of its LEP students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 39.2% 

more in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s LEP students in those categories on 

the 2003 MCAS test. 



Figure/Table 5: 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of students by FreeLunch status at each proficiency level
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  Advanced 3.6 1.3 18.0 2.1 
  Proficient 23.2 16.2 42.9 19.3 

  Needs Improv. 41.3 37.1 28.9 38.4 
  Warning/Failing 32.0 45.4 10.2 40.2 

 

Analysis of Figure/Table 5:  

• Lawrence had 2.3% fewer of its FRL/Y students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 7.0% fewer 

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

2003 MCAS test. 

 

• Lawrence’s percentage of special education students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category was 

almost one-third that of the state’s students in that category, 1.3% to 3.6%. 

 

• Lawrence had 4.2% fewer of its FRL/Y students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

13.4% more in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s FRL/Y students on the 2003 

MCAS test.  

 

• Lawrence had 15.9% fewer of its FRL/N students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 23.6% fewer 

in the  ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s FRL/N students in those categories on the 2003 

MCAS test.  
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• Lawrence’s percentage of the FRL/N students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category was almost 

one-eighth that of the state’s students in that category, 2.1% to 18.0%. 

 
• Lawrence had 9.5% more of its FRL/N students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

30.0% more score in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s FRL/N students in 

those categories on the 2003 MCAS test. 

 

• Lawrence’s percentage of FRL/N students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category 

exceeded that of the state’s FRL/N students in that category by almost four times, 40.2% to 

10.2%. 

 
Figure/Table 6: 
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  Advanced 3.3 0.0 23.2 4.7 2.6 1.1 16.6 3.7 
  Proficient 22.0 17.2 35.9 32.9 19.0 15.1 42.2 26.6 
  Needs Improv. 41.4 38.1 27.6 32.9 39.9 37.2 30.3 39.5 
  Warning/Failing 33.2 44.8 13.2 29.4 38.5 46.6 10.9 30.2 

 

Analysis of Figure/Table 6:  

• Lawrence had 3.3% fewer of its African-American students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

4.8% fewer score in the ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s African-American students in 

those categories on the 2003 MCAS test. 

 

• Lawrence’s percentage of African-American proficient students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ 

category was less than that of the state’s students in that category, 0.0% to 3.3%. 
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• Lawrence had 3.3% fewer of its African-American students score in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and 11.6% more in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s African-

American students in those categories on the 2003 MCAS test. 

 

• Lawrence had 18.5% fewer of its Asian-American students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

3.0% fewer score in the ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s Asian-American students in 

those categories on the 2003 MCAS test. 

 

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

almost one-fifth that of the state’s students in that category, 4.7% to 23.2%. 

 

• Lawrence had 5.3% more of its Asian-American students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 

and 16.2% more score in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s Asian students in 

those categories on the 2003 MCAS test. 

 

• Lawrence’s percentage of Asian-American students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ 

category exceeded that of the state’s Asian-American students in that category by more than 

two times, 29.4% to 13.2%. 

 

• Lawrence had 1.5% fewer of its Hispanic-American students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

3.9% fewer score in the ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s Hispanic-American students 

in those categories on the 2003 MCAS test. 

 

• Lawrence’s percentage of Hispanic-American students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category 

was less than one-half that of the state’s students in that category, 1.1% to 2.6%. 

 

• Lawrence had 2.7% fewer of its Hispanic-American students score in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and 8.1% more score in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s 

Hispanic-American students in those categories on the 2003 MCAS test. 
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• Lawrence had 12.9% fewer of its White students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 15.6% fewer 

score in the ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s White students in those categories on the 

2003 MCAS test. 

 

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

one-fourth that of the state’s students in that category, 3.7% to 16.6%. 

 
• Lawrence had 9.2% more of its White students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 19.3% 

more score in the ‘Warning/Failing’ categories than the state’s White students in those 

categories on the 2003 MCAS test. 

 

• Lawrence’s percentage of White students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category exceeded 

that of the state’s White students in that category by almost three times, 30.2% to 10.9%. 
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Figure/Table 7:   
 

N-values by category 
   ELA Math 

Lawrence Advanced 30 46 
  Proficient 635 255 
  Needs Improv 1196 782 
  Warning/Failing 772 1581 

Regular Advanced 30 45 
 Proficient 620 250 
 Needs Improv 1026 716 
 Warning/Failing 339 1041 

Disability Proficient 14 4 
 Needs Improv 133 45 
 Warning/Failing 237 295 

LEP Needs Improv 37 21 
 Warning/Failing 196 245 

Free Lunch/Y Advanced 21 33 
 Proficient 495 196 
 Needs Improv 968 613 
 Warning/Failing 654 1283 

Free Lunch/N Advanced 9 13 
 Proficient 140 59 
 Needs Improv 228 169 
 Warning/Failing 118 298 

African-American Advanced 0 0 
 Proficient 16 7 
 Needs Improv 36 15 
 Warning/Failing 19 41 

Asian-American Advanced 0 8 
 Proficient 32 24 
 Needs Improv 30 26 
 Warning/Failing 23 27 

Hispanic-American Advanced 23 26 
 Proficient 494 180 
 Needs Improv 1021 646 
 Warning/Failing 684 1403 

White Advanced 7 12 
  Proficient 93 44 
  Needs Improv 109 95 
  Warning/Failing 46 110 

Figure/Table 8:   
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   ELA Math 

A LAWRENCE 59.5 41.0 

B Regular 67.6 46.6 

C Disability 36.9 23.9 

D LEP 26.1 19.9 

E FRL/Y 58.4 40.5 

F FRL/N 63.9 43.1 

G African-American 60.6 38.9 

H Asian-American 67.1 62.6 

I Hispanic-American 57.9 38.9 

J White 70.5 52.8 
 
 
 
Analysis of Figure/Table 8:  
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• In Lawrence, White, regular education, Asian-American, FRL/N, and African-American 

students scored 11.0, 8.1, 7.6, 4.4, and 1.1 Proficiency Index points higher, respectively on 

the MCAS test in ELA than the district average of 59.5. 

 

• In Lawrence, LEP, special education, Hispanic-American, and FRL/Y students scored 33.4, 

22.6, 1.6, and 1.1 Proficiency Index points lower on the MCAS test in ELA than the district 

average of 59.5.  

 

• In Lawrence, Asian-American, White, regular education, and FRL/N students scored 21.6, 

11.8, 5.6, and 2.1 Proficiency Index points higher on the MCAS test in math than the district 

average of 41.0.  

 

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

students scored 21.1, 17.1, 2.1, 2.1, and 0.5 Proficiency Index points lower on the MCAS test 

in math than the district average of 41.0.   

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

over time? 
 

Preliminary Findings: 
• In Lawrence, 5.5% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 

2003 than in 2000 and 12.2% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

 

• In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 8.6 points and 

in math, by 4.9 points. 

 

• In ELA, 7.0% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000 and 13.5% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

 

• In math, 3.6% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000 and 9.9% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 
 



Figure/Table 9: 
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  Advanced 0.9 1.3 1.8 1.4 
  Proficient 11.8 16.2 15.8 16.8 
  Needs Improv. 30.7 38.0 39.1 37.3 
  Warning/Failing 56.6 44.6 43.3 44.4 

 
Analysis of Figure/Table 9:  

• In Lawrence, 1.4% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 16.8% in the ‘Proficient’ 

categories in 2003, in contrast to 0.9% and 11.8% of all students achieving these categories 

in 2000.  

 

• In Lawrence, 37.3% of all students scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 44.4% in the 

‘Warning/Failing’ category in 2003, in contrast to 30.7% and 56.6% of all students scoring in 

these categories in 2000. 
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Figure/Table 10:   
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Proficiency Index Trend Data MCAS 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003 

Prof. Index Trend Data
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  ELA Math 
  2000 2001 2002 2003 2000 2001 2002 2003 
Advanced 0.4 0.8 1.9 1.1 1.3 1.7 1.6 1.7 
Proficient 17.8 24.4 24.7 24.1 6.4 8.2 6.9 9.6 
Needs Improv. 39.0 45.5 46.4 45.4 23.0 30.7 31.8 29.4 
Warning/Failing 42.8 29.3 27.0 29.3 69.3 59.5 59.6 59.4 

 

Analysis of Figure/Table 10:  

• In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 8.6 points, 

from 50.9 to 59.5. 

 

• In math, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 4.9 points, 

from 36.1 to 41.0. 

 

• In ELA, 25.2% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003, 

in contrast to 18.2% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000.  

 

• In ELA, 74.7% of all students scored at the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ 

categories in 2003, in contrast to 81.8% of all students scoring at these categories in 2000. 
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• In math, 11.3% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003, 

in contrast to 7.7% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000.  

 
• In math, 88.8% of all students scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ 

categories in 2003, in contrast to 92.3% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000. 

 

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

subgroups changed over time? 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
• Between 2000-2003, Lawrence’s student achievement figures, in the aggregate and for 

regular education, special education, LEP, FRL/Y, FRL/N, African-American, Asian-

American, and Hispanic-American students’ results, improved by less than the state averages 

in both ELA and math. 

 

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

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

 



Figures 11A-D:  
Proficiency Index Trend Data (by subgroup) MCAS 2001, 2002, and 2003 

Format: (bars = Lawrence; dots = State) 
A. 

B.
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C. 
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D.

Prof Index by Subgroup (ELA)
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Table 11: 
Trend Data by Subgroup (Lawrence) Trend Data by Subgroup (State) 

 Year  ELA Math 
ALL ‘01 59.3 40.9 

 ‘02 61.1 38.9 
 ‘03 59.5 41.0 

Regular ‘01 64.6 44.7 
 ‘02 66.9 43.2 
 ‘03 67.6 46.6 

Disability ‘01 35.0 27.7 
 ‘02 31.7 19.5 
 ‘03 36.9 23.9 

LEP ‘01 51.4 31.8 
 ‘02 38.0 21.3 
 ‘03 26.1 19.9 

FRL/Y ‘01 58.8 40.4 
 ‘02 59.9 37.8 
 ‘03 58.4 40.5 

FRL/N ‘01 61.5 42.7 
 ‘02 66.4 43.3 
 ‘03 63.9 43.1 

African- 
American ‘01 69.0 47.8 

 ‘02 69.5 37.0 
 ‘03 60.6 38.9 

Asian-
American ‘01 69.8 61.0 

 ‘02 77.2 51.9 
 ‘03 67.1 62.6 

Hispanic-
American ‘01 57.0 38.1 

 ‘02 58.8 36.9 
 ‘03 57.9 38.9 

White ‘01 69.5 51.0 
  ‘02 72.1 49.3 
  ‘03 70.5 52.8  

 Year  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  

 

 

 

 

 

Analysis of Figures/Table 11:  
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• In Lawrence, between 2001-2003, all students’ scores increased by 0.2 Proficiency Index 

points in ELA and by 0.1 points in math, as compared with increases of 2.7 and 2.0 points 

statewide. 

 

• In Lawrence, between 2001-2003, regular education students’ scores increased by 3.0 

Proficiency Index points in ELA and by 1.9 points in math, as compared with increases of 

3.1 and 2.6 points for this subgroup statewide. 

 

• In Lawrence, between 2001-2003, special education students’ scores increased by 1.9 

Proficiency Index points in ELA and decreased by 3.8 points in math, as compared with 

increases of 6.7 and 2.9 points for this subgroup statewide. 

 

• In Lawrence, between 2001-2003, LEP students’ scores decreased by 25.3 Proficiency Index 

points in ELA and by 11.9 points in math, as compared with a decrease of 0.6 in ELA and an 

increase of 4.9 points in math for this subgroup statewide. 

 

• In Lawrence, between 2001-2003, FRL/Y students’ scores decreased by 0.4 Proficiency 

Index points in ELA and increased by 0.1 points in math, as compared with increases of 4.3 

and 3.2 points for this sub-group statewide. 

 

• In Lawrence, between 2001-2003, FRL/N students scores increased by 2.4 Proficiency Index 

points in ELA and by 0.4 points in math, as compared with increases of 3.7 and 3.2 points for 

this subgroup statewide. 

 

• In Lawrence, between 2001-2003, African-American students’ scores decreased by 8.4 

Proficiency Index points in ELA and by 8.9 points in math, as compared with increases of 

5.3 and 3.0 points for this subgroup statewide. 

 

• In Lawrence, between 2001-2003, Asian-American students’ scores decreased by 2.7 

Proficiency Index points in ELA and increased by 1.6 points in math, as compared with 

increases of 3.6 and 3.9 points for this subgroup statewide. 
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• In Lawrence, between 2001-2003, Hispanic-American students’ scores increased by 0.9 

Proficiency Index points in ELA and by 0.8 points in math, as compared with increases of 

4.5 and 3.7 points for this subgroup statewide. 

 

• In Lawrence, between 2001-2003, White students’ scores increased by 1.0 Proficiency Index 

points in ELA and by 1.8 points in math, as compared with increases of 2.6 and 1.7 points for 

this subgroup statewide. 

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

required programs and assessments? 
 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
• Overall, eligible students were not participating in ELA assessments at required levels, but 

were participating in the math assessments at required levels. 

 

• Special education and LEP students were not participating in either ELA or math 

assessments at required levels.  

 

• Special education and LEP students were not participating at required levels in either ELA or 

math assessments for other reasons. 

 
Table 12:  

 ELA Math 
Tested 92.99% 95.47% 
NTA 0.21% 0.29% 
NTM 0.50% 0.32% 
NTO 6.30% 3.92% 

 
 
 
 

 
N-values for NTA, NTM, and NTO by Student Status: 

   ELA Math 
Tested Regular 2009 2044 

 Disability 384 345 
 LEP 234 267 

NTA Regular 6 8 
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NTM Regular 12 8 
 Disability 2 1 

NTO Regular 61 20 
  Disability 57 33 
  LEP 60 56 

 
NTA = Not Tested, Absent 

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

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

92.99% and 95.47%, respectively. These figures were 2.01% below and 0.47% above the 

state’s standard for test participation, which is 95%. 

 

• In Lawrence, 96.2%, 86.7%, and 79.6% of regular education, special education, and LEP 

students, respectively, participated in the 2003 MCAS test in ELA. 

 

• In Lawrence, 98.3%, 91.0%, and 82.7% of regular education, special education, and LEP 

students, respectively, participated in the 2003 MCAS test in math. 

 

• In Lawrence, 2.9%, 12.9%, and 20.4% of regular education, special education, and LEP 

students, respectively, did not participate for other reasons in the 2003 MCAS test in ELA.  

 

• In Lawrence, 1.0%, 8.7%, and 17.3% of regular education, special education, and LEP 

students, respectively, did not participate for other reasons in the 2003 MCAS test in math. 
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Part III: Summary and Preliminary Findings by Domain 
  

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

• The district did not educate all of its students to meet or exceed the Competency 

Determination (CD) standard by their senior year. 

  

• For the period under review, practices and expectations for teachers and students were linked 

with learning standards at the grades K-8 levels, but not at the grades 9-12 levels. 

 

• In Lawrence, classroom assessment standards and expectations for teachers and students 

were not consistently linked with the learning standards articulated by the state curriculum 

frameworks for the period under review. 
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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: Analysis of district documents and interviews with the superintendent and district 

personnel at both the central and school levels indicated that the district had clear assessment 

policies and procedures that directed the regular evaluation of classroom, school, district, and 

state assessment results. The school committee adopted several policies that specifically 

addressed the system’s commitment to implement a student assessment program and to use 

the results to improve instruction. School committee policies that addressed the need to 

collect, analyze, and use student assessment results in order to improve instructional delivery 

and ultimately student achievement were Testing Programs (I-17), Use and Dissemination of 

Test Results (I-17-a), and Research and Testing (I-17-b). Prior to the 2003-2004 school year, 

80 administrators met at a retreat where the superintendent distributed a document that listed 

a description of assessments used in the district, including dates of administration, grades 

tested, purpose of the test, test type/format, scoring procedures, and reporting parties. 
 
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:  Interviews with central office administrators responsible for test administration, 

and elementary principals and secondary principals, indicated that district and school 

administrators and staff carefully and accurately implemented the “Principles of Test 

Administration.” In addition, they provided complete and accurate information on student 

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

MCAS test and system-wide tests.  
 
Before the MCAS test administration, all principals and two additional school designees met 

with representatives of the office of assessment and accountability to review the test 
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administration procedures and the need to follow the “Principles Of Test Administration” as 

detailed in the DOE test materials. At the school level, principals and their designee(s) 

prepared the MCAS test materials, conducted meetings with teachers concerning MCAS test 

procedures, coordinated testing schedules for each class, and assumed responsibility for the 

security of the tests and the reliability of the test administration. 

 
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: During the time under review, the policy entitled Testing Programs (I-17) 

articulated that testing would furnish needed information to decision-makers, (including the 

Board, administrators, teachers, parents, and students) and that learning goals and objectives 

“shall provide the guidelines for determining the tests to be utilized.” The policy entitled 

Research and Testing (I-17-b) required that assessments of the educational programs be 

conducted for “purposes of reporting the overall status of the district and charting the growth 

of pupils, grades, schools, and areas from year-to-year.”  

 
The district had an extensive testing and assessment program that focused on the diagnosis of 

student educational needs, the placement of students in the appropriate learning setting, and 

the monitoring of student, class, grade, school, and system achievement in progressing 

towards established goals, as detailed in the district and school comprehensive educational 

plans. 

 

‘Success For All’ (SFA) reading tests were used in grades 1-8 at the beginning of the year to 

place students in appropriate reading groups. The SFA Roots Assessment was a hand-scored 

test that allowed for immediate feedback of results. The Developmental Reading Assessment 

(DRA) was also used for placement purposes and to monitor progress. Like the SFA, it 

assessed student knowledge and skill level in reading comprehension, and oral reading. It 

was administered three times per year. This test was used at the Kindergarten level on an 

optional basis. The Scholastic Reading Inventory (SRI) was used every eight weeks (four 

times per year), in order to determine student progress in the reading program and to modify 
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placement and/or instruction as required. Several staff members reported that this test did not 

provide adequate sub-skills information that would effectively inform instruction. In brief, 

this test did not provide the level of diagnostic information required to develop effective 

instructional strategies with students who had not yet achieved the learning standard; 

however, the district anticipated that the instruments being developed by the Northwest 

Evaluation Association would address this deficiency. This assessment was a computerized, 

multiple choice, un-timed assessment that was scored (online). The Lawrence Public Schools 

math assessment was administered three times per year and was used to monitor student 

progress in attaining the numeracy goals of the district, to determine the student’s grade 

level, and for the teachers to more knowledgably plan their instruction.  

 

The Lawrence Public Schools PreK and Kindergarten screening was used for diagnostic 

purposes. It assessed a student’s early literacy skills and motor development and provided 

teachers with essential information about a student’s beginning knowledge that helped the 

teachers establish individual instructional goals and provide effective instruction for results 

in improved student achievement. Students were assessed individually and a report of 

“pass/no pass” was reported to parents. 

 
The Terra Nova Basic Battery reading and math was administered in October to Grade 9 

students and in April to grades 1-9 students. This was a group test, norm-referenced and 

timed. The primary purpose of the October administration was to assess student performance 

in reading and math in order to acquire baseline data to compare to a subsequent 

administration (April). The April administration of the test was designed to assess student 

performance and to use the results to determine student progress made during the year. 

 

In addition to the assessments described above, the MCAS tests were administered per state 

requirements and procedures. Teacher-made classroom tests in their respective disciplines 

were also used extensively. Thus, there was a substantial use of testing and assessment, 

particularly item analyses, by district personnel to guide and assess the success of the 

instructional programs provided to the districts’ students. As the principal of Lawrence High 

School stated, “The use of data is important in this district. We use it to inform instruction.” 
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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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: An analysis of project documents and interviews with district staff and principals 

indicated that assessment results were used by staff to modify curricula, instructional 

practices, and supplementary and remedial programs and services. Assessment results also 

informed professional development, purchasing and provisioning for improved student 

achievement.   

 

The district collected, analyzed, published, disseminated, and used a substantial amount of 

student assessment data to improve curricula and instruction and other programs and 

services. Documents such as the Annual School Report Cards 2002-2003 and the Student 

Achievement Profiles 2002-2003 were filled with student assessment information by school, 

grade, program, and subgroup. These data were also found in the District Comprehensive 

Education Plan and the respective School Comprehensive Education Plans. These plans were 

data-driven and clearly indicated that student achievement data was used as the basis to 

establish goals and programs and to improve instructional programs and services. 

For example, analysis of assessment data resulted in several major program initiatives 

designed to improve student literacy and achievement, including The Breakthrough To 

Literacy Program (PreK-K), the Waterford Early Reading Program (grades 1-3), the Tufts 

University Learn To Read By Reading Program (Early Childhood Centers), and the ‘Success 

For All’ reading program (grades K-8). During the 2003-2004 school year, the amount of 

time provided for math instruction doubled in grades 9–10 for those who scored as 

‘Warning/Failing’ on the Grade 8 MCAS math test.  
 

Analysis of student attendance, retention, suspensions, exclusions, and dropout data resulted 

in major academic support initiatives. Title I, funded at $10 million per year, focused on 
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literacy achievement for high risk students with a 40 percent poverty rate. Each school’s 

comprehensive educational plan described how this program was implemented. The MCAS 

Smart program was also developed as a result of assessing student achievement and 

determining that additional services were needed. In addition to these programs, other 

academic support services included tutoring programs, a summer school program, English 

Language Learners (ELLs) support, and a new test sophistication program. All of these 

programs were a direct result of analyzing data and using the results to modify curricula and 

instructional practice via the development and implementation of new initiatives to 

supplement and complement the regular instructional programs. 
 

Professional development was data-driven and carried out at both the district and school 

levels. All professional development was aligned to the district goals and strategic objectives 

detailed in the District Comprehensive Educational Plan and included educational assessment 

and data analysis. The SFA implementation visits and reports, ten-week assessment cycle, 

and standardized test results reports were all part of professional development. SFA 

Leadership Academies focused entirely on analyzing student performance data to drive 

instructional practices and to improve program implementation. As stated in the professional 

development plan, one of the critical elements of effective professional development for 

Lawrence educators was the use of student data from such measures as the MCAS test and 

other assessment programs in the district.  
 

The superintendent and his leadership staff clearly used student assessment information to 

make provisioning and purchasing decisions to initiate new programs and maintain effective 

programs in order to improve student achievement. According to two of the four school 

committee members interviewed by the EQA, the approval of the annual budget by the 

school committee was based upon a comprehensive analysis of student assessment data. 

However, in another interview the mayor clearly indicated otherwise. 

  

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

regular intervals.  

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: In Lawrence, analysis of project documents and interviews of district and school 

personnel supported the finding that the district and each of its schools disseminated 

assessment analyses to appropriate staff at regular intervals. The district expended 

considerable resources in ensuring that the Lawrence community and the individual school 

communities had easy and continuous access to student assessment analyses and results. 

These reports were available in the schools, at City Hall, and in the public libraries, as well as 

the district office. Principals were expected to ensure that their school improvement councils 

and all staff had access to the reports, and, in the case of staff, to use the reports to inform 

them about their school’s progress towards their achievement goals as detailed in their school 

plans. Principals and district staff also conducted workshops for teachers and other district 

and school personnel to ensure that student assessment results were maximally disseminated 

and used by staff to improve their instructional practice. 

 
In addition to the District Comprehensive Education Plan and the respective School 

Comprehensive Education Plans that included a considerable amount of student assessment 

data and analyses of these data, the district also annually published two comprehensive 

reports that detailed the achievement of students by school and subgroup.   
 

The annual Student Achievement Profile report, prepared by the office of assessment and 

accountability, ranked each school by performance and improvement on the MCAS test and 

other assessment measures. It focused primarily on literacy and mathematics achievement 

and included other district and school performance indicators, such as student attendance, 

student suspensions, student retentions, and referrals to special education. Further, it 

provided an overall analysis of how each subgroup (i.e., regular, special education, LEP) was 

progressing at the individual schools.  

 
The purpose of the Annual School Report Cards was to give parents and stakeholders 

specific information about their child’s school in terms of academic achievement and the 

academic qualifications of its teachers. The intent of the report was not only to inform 

parents about their school, but also to help them make informed decisions about their school 

in the event that it was determined to be ‘In Need of Improvement’ based upon MCAS test 

results.  
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In addition to these annual reports and regular individual student report cards, parents, staff, 

and community routinely received (throughout the year) the results of all the placement and 

diagnostic tests that were administered. Staff used these results to place students in the most 

appropriate program and, when necessary, to modify instruction.  

 

Moreover, to ensure maximum dissemination of assessment results, the superintendent led a 

televised public forum on a monthly basis in five geographical areas of the community. He 

reported and explained the assessment results of the students who resided in that geographic 

area. The superintendent also conducted a question and answer period with an “open 

microphone” in a bilingual format (English-Spanish) during these forums. Forums were 

televised for several weeks to ensure that the community had multiple opportunities to hear 

the student achievement results and to understand how well their school, and the school 

system as a whole, was doing relative to improving student achievement. The superintendent 

also reported the results of student assessments to the school committee on a regular basis.   

 

Additionally, the superintendent developed a President’s Council comprised of the parent 

chairperson of each school improvement council (N=20) to ensure two-way communication 

between the parents and the school system. The first meeting was about the development, 

implementation, and evaluation of the District Comprehensive Education plan. 
 
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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence:  Interviews of district and school principals indicated that district administrators, 

building administrators, and teachers demonstrated that they had the skills to use aggregate 

and individual test analyses to improve instructional programs and services for all student 

populations. 

 
All principals and teachers received and continued to receive training and on-going support 

from district staff in the analysis and use of item analyses to guide and focus their instruction. 
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According to district staff assigned to the office of assessment and accountability, “There 

[was] an urgency across the school system concerning student achievement.” The staff 

clearly knew that the superintendent’s decision-making was data-driven and that he expected 

that all staff, principals and teachers in particular, would routinely apply the skills of 

aggregating and disaggregating student achievement data in order to improve their 

instruction, their professional development, and their overall decision-making about students. 

To this end, his opening orientation for all staff was about assessment results and the use of 

data to improve these results in the subsequent year. He assigned two staff members trained 

in the Performance Improvement Mapping (PIM) process to every school. This model was 

implemented throughout the school system. Every eight weeks student assessment data was 

aggregated and disaggregated for the SFA program and used to modify instructional practice. 

Principals were required to conduct “walk through” evaluations to ensure that the results of 

the data analysis resulted in positive changes in the instructional process. 

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

(CD) standard by their senior year. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

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

(CD), released by the DOE in 2004, 74 percent of the Class of 2003 earned a Competency 

Determination, and 68 percent 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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under review, no evidence was found that classroom assessment 

standards, practices, and expectations for teachers and students throughout the district were   

consistently linked with the learning standards articulated in the state curriculum 

frameworks. There was linkage at the grades K-8 level; however, this was not the case at 

grades 9-12.  The district did not develop learning standards and an ELA curriculum that was 

aligned with state curriculum standards until fall 2003. 
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In 2003, the instructional review protocol, that the teachers used to review the success of 

their instruction, included the instructional goal derived from the curriculum frameworks, the 

instructional strategies that were to be implemented to achieve the goal, and the “next steps” 

the teacher must implement to ensure that instruction was successful. Following this model 

for each goal and incorporating the results of the item analyses from the continuous testing 

program (i.e., SFA) provided the teachers “a map” or blueprint to follow in carrying out 

instruction.  
 

This system of alignment of instructional goals and activities with the learning standards, a 

comprehensive review of assessment data relative to attainment of the goals by the students 

as individuals and as a class was reinforced by the principals, who conducted at least five 

“walk throughs” of classrooms per day to ensure that effective instruction was occurring on a 

regular and consistent basis every day. Instructional supervision by the principals was 

perceived as a quality control mechanism to ensure that teachers were focused on 

implementing the required curriculum and using time as efficiently as possible.  

 

The Walk Through instrument used by the principals addressed three areas of instruction the 

classroom environment, instructional management, and, most importantly, instructional rigor. 

There were 38 data points that the principals rated during the walk through that included, 

among other things, visible display of classroom expectations, evidence of standards and 

rubrics, time allocated for instruction, accessibility of assessment binders, and activities with 

clear learning goals. 

 

 

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): 
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• Between 2000-2003, the Lawrence Public Schools had the capacity to collect and analyze 

student and staff data related to attendance and student achievement, but the EQA found little 

evidence that this occurred. 

 

• School district initiatives had little success in improving student attendance for the period 

under review. 

 

Indicators: 

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

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

assessments. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the period under review, the Lawrence Public Schools had established clear 

policies and procedures to require students to participate in assessment tests. Each school 

principal was responsible for the development of school-based strategies to encourage 

student attendance on the day of an assessment. A series of home communications and 

formal letters were sent to parents up to the day of the test. Further, the superintendent, as 

part of his regional public forums, emphasized the importance of being in school when tests 

were given and offered parents guidance to help prepare students for the day of the test. Also, 

parents and school personnel provided incentives to classrooms with perfect attendance on 

test day and individual students were recognized for their attendance during tests. 

 

School district administrators indicated that pep rallies before test day and recognition 

assemblies after the test were routinely conducted on a school-wide basis. Also, individual 

rewards of movie passes, ice cream parties, and free time on computers were provided as 

incentives. In order to support the efforts of the school district, data provided by the DOE 

documented that, for the 2003 MCAS test, 92.9 percent of the eligible students were tested in 

ELA, and 95.47 percent were tested in math. Of the 7.1 percent of the students not tested in 

ELA, 6.30 percent were listed as Not Tested for Other Reasons (NTO). In math, there were 

3.92 percent identified as NTO. The DOE listed only .21 percent absent for the ELA Test and 

.29 percent absent for the math test. These percentages represented six absences for ELA and 
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eight absences for math on the day of the test. Also, trend data for the 2003 MCAS test 

documented that there were no absences in grades three, six, seven and eight on the day of 

the test. Further, the administration provided examiners with a detailed list of 129 LEP 

students new to the district after October 1, 2003. This list identified the actual date of 

enrollment. 

 

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

attendance. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: The Lawrence School Committee policy defined excused student absence, and 

Policy J-6-c applied to the pre-school and required a medical documentation after any three- 

day absence. Also, the administration reserved the right to require medical certification for 

any pattern of absence. Further, a nurse was assigned to case management of a pre-school 

student with excused absences of more than 12 days. A student in this program would be 

withdrawn after seven days of absence. Policy J-6-d focused on the full-day Kindergarten 

program. Student absence requirements were the same as the PreK for medical 

documentation. However, a nurse was assigned after 10 days of excused absences. A student 

in the full-day program was removed and placed in the half-day program after five days of 

unexcused absences. 
 

Attendance data were monitored and collected at each school by a parent liaison, who were 

trained paraprofessionals. Attendance data were entered into a Management Information 

System (MIS), and attendance reports were generated and sent to schools by a supervisor of 

attendance located at the central office. At the elementary level, the parent liaison made 

home contacts after two unexcused absences. Home visits were initiated by the liaison after 

three unexcused absences. Five unexcused absences were cause for a referral to a school’s 

family support team. The monitoring of student attendance was escalated to a juvenile court 

and DSS referral after seven unexcused absences. After ten unexcused absences, the school 

district filed a Child In Need of Services (CHINS). 
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In the middle schools, staff on the instructional teams also interacted with students in 

attempts to control unexcused absences. A student’s behavior and attendance was addressed 

at team meetings during common planning times. Interventions by parent liaisons, principals, 

or teachers followed the same criteria described for the elementary students. 
 

Students in grades 9-12 were penalized with loss of credit after eleven unexcused absences in 

one semester, defined as half the school year. The loss of credit could be appealed to a 

faculty committee.  If the appeal failed, a referral was made to the evening school to make up 

the loss of credit or to successfully make up work for reinstatement to the course in the 

second semester, or, in some instances, before the end of the first semester. Students under 

the age of sixteen were permitted to attend the evening school, but were segregated from the 

older students. 

 

According to district administrators, the Lawrence Public Schools set a target of 95 percent 

attendance for staff. The 95 percent target was equal to nine days of staff absence annually.  

Calculating the total number of absences according to school, the documentation indicated 

that most schools fell within the average of nine days of absence per teacher. This calculation 

included days out of school for short-term illness, professional days, and personal days. 

Several schools had an average of eleven days of absence, and others were under nine. The 

collective bargaining agreement with teachers specifically defined teacher attendance abuses 

and permitted the administration to apply controls where abuse was documented. Further, 

according to district administrators, teacher attendance was a component of the teacher 

evaluation. Also, teacher attendance was a component of the evaluation of student 

performance expectations during the eight-week program assessment intervals.   

 

The Lawrence Public Schools had policies and monitoring procedures to produce a higher 

rate of attendance among students. However, the 2002 attendance data for the Lawrence 

Public Schools documented only one school at the 95 percent attendance rate. The high 

school’s attendance rate for 2002 was 84 percent. The district provided examiners with an 

updated local attendance report through March 31, 2004, that indicated most schools were at 

or near the 95 percent rate. The high school was at 90 percent. An increased focus on high 

school student attendance was initiated in 2002.         



 50  

 

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

dropouts by student subgroup populations and frequently:  

a. analyzes these records;   

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

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

EQA Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: For the time under review, the school district had an AS400 to store, maintain, 

and retrieve data from its Management Information System. During the on-site visit, the 

administration was able to provide any and all student attendance, suspension, discipline, and 

dropout reports upon request. The reporting categories included gender, student name, and 

detailed reasons for disciplinary actions. The MIS also recorded out-of-school suspension 

hearings, suspensions of 30 to 40 days, four suspensions of 10 to 15 days, and 103 of less 

than 10 days. The hearing data report was disaggregated by school, grade, program, age, 

gender, offence, and disposition and was capable of sorting data to meet the demands of a 

data-driven strategic plan. 

 

Attendance reports were provided to principals and liaisons on a daily basis. A recent 

directive issued by the superintendent discouraged out of school suspensions as a routine 

disciplinary practice. Also, this directive established a protocol for student make up work 

when out-of-school suspension was warranted and consistent with the superintendent’s 

position. With few exceptions (slight increases in grades 6, 7, 8 and 12), out-of-school 

suspensions declined over a three-year period of time. For the same period, in-school 

suspensions increased in grades 9 and 10, while in other grades in-school suspensions also 

declined. During 2000-2002, the rate of out-of-school suspensions for Hispanic-American 

students in the district was half of the state rate, 5.8 percent compared to 11.0 percent. 

Correspondingly, in-school suspensions for 2002 increased to 14.6 percent, as compared to 

the state’s rate for Hispanic-American student of 8.8 percent. While the data document mixed 

results when comparing in-school suspensions versus out-of-school suspensions, the school 

district did demonstrate an interest in not having discipline as an obstacle to student 

achievement. 
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The MIS tracked student attendance reports and informed action by the parent liaison to 

make home contacts and home visits for grades K-8. At the high school, academy 

administrators and guidance counselors used the MIS to track and locate missing students. 

High school students were carried on the rolls until age 16. At age 16, students who had not 

been located were entered into the system as dropouts. According to district administrators, 

the 2001 dropout rate of 19 percent was reduced to an unadjusted 10.3 percent. While 

conceding that the 10.3 percent rate was too high, administrators could offer no new 

initiatives beyond current strategies to reduce the dropout rate to at least state levels. While 

the MIS offered the district a wealth of data and information on all factors that could impact 

student achievement, student achievement for the period under review showed little or no 

improvement consistent with the depth of information provided by the database.           

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

expectations. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: During interviews, administrators continually indicated the district’s focus on 

raising student attendance rates. Both the liaison initiative and the advisor/advisee programs 

were strategies designed to address the attendance problem. The school district provided a 

year-to-date update of attendance to March 2004 that documented seven schools at or above 

95 percent. It also indicated another four schools were just under 95 percent. Overall, the 

district documented a year-to-date (March 2004) attendance rate of 94 percent. Within these 

calculations, Lawrence High School’s year-to-date attendance as of March 2004 was 90.0 

percent. Incentives to increase the monitoring of attendance data and evaluating of student 

attendance as a component of student achievement were implemented. Finally, 2004 data 

provided by the administration documented improved student attendance at all levels. 

However, during the period under review, 2000 to 2003, the district had poor student 

attendance district-wide, and most schools showed little or no improvement in student 

achievement as measured by the Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP). 
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The parent liaisons, trained in the use of a computerized format to collect attendance data, 

were responsible for forwarding the data to the attendance supervisor in the central office.  

Parent liaisons were also responsible for making home contacts and home visits for suspected 

attendance abuse. The first contacts at the elementary level by the liaison were made after a 

second unexcused absence. At the secondary level, the assistant academy administrator was 

primarily responsible for monitoring student attendance. At the elementary level, a home 

visit was made after the third unexcused absence. Subsequent absences were referred to the 

school’s family support team. If the family support team’s effort was unsuccessful and 

unexcused absences continued, a referral was made to juvenile court and DSS. After ten 

unexcused absences, the district filed a CHINS. The only exception to the filing of a CHINS 

was in the area of the primary grades where the efforts of the family support team and 

Massachusetts Department of Social Services (DSS) were continued on an individual basis. 

 

The high school’s advisor/advisee program provided the oversight of attendance for 

individual students. Under the advisor/advisee program, every staff member, including the 

principal and other administrators, was assigned 12 to 13 students. The advisor was 

responsible for meeting with the students on a daily basis for twenty minutes. Each advisor 

was notified when an advisee had accumulated five unexcused absences within a semester. 

The next notification to the advisor on student attendance was after eleven unexcused 

absences within a semester. At that point, the student lost credit for the course of study. 

There was an appeal process for the loss of credit if the student could provide to a faculty 

committee valid reason for the lack of attendance. If the appeal process failed, the student 

could make up the credit through the evening school or summer school. The student could 

also retake the course.   
 

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 
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Evidence: During the period under review, while the student attendance at most schools was 

below 95 percent, district administrators indicated that procedures were in place to monitor 

student achievement against attendance data. During interviews, school officials described a 

program that required the assessment of student performance in ELA at eight-week intervals.  

As part of the evaluation of the student performance, school personnel indicated that staff 

and student attendance were integral components of the assessment of student achievement.   
 

According to administrators, both staff and student attendance were evaluated against student 

performance and student achievement. If achievement expectations were not met, teachers 

were held accountable.  Within the accountability measures for teachers, staff attendance was 

a critical element, according to administrators.  Administrators indicated that staff attendance 

abuses were made part of teacher evaluations. Further, the collective bargaining agreement 

with teachers clearly defined teacher attendance abuse. According to administrators, the 

teachers’ labor union had and would support the administration where teacher attendance 

abuse was documented, as detailed in the collective bargaining agreement.   

 

Among the teacher evaluations reviewed by EQA, none were found with comments 

specifically referencing staff attendance. Further, interviews with staff clarified that the 

eight-week student achievement assessment was primarily for the placement of students to 

the next level of programming and not specific to teacher accountability. No documentation 

was offered during interviews linking the evaluation of student and staff attendance to 

student achievement. For the period under review, the range of ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ went from 92.3 percent of the students tested to 88.8 percent of the 

students tested, a change of only 3.5 percent. The rate of decrease for the three years under 

review averaged 1.2 percent. 

 
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 

 



 54  

Evidence: According to district administrators, all eligible students were tested in 2003.  

Included in the test population were LEP and special education students. According to 

information provided by the DOE, six students were absent for the ELA test and eight 

students for the math. Twelve regular education students and two special education students 

were excused from the ELA test for medical reasons. In the area of math, eight regular 

education students and one special education student did not take the test for medical 

reasons. Under the category of not tested for other reasons, 61 regular education students 

were not tested in ELA and twenty were not tested in math.   

 

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: With the approval of Question Two by the state voters, the Lawrence Public 

Schools moved to a structured English immersion program. Prior to the enactment of 

Question Two, Lawrence had an extensive grade K-12 bilingual program. Lawrence’s use of 

the term structured English immersion was interchangeable with Question Two’s term of 

sheltered English immersion (SEI). Upon entrance to the district, parents or caregivers had to 

complete a home language survey. If the language survey showed a response other than 

English, or the child was entering from a non-English speaking country, the child had to be 

tested for English comprehension, speaking, reading and writing within thirty days of 

enrollment. The student’s English proficiency was tested against the Language Assessment 

Scales.   

 

According to district administrators and information provided to examiners, the district 

identified all ELL students by individual records based upon their proficiency in English and 
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home language. Also, documents provided to examiners clearly identified ELL students by 

attendance, suspension, discipline, and dropout records. In each of these categories, the 

district responded to EQA with detailed lists of students.  

 

Further, the Lawrence Public Schools developed a structured English immersion 

implementation guide for the English immersion program and staff accountability criteria, 

which were provided to all staff and to the public upon request. The district-structured 

English immersion team monitored program implementation through the use of site visits, 

and a review of ELL testing records, home language surveys, parent notification letters, 

student success plans, and items included in the school visitation rubrics that were detailed in 

a separate appendix of the structured English immersion implementation guide.  

 

In the spring of 2003, LEP students were evaluated on their listening and speaking skills 

based on the MELA-O. The district also used the state foreign language curriculum 

framework rather than the ELA frameworks to assist in the assessment of student listening 

and speaking proficiency. Instruction to students was delivered in English and, within each 

school and in many classrooms, the district provided support in the native language. It was 

through the use of support staff within the regular classroom that ELL students were assessed 

against specific rubrics and benchmarks for speaking, listening, reading, and writing. Further, 

all students were prepared and given additional instruction in order to take and pass the 

annual MCAS assessments. 

 
 
 

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 evaluation process for administrators placed a high priority 

on increasing student achievement and included reporting formats, growth targets and 

incentive pay components. However, there was a minimal use of the ‘Needs Improvement’ 
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component, which would be expected to increase teacher performance and the number of 

teachers on ‘Improvement Plans’ was marginal. 
 

• Classroom instruction was impacted by staff turnover and resulted in the extensive use of 

permanent substitutes and non-certified teachers. 

 

• The district began to utilize more substantive analyses of student achievement data and 

incorporated the results into district planning, goal setting, and decision-making. 

 

• Trend data for the four-year period under review did not indicate a significant improvement 

in student achievement. 

 

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: School committee policy A-11 indicated that the evaluation of administrators 

would be governed by contractual language. The Lawrence Administrators Evaluation 

Process was based upon seven principles and there was a Lawrence Administrators 

Instrument to accompany the process. Administrators with less than three years in the 

position were evaluated annually and every two years after that time. Principals were 

evaluated annually based upon the Principal’s Evaluation Form. The school improvement 

plan (SIP) was referred to as the Comprehensive Education Plan (CEP), and there was a 

district CEP.  Each school set targets for the CEP; they differed from school-to-school, but 

were guided by the district CEP. The school CEP provided the primary basis for the 

evaluation of principals and was also related to a merit pay opportunity of 0-2 percent 

beyond the normal pay raise. Consequences for poor performance during the period under 

review included non-renewal, redeployment to another position, and withholding of merit 

increases. At the time of the review, only three of the current principals had held their 



 57  

positions since 2001. The process of goal setting, review, merit pay and reappointment 

resulted in a format capable of holding accountable the building level administrators. There 

was a school-level program evaluation, as well as a district review. Principals conducted 

visits to classrooms regularly, upgraded their CEPs, and met with the superintendent midterm 

in January to discuss school progress. ELA and math were the primary focal points for 

program evaluation. A twelve-member team constantly evaluated program data. New 

programs were introduced on a district level and included ‘Breakthrough to Literacy,’ 

Success For All, and the ‘Coalition for Successful Schools.’ 

 

The teacher evaluation system was negotiated with the teachers’ labor union. There were 

ongoing discussions to improve the process, but the teacher evaluation forms used during the 

period of review came after state education reform. The system, in fact, allowed for only two 

grades on each component of the teacher evaluation form, ‘Satisfactory’ and ‘Needs 

Improvement.’ This negotiated and operationally formal evaluation system and 

documentation minimized accountability for teachers. A review of the teacher files indicated 

that ‘Satisfactory’ was used in the overwhelming majority of cases, and ‘Needs 

Improvement’ was rarely used. In any given year, the number of teachers on improvement 

plans was small, likely less than ten in a system with 1,000 plus 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: The district’s twelve-member administrative leadership team oversaw program 

evaluation. Student performance data, as well as curriculum review information, was used to 

address the issue of student performance. The result of this was the district-wide adoption 

and implementation of new programs such as ‘Breakthrough to Literacy,’ Success For All 

and ‘The Coalition for Essential Schools.’ Teams formed by the central office staff evaluated 

school programs every two to three years.  The district and school CEPs were reviewed 

continuously. The program evaluations and CEPs were, fundamentally, on annual timetables 

due to the need to substantially improve student achievement in ELA and math.  
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A result of this almost exclusive short-term focus was that the long view was rarely 

articulated. Goals and actions in the CEPs were set year-to-year, and it was not easy to find 

evidence of expectations for a time period three to five years into the future. The result of this 

was a repetition in each year of the previous year. The proficiency index for each of the past 

three years in both ELA and math created a flat line chart, the number of teachers needing 

replacement each year exceeded one hundred, and the number of long-term substitutes 

needed each year remained constant, as did the typical number of teachers lacking 

certification for their respective assignments. Indications of progress in these areas were not 

readily identifiable from a global perspective. Despite efforts by the district the program 

evaluation did not result in improved student achievement. 

 

3. There is an ongoing process to:  

a. monitor, and 

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

programs.   

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the time under review, there were multiple formats used to monitor school 

programs, particularly in ELA and math. Principals were expected to walk through 

classrooms approximately five times per week. Periodic reports of these observations were 

forwarded to central office. The principals were also expected to include elements of 

program evaluation in their CEPs. The CEP was reviewed at mid-year when modifications 

and changes could be adapted to findings from observations. 

 

Program specialists also visited classrooms on a regular basis and used the “Walk Through 

Protocol,” a checklist format, to record observations. The protocol varied by grade level in 

specific indicators, but the three areas of observation were classroom environment, 

instructional management, and instructional rigor. The results were shared with the principals 

and forwarded to the superintendent. Consultants from outside the district were also used to 

monitor and evaluate programs and followed a prescribed plan for reporting and follow-up of 

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

of the Massachusetts Education Reform Act. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: In Lawrence, the “Principal Performance Review” written format consisted of 

several rating formats and scales which met the requirements of the state Education Reform 

Act. In the summary format, the areas of responsibility included instructional leadership, 

organizational leadership, staff development, student support services, and community 

relations/communications. Each area of responsibility had its own subset. They were rated on 

five levels from ‘Does Not Meet’ to ‘Substantially Exceeds.’ The second page specifically 

referenced data gathered about test scores (ELA, math, and ELL) and other areas, such as 

attendance, referrals, and suspensions. In these areas, the outline called for a baseline, a goal, 

and the result (e.g. met expectation). Other administrators in the system were evaluated on a 

cycle that met MERA standards. In the first three years, they were evaluated annually and, 

after that, the evaluations were on a bi-annual cycle. A random review of the files indicated 

that 100 percent were signed by the supervisor and administrator, though less than 50 percent 

of the randomly sampled evaluations were completed in a timely fashion. 
 

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

Education Reform Act. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district’s evaluation system for teachers could have been used to meet the 

requirements of the state education reform if the narrative section was used to address all the 

basic areas expected by educational reform. The teacher evaluation form was an open 

narrative format that technically covered any and all expectations. In practice, however, 

based upon our review of over 100 teacher evaluations, the teacher evaluation narrative 

component did not cover all of the expected areas in a comprehensive fashion. In our review 

of 102 files evaluations, only 82 (80 percent) contained evaluations, all were signed by 

administrators, and all but one were signed by the teacher. 
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The use of the satisfactory/needs improvement designation with a narrative commentary 

offered little or no actual range, did not allow for unsatisfactory ratings, and, in practice, 

resulted in almost an exclusive use of the satisfactory rating. It was rare that a teacher was 

placed on an improvement plan. During the period under review, no evidence was found that 

a teacher had been formally disciplined or terminated for poor performance, although there 

was a sense among administrators that some teachers had opted for early retirement, or were 

counseled into resignation, as a result of the evaluation of their performance 

 

Complicating the evaluation of teachers was the extensive use of teachers who were not 

licensed for their positions at the outset. Of the 1,000 plus teachers in the system, the number 

of teachers without certification and requiring annual evaluations typically numbered over 

100 teachers. While many may have been long-term substitutes, they were still responsible 

for classroom instruction and were to be evaluated. At the time of the on-site review, 

interviewees estimated that there were over 50 permanent substitutes. 

 

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

scores to: 

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

strengths and weaknesses in curriculum and instruction,  

b. set priorities for professional development, and  

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Student achievement data was analyzed from multiple perspectives and 

disaggregated by subject matter components of the test at each grade level. The data were 

also disaggregated by pupil subgroups, and grades K-12 administrative and teaching staff 

studied the results. Data were broken down within the district every eight weeks.  For 

example, reading scores were reviewed according to three different subgroups.  The initial 

analysis of data was completed by the administration and then communicated to the teachers 

and Performance Improvement Mapping (PIM) teams in the schools. A portion of the 

professional development program included data analysis skill building. Additionally, the 

district’s CEP and school CEPs had a professional development component. During the 
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period of review, additional full days and monthly half-days were added to the professional 

development schedule. In response to subgroup analyses, all new teachers received formal 

training in the teaching of second language learners. The analysis of data also prompted 

professional development related to student performance on open-ended questions. 

 

There was a substantial level of training for the purpose of analyzing student achievement 

data. Much of data were subjected to item analysis within content areas. The PIM process 

introduced at selected school sites was applied district-wide at the elementary level. District 

test data were broken down every eight weeks. The students who were once in the bilingual 

programs were monitored closely, as were students who had been enrolled 4 or more years in 

the district. 

 

Administrators were initially responsible for disaggregating data, which was then forwarded 

to teachers and the PIM teams. Comparisons were noted and discussed. The CEP initiatives 

were compared to the results.  As a result of the emphasis on student achievement, there was 

an identifiable focus on resources to be applied to teaching and learning. Time on task shifts 

in ELA and math resulted in increased time for instruction. During this period of budget 

constraints, there was a conscious attempt to retain teaching positions in order to preserve 

class size, which resulted in a decrease in administrative personnel overall.  

 

Most prominently, the analysis of disaggregated data impacted the CEP process and the 

ongoing monitoring of student achievement during the school year. Principals and program 

directors were expected to visit classrooms regularly, interim reports were generated on a 

time schedule, mid-year principal reviews emphasized instruction, and specific supervisory 

staff members were assigned to analyze data. 
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Domain B: Curriculum and Instruction 
 
 Standards                  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 5aVoc. 6 7 8 9 Total

Domain B –Curriculum & Instruction                   
S4 – Curriculum                       
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
  Satisfactory 1 1 1 0 1 N/A 0 N/A N/A N/A 4 
  Poor 0 0 0 1 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 
S5 - Instruction: Expectations & Policies                      
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 
  Satisfactory 0 1 0 0 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 2 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 
  Unsatisfactory 1 0 1 1 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 3 
S6 - Access To Quality Education 
Programs                      

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
  Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 1 N/A 0 N/A N/A N/A 5 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 1 N/A N/A N/A 1 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
S7 - Professional Development & 
Training                      
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
  Satisfactory 1 0 1 1 0 N/A 1 1 N/A N/A 5 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 1 N/A 0 0 N/A N/A 1 
  Unsatisfactory 0 1 0 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A N/A 1 
 
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, despite the district’s attempt to standardize curriculum to ensure 

consistency across all schools at all grade levels, individual school-based teams of teachers 

were able to make curriculum modifications that might not have reflected the district’s 

curriculum objectives. 

 

• The district had not met the ‘Success For All’ (SFA) goals since its adoption of the model 

(2001), and did not have adequate numbers of staff to implement the model the way it was 

designed.  
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• In Lawrence, the MCAS test data in math performance in some schools at the grades 4 and 

7/8 indicated slight improvement.  However, in general, the range of scores for the aggregate 

grade 4 and 7/8 students did not improve.  

  

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: A review of the district’s documentation, specifically the ‘Performance Review 

Form’ for principals, principals’ contracts, interviews with central office administrators and 

principal focus groups indicated that although the superintendent was viewed as the district’s 

instructional leader, the responsibility for instructional leadership at the building level was 

delegated to principals.   

 

Principals’ contracts language reflected this expectation, and the ‘Performance Review 

Form’ for principals required a summary of student assessment data for ELA/Reading, math, 

ELL populations, and other data, specifically, attendance, referrals to special education, and 

suspensions.  Further, the district used a performance evaluation form that specifically rated 

principals in the area of, among other things, instructional leadership.  The activities rated 

under the instructional leadership criterion included ‘Developing School Direction Consistent 

with Long-Term Needs and Goals,’ ‘Annual School Leadership Team Planning,’ 

‘Instructional Program Development,’ ‘Student Performance Standards,’ ‘Creating a 

Supportive Learning Environment,’ and ‘Rating and Supervision of Teachers.’ Principals 

were evaluated both at mid-year and the end of the year. 
 
2. Teachers in all of the district’s schools: 

a. have access to the current curriculum,  

b. are trained in their use, and  

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The district’s documentation, submitted prior to the on-site review, included 

curriculum guides that were aligned to the state curriculum frameworks. Interviews indicated 

that the district did not have a fully aligned curriculum for ELA and math until the 2001-

2002 school year. At the time of the on-site review, interviewees indicated that the math 

curriculum had not changed, but ELA had been modified based upon the district’s locally- 

developed customization guides. Curriculum was distributed to teachers and included the 

customization guide, the curriculum guides, district scope and sequence (pacing guides), and 

the district’s writing system. High school teachers also received content-specific course 

guides. Modifications and revisions were distributed at grade-level meetings by curriculum 

facilitators.  

 

Interviewees indicated that since 2000-2001, as a minimum, the district provided teachers 

new to the district with training in the curriculum frameworks and district curriculum 

materials during part of the three-day professional development period prior to beginning of 

school and four hours after as a minimum. Additionally, the district provided training in 

reading to teachers in grades K-8 throughout the year, and, once a week, teachers had a 45-

minute session with updates to the ‘Success For All’ (SFA) program. At the high school, 

teachers had one full day of training in the district’s customization guides, and content area 

coaches worked with teachers and the curriculum during time that was set aside for this 

activity during the day. 

 

The district’s expectation was that teachers would use the guides to both plan and deliver 

instruction; administrators monitored this through the use of a “walk through” instrument that 

was in its third year of implementation for ELA in grades PreK through eight, its second year 

of implementation in grades PreK-8 in math, and its first full year of implementation for 

grades 9-12. The “walk through” instrument, according to district interviewees, was intended 

to be an informal tracking system to monitor classroom environment, instructional 

management, and instructional rigor. However, the form did not specifically track the 

implementation of the delivery of standards-based instruction, rather it tracked whether or 

not standards were visibly posted. 
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In addition, all grade K-8 teachers were provided training in curriculum materials annually, 

as well as a day of professional development focused on curriculum updates in reading.  

Further, teachers were provided 45-minute weekly sessions in updates. At the high school 

level, administrators and curriculum facilitators spent a full day in presenting the curriculum 

guide, customization guide, and the expectations for their use. Content area instructional 

coaches also provided training during the professional development days. 

 

3. The district has an established, well-documented process that involves teachers in the annual 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The documents provided to examiners prior to the on-site visit and interviews 

with administrators indicated that beginning in the 2001-2002 school year, the ‘Success For 

All’ curriculum model was initiated at the elementary and middle school schools. An element 

of the program required that every eight weeks teachers assess student progress. Teachers 

also used the ROOTS assessment that was administered on a one-to-one basis to assess the 

progress of students not achieving at grade level proficiency. In addition, teachers used an 

SRI, a computer generated assessment for students achieving at grade level proficiency.  

Results obtained from these assessments, were shared with teachers at grade-level meetings 

via grade-level summary and quarterly reports. These data were used to regroup students 

every eight weeks based on student achievement levels. The process involved monthly 

reviews by teachers of the School Comprehensive Education Plan, which resulted in 

modifications to the curriculum in use. In addition, the district conducted an annual review of 

the curriculum, which resulted in modifications.  

 

At the high school, teaching teams at grades 9 and 10 reviewed MCAS test scores, Terra 

Nova scores, and the results of locally generated tests in order to adjust curriculum and 

instructional practice.  For ELA and math, these analyses occurred every quarter.     

 

 

 

4. Modifications and/or revisions to curricula are: 



 66  

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, Interviewees indicated that the district’s practice of 

reviewing student achievement every eight weeks for all students served also to evaluate the 

effectiveness of the curriculum. The SFA model required regrouping if indicated by student 

achievement level. District staff analyzed MCAS test results and provided the analyses to 

schools. Analyses were discussed at team meetings. Interviewees indicated that analyses 

prompted curriculum revisions that included Grade 6 algebra and poetry units. 
 

Interviewees indicated that teachers met regularly in grade-level team meetings, content-area 

meetings, twice a month with central office staff, and curriculum meetings. Curriculum 

changes and/or revisions were distributed in grade level and content-area meetings, as well as 

through curriculum facilitators and coaches. The MCAS test data indicated that there was not 

equitable improvement in achievement across all grades and subgroups. 

 

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: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the period under review, interviewees and a review of the district’s 

documentation indicated that component meetings for grades PreK-8 were held weekly; 

further, curriculum facilitators and/or content specific coaches, teachers, and building 

administrators met daily during common planning times to review articulation and program 

alignment across the grades and throughout the system. The district practiced “job-alike” 

days, which served as meetings to discuss curriculum articulation. Additionally, at the high 

school, content area teachers in grades 9-10 had five of six days of common planning time 
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for academy administrators and curriculum administrators. Interviewees and a review of the 

district’s documentation indicated that grades 11 and 12 worked on curriculum alignment 

during professional development days.  Beginning in 2002-2003, the eight-week class reports 

were reviewed and disseminated to students, parents, and teachers.  Interviewees indicated 

that teachers received multiple sources of data to plan for vertical and horizontal alignment of 

the curriculum. Further, math teachers in 2002-2003 began to work on math competencies 

for grades seven and eight. The District Comprehensive Education Plan was shared with all 

teachers and reviewed prior to schools opening in the fall.  In spring 2003, the district’s 

Performance Improvement Planning (PIP) team (a local adaptation of the DOE’s 

Performance Improvement Mapping process) reviewed student assessment data and shared it 

with teachers. Reading targets were established and built into individual teacher reading 

achievement plans for K-8 teachers.  Every teacher was required to develop a plan to achieve 

the targets. Progress teachers made towards the implementation of their reading plans were 

reviewed as part of their evaluation.  At the high school, AYP goals drove planning for ELA 

and math. In 2000, when the period of time under review began, district administrators and 

an extensive evaluation report generated by the DOE described the district as disjointed with 

instruction lacking rigor. While, in 2001, the district implemented the SFA model, which 

began the standardization of curriculum in reading in grades K-8, much of the work with 

alignment and horizontal and vertical articulation of curriculum did not begin district-wide 

until the end of the period under review (2003) with the PIP process. 

 

In 2003, the district began using templates for “Achievement Target Plans” as part of a 

continuous improvement model developed as part of the ‘Success For All’ program. Part of 

this model required component meetings on a weekly basis, grade summaries, quarterly 

assessments, and term progress reports. Coaches, curriculum facilitators, building 

administrators, and the superintendent regularly reviewed plans.   

 

 

  
5a. VOC:  In vocational schools and districts, the district implements an established, well-

documented process to ensure: 
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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: N/A 

 

Evidence: N/A 
 

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

subgroups. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: District interviewees indicated that for the period under review, the district 

reduced students assigned to teachers in ELA and math from 120 to 70 students in grades 9-

10. The district adopted the comprehensive school reform model ‘Success For All’ in 2001.  

The goals of the program specified that 30 percent of Grade 1 students, 20 percent of Grade 2 

students, and 10 percent of Grade 3 students would receive tutoring as needed, because they 

were scoring below grade level. District documentation and interviewees indicated that, 

initially, some of the schools met the goals. At the time of the on-site review, none of the 

schools had met their goals. At no time since the adoption of the program did the district as a 

whole meet the goals. Interviewees indicated that the model specified that students not 

meeting grade-level expectations should receive one-to-one tutoring. Interviewees indicated 

that there were not adequate numbers of staff to implement the model in this way, 

particularly at Grade 3. Interviewees also indicated the district did not have the physical 

space to reduce class size. 

 

 

 

Standard 5. INSTRUCTION: EXPECTATIONS AND POLICIES:  The district uses the 

analysis of student achievement data to develop policies and documents that express high 
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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 the Lawrence Public Schools, during the period under review, the instructional programs 

were not meeting the needs of all students. 

 

• Despite the fact that the district increased instructional time significantly, the analysis of 

student achievement data indicated that the desired results had not been realized. 

 

• The Lawrence Public Schools had difficulty retaining highly qualified teachers. 

 

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: Unsatisfactory 

 

Evidence: Immediately preceding the time period under review, the district replaced the 

superintendent (July 2000). Shortly after his arrival, the new superintendent evaluated what 

was then the current instructional program using documents from the DOE’s previous 

review, evaluations, and district evaluation documents to determine the best course of action 

to address the numerous issues. One of these issues was the effectiveness of the instructional 

program. He determined that the instructional program lacked rigor, was inconsistently 

implemented, and, for all intents and purposes, had little connection with improving the 

quality of teaching and learning.   
 

At the time immediately prior to the period under review, there were seventeen 

comprehensive school reform models in use district-wide in grades PreK-8 because each 

school was allowed to select its own reform model. Two of the challenges the district faced 
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were a 35 percent mobility rate (inter-district and intra-district) and many of its students for 

whom English was not the first language. One of the first initiatives the district implemented 

under the new administration was to select the ‘Success For All’ as a district-wide 

comprehensive school reform model, because the district, in general, thought that this model, 

one of the components of which was scripted lessons, would meet the needs of the district’s 

students. A review of MCAS test data from 2001-2003 indicated that, overall, the district’s 

instructional programs were not meeting the needs of its students.  
 

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: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Interviews determined that between 2000-2002, the superintendent developed five 

to six improvement goals that were used to form the district’s Comprehensive Education 

Plan. Each school had a CEP team that involved participation from academic coaches, 

parents, administrators, teachers, and specialists. Schools used an adaptation of the DOE’s 

Performance Improvement Mapping, Performance Improvement Planning (PIP), to develop a 

Comprehensive School Education Plan. Plans included goals for improving student 

achievement. Goals in the individual Comprehensive School Education Plans had to align 

with the goals from the district’s Comprehensive Education Plan.   

 

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: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, the district adopted the ‘Success For All’ model, 

which offered a standardized curriculum in reading and instructional time across the district.  

Interviewees indicated that, in 2001, the average student entered the district without any pre-

school experience and had little to no concept of print. In 2002, the district, in order to 
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address these issues, launched an Instructional Management System that was created by a 

cross-district team in order to provide longer blocks of time for core curriculum instruction.  

Essentially, it allowed for split groups of grades K-5 students to arrive at school early, which 

resulted in an additional hour of writing time and approximately 60 minutes of math.  
 

At the middle school level, the district had 60-minute blocks in reading, writing, and math.  

While this increased instructional time from school to school, the Scholastic Reading 

Inventory (SRI) used by the district reported a Lexile score, not a diagnostic one.  

Interviewees indicated that, in order to identify and target specific improvements for 

individual students, the district needed to administer a diagnostic assessment in reading.  At 

the time of the on-site review, the district was considering contracting with an evaluation 

association to provide a diagnostic assessment for grades K-12. Interviewees indicated that 

the district was “struggling” to close the achievement gap, and the existing method of 

assessment did not yield diagnostic information. Despite the changes in instructional time 

there was no significant improvement in the level of proficiency for all students. 

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

assignment or responsibility. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

 

Evidence: The percentage of core academic classes taught by highly qualified teachers was 

82.3 percent. Documentation on the status of the district’s teachers indicated that, at the time 

of the on-site review, at the PreK-Kindergarten level, 54 of 70 of the district’s teachers were 

certified. At the grades 1-6 level, 179 out of 203 teachers were certified. At the grades 5-9 

level, 86 of 115 of the district’s teachers were certified. Sixty-one of 87 of the district’s 

transitional bilingual education (TBE) teachers were certified. Short-term and long-term 

substitutes, tutors, and instructional support staff were not certified. The district’s No Child 

Left Behind  (NCLB) report card for 2003 cited that 87.7 percent of the teachers were either 

licensed or certified, and the remaining were in the process of obtaining either a license or 

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

personnel to be appointed to and remain in the district’s employ. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district had a mentoring program for teachers new to the district. Their goal 

was to allow teachers to retain the same mentor until teachers reached professional status.  

Mentor teachers, either retired teachers or teachers that the district considered “Master 

Teachers,” were provided a stipend of  $750.00 per year. Interviewees indicated that the 

district offered a competitive salary schedule, and the key to staff longevity was the monetary 

incentive of remaining within the district. The district also conducted recruitment efforts, 

which included on-campus recruiting, participation in various consortiums, and the district-

wide recruitment fair. In addition, the district provided up to $400.00 of tuition 

reimbursement for teachers and administrators. In 2003, the district determined that mostly 

younger staff exercised the reimbursement option, which left much of the allocated funds 

unused. At the time of the on-site review, the district was exploring the possibility of funding 

more than the $400.00 per teacher.  
     

Standard 6. ACCESS TO QUALITY EDUCATION PROGRAMS: District and school 

policies and practices require all faculty, staff and students to be in attendance.  Retention, 

suspension, transition management, and dropout prevention policies and programs encourage and 

support equitable participation in quality educational programs for all students. 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• During the period under review, the district’s Student Information Management Systems 

(SIMS) had the capacity for supporting a data-driven and standards-based educational 

program. 

 

• Lawrence Public Schools offered all students at grades 9-12 equal opportunity for   

placement in honors courses and Advanced Placement (AP) courses. 

 

• Between 2000-2003, the Lawrence Public Schools experienced a high rate of intra-district 

and inter-district mobility. 
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Indicators: 

1. District and school policies and practices require all staff and students to be in attendance. 

EQA Rating:  Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Lawrence School Committee policies were being reviewed and were scheduled for 

revision. Many of the current operational policies provided guidance and direction to staff. 

However, some policies had not been updated consistent with state education reform. Among 

the policies reviewed by examiners, none were found to have specifically addressed staff 

attendance. Staff attendance benefits were stated in great detail in employee collective 

bargaining agreements. The employment contract for teachers stated that teachers employed 

since the 1984-1985 were entitled to a sick leave buy back. Teachers with 100 days of 

accumulated sick leave who were absent no more than two days could buy back three days and 

have all other unused sick leave added to the accumulation. Teachers with 150 days of 

accumulation could buy back four days if only three days of absence were used and still 

accumulate unused sick leave. With 200 days of accumulation, a teacher using five days could 

buy back five days, those using three days were allowed a six day buy back, and teachers using 

only one day were permitted a seven day buy back. All accumulated sick leave was capped at 

200 days. Further, the contract with teachers specifically defined sick leave abuse in terms of 

patterns associated with weekends and holidays. Also, a teacher who did not provide a valid 

reason for an absence was required to provide a medical certificate after the next absence of a 

similar circumstance. In such instances, every subsequent absence following an abuse also 

required a medical certificate. Further, the administration was required to advise the teacher 

that disciplinary action would follow if sick leave abuse continued. 

 

According to district administrators, the district set a goal of 95 percent attendance. A review 

of staff attendance for short-term absences, professional leave, and other reasons documented 

an average of nine or fewer staff absences in 19 of 22 attendance centers. In the remaining six 

centers, five had ten days of staff absences, and one center had 11 days of staff absences. 

 

District administrators indicated staff attendance was part of the teachers’ evaluations when 

abuse had been documented as detailed in the collective bargaining agreement. According to 
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district administrators, staff attendance was placed at a high priority. Employment contractors 

and staff attendance data supported the school’s focus on controlling staff attendance abuses.      

 

At grades PreK-12 each school had a parent liaison, a paraprofessional charged with 

monitoring student attendance. Also, the liaison collected the attendance data and entered it 

into the computer. In grades K-2, the same procedure was used without the referral to juvenile 

court. 

 

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: The Lawrence Public Schools were primarily K-8 Schools with a 9-12 high school. 

There were two K-5 Schools and two early childhood facilities with PreK programs. Grades 9-

12 had adopted a small school type model. Each grade level (9-12) was organized in four 

academies. School attendance was based upon residence. The district did not offer intra-district 

choice, but a parent could petition for a variance to the receiving principal. 

 

Transition from grade eight to nine was initiated by the high school administration. Only 55 

percent to 58 percent of eighth graders went on to Lawrence High School. The remainder of the 

eight graders went on to parochial, private, Greater Lawrence Vocational-Technical, and choice 

high schools. The principal of the high school and two academy administrators visited all eighth 

grades starting in November and December. Also, an open house was scheduled on a Sunday to 

allow students and parents to tour the high school. The ninth grade academy administrators with 

counselors (not necessarily guidance certification) began to collect data on eighth graders and 

developed files of student performance, achievement, and behavior. Students were randomly 

distributed among the five teams of the ninth grade, controlling for gender, behavior, and 

achievement. Pre-screening and testing were used for placement in algebra and honors courses. 

No other attempts were made to align teaching and learning styles with regular education 

students. The ELL and special education students were placed according to already established 
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programming at the middle schools. The MCAS test results from the middle school also were 

used to place students in double blocks of math and ELA. There were two administrators and 

two guidance counselors for the ninth grade academy. The MCAS test results for Grade 8 

students were received in November for that year’s Grade 9 students and were used to refine 

programming and student placement in Grade 10. Guidance and academy administrators 

assisted students in course selections. Further, student files had to contain a writing sample 

following the John Collins model. High school required writing across the disciplines. 

 

With the exception of the two grades K-5 schools, all other students progressed into the grades 

K-8 Schools according to assigned teams. The grades K-5 schools fed into Oliver and the 

Leonard and Arlington for middle school. There was no strategy for transition within the 

elementary program. Kindergarten students moved on to Grade 1 either within the grades K-8 

continuum or a pre-determined school. According to a district administrator, students in grades 

K-3 were generally not retained, but it was not district policy not retain students in these grades. 

However, according to DOE data and interviews, some students were retained in the primary 

grades.   

 

Across the school system at any one time, there were 300 students, approximately 3 percent of 

the school district population, who were considered to be “No Shows.” According to 

administrators, after all efforts failed to find these “No Shows,” they were identified on state 

reports as “Whereabouts Unknown.” Students were carried on the rolls of the school until age 

16. According to a district administrator, in 2000 the unadjusted dropout rate was 12.2 percent. 

In 2001, the unadjusted dropout rate was 11.9 percent; and, in 2002, the rate was 10.3 percent. 

Administrators indicated that dropout prevention interventions included an immediate response 

to attendance abuse, the reorganization of grades 9-12 into a small school model, 

advisor/advisee program (September 2002), and two counselors linked to the academy 

administrators to form a team approach. Also, at-risk students were assigned two adult 

advocates (2002 program) as a support team. Teaming of high school teachers with a common 

planning period was another attempt to have closer monitoring of students at risk of dropping 

out.  
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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: During interviews, administrators indicated a focus was given to the diversity of the 

Lawrence Public Schools as a means of raising student achievement expectations. Staff indicated 

both teachers and administrators emphasized the bilingual opportunities that students in Lawrence 

could access. According to data provided by the district on AP course enrollments, courses were 

comprised of 23 male Hispanic-American students, 28 female Hispanic-American students, five 

male LEP students, and five female LEP students. Also, Asian-American students were 

represented in AP courses by five males and five females.  

 

White students constituted a total of five AP students. In honors courses, of the 831 students 

enrolled, 29.3 percent were Hispanic-American males, 42.2 percent were Hispanic-American 

females, 4.4 percent were Hispanic-American LEP males, and 5.2 percent were Hispanic-

American LEP females. Asian-Americans’ representation in honors courses equaled a total of 86 

students, approximately 10.3 percent of all students in honors, 34 males and 43 females. The next 

most represented subgroup in honors courses was White students, approximately 6.2 percent of 

the total students. Among the White student population in honors, two, one male and one female, 

were LEP students. Within the entire Lawrence schools, almost 85 percent of the students were 

Hispanic-American, and the Hispanic-American students constituted 81.1 percent of the honors 

courses. The White population equaled 11 percent of the school population and Whites were 

represented by 6.2 percent of the honors students and 6.4 percent of the AP students. 

 

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 
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Evidence: The Lawrence Public Schools published a Discipline Code, which was distributed to 

all staff and parents/caregivers. The 25-page document contained all procedures, policies, rules 

and regulations on acceptable behavior for students.  Parents and caregivers were required to read 

the Discipline Code and sign off their intention to abide by the rules and regulations, and further 

indicate acceptance of the consequences for violations. 

 

Further, the Discipline Code listed specific responsibilities of teachers, administrators, and other 

personnel regarding enforcement and remediation of unacceptable behavior. Also, principals and 

teachers were held accountable for the posting of excerpts from the Discipline Code appropriate 

for the classroom. These classroom postings had to be in clear view of the students in the 

classroom.  EQA tours of Lawrence Public Schools validated the posting of the Discipline Code 

during random visits. During school visits, one examiner reported on the in-school suspension 

program.   

 

In 2001, Lawrence established a new protocol for retention and promotion. According to a district 

administrator, retention in Pre-K, K, and Grade 1 students was strongly discouraged based upon 

research. The protocol included attendance, student achievement, language proficiency, student 

performance, and assessment. After the first marking period, the teacher was responsible for 

developing and implementing a Student Success Plan for students at-risk for retention. After the 

second marking period, a review of the Student Success Plan was made and revised as necessary. 

After the third marking, a second revision could be necessary. Progress was continually evaluated 

and if the student was still at-risk for retention, a referral was made to attend summer school. A 

final decision for retention was not made until the end of the summer school program. Home and 

school communication was ongoing throughout the entire retention/promotion process.  
 

A superintendent’s directive discouraged student suspension except as a last resort for 

disciplinary action.  If a student was excluded, the student was allowed to make up work. In a 

three-year period, trend data showed a decline in out-of-school exclusions. In grades 7-10, out-of-

school suspensions declined by more than half. In-school suspensions increased for the same 

period. Trend data for 2000, 2001 and 2002 for Lawrence in-school and out-of-school 
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suspensions was higher than comparative state data. During a typical year, there were 100 to 120 

exclusion hearings under 371/2. Under 371/2H, there were few hearings. 

 

5. The district has policies and programs in place to address the needs of transient or mobile 

students. These policies, and programs promote transient student involvement in high quality and 

challenging programs. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The Lawrence Public Schools recognized the impact of mobility on student 

achievement, as evidenced by interviews with administrators and documents provided by the 

school district. District administrators provided examiners with a detailed analysis of student 

mobility. The written analysis identified transient students as stable, in Lawrence schools, for 

three full years (October to October) prior to the MCAS test, and non-stable, in Lawrence 

schools, for less than three full years prior to MCAS testing. Test results were disaggregated by 

‘stable’ and ‘unstable’ students. According to this report, 67 percent of the Grade 4 and Grade 8 

students taking the 2003 MCAS test were ‘stable.’ Correspondingly, 33 percent were ‘unstable.’ 

According to the district’s analysis, of the 2003 results of the Grade 4 ELA, 23 percent of the 

‘stable’ students earned scores of ‘Advanced’ or ‘Proficient’ as compared to 14 percent of the 

‘unstable’ students. Further, 14 percent fewer ‘stable’ students earned scores in the 

‘Warning/Failing’ category. Also, the district’s analysis identified 59 percent of 10th Graders as 

‘stable’ and approximately 40 percent as ‘unstable’ for the 2003 MCAS test results. Using actual 

2003 MCAS test results, the three-year trend data for ELA system-wide showed an approximately 

8 percent improvement in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and  ‘Warning/Failing’ categories since the 

year 2000. For the same period of time, the math results in the same categories changed from 93.3 

percent in 2000 to 88.8 percent in 2003, for an improvement of 3.5 percent over three years. The 

average improvement over the three years system-wide in ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ was 2.6 percent in ELA and 1.2 percent in math. However, these percents of 

change fell short of the five percent increase set as an annual improvement goal stated by 

administrators during interviews.        
 

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. 
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EQA Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: In Lawrence, during the period under examination, students progressed through the 

grades according to a new Retention and Promotion Policy. According to data provided to 

examiners by the DOE, retentions occurred at all grade levels. The highest number of retentions 

was shown for Grade 9 and the least number for Kindergarten. Statistics from the DOE indicated 

that students were retained at these grade levels. In point of fact, retentions in Grade 1 increased 

since the 2000. Assignment of staff to students was carefully considered when placing students 

who had been retained. However, these changes did not result in high levels of student 

achievement. 
 

Also, according to interviews, LEP and special education students were placed with teachers who 

had demonstrated an ability to work collaboratively with support staff. At all grade levels, 

accommodations were made to team classroom teachers with educational specialists and 

paraprofessionals with credentials appropriate for either LEP or special education. At the 

elementary level, staff indicated that students were redistributed on an annual basis. Annual 

reassignment of grades K-5 students was coordinated considering both student and teacher 

compatibility. The school district’s commitment to ‘Success For All’ (SFA) mandated 

consideration to the alignment of students and staff. At the middle school level, each school 

employed different means to accommodate teaching styles and learning styles. With the exception 

of one middle school using The Balanced Literacy Approach under the guidance of Tufts 

University, the remainder of the middle schools had adopted the ‘Success For All’ strategies. At 

the high school, students were randomly assigned to the Grade 9 Success Academy controlling for 

gender, academics, discipline, LEP, and special education. Alignment of teachers and students 

was not seriously considered until Grade 10.  Grade 10 students were assigned based upon Grade 

9 performance and Grade 8 MCAS test results received in the fall.  
 

Challenging courses at the high school included AP courses in English literature, U.S. history, 

calculus, physics, chemistry, and Spanish. The high school also offered honors courses across the 

curriculum. At one middle school, a collaborative partnership program was offered at Phillips 

Andover Academy. Middle schools also offered voluntary after-school consumer math programs. 
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Further, all middle school students had the opportunity to be screened for assignment to a pre-

algebra class. 

 

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 Lawrence Public Schools, in the years 2000-2003, the district’s Professional 

Development Plan (PDP) was a section of in the district’s Comprehensive Education Plan 

(CEP) and in each of the schools’ CEPs. 

 

• For the period under examination, with the exception of 2000, the district did not meet its 

state requirement for local funding for professional development.  

 

• Since the district did not have a District Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP), there was 

no alignment with the Professional Development Plan. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
Indicators: 

1. The district ensures that every school in the district has identified its professional 

development needs. The district has developed and implemented a professional 

development plan to address these identified needs for all: 

a. principals, 

b. teachers, and  

c. other professional staff, including paraprofessionals and teacher assistants. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The district did not have a Professional Development Plan (PDP) that was separate 

from the district's Comprehensive Educational Plan. Instead, for the time under review, the 
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district's program for professional development evolved from the district's Comprehensive 

Educational Plan and from each school’s Comprehensive Educational Plan. Each of these Plans 

contained a professional development component. Administrators described professional 

development as being a section of in these plans. In interviews, district administrators indicated 

that, prior to the arrival of the present superintendent in July 2000, professional development in 

the district was not focused around goals and was, for the most part, a re-certification program. 

Also, much of the professional development was site-based and consisted of 21 hours of after- 

school professional development. Interviewees said that the new superintendent thought that the 

only way to move the district forward was through professional development. At the time of the 

on-site, the district had three professional development days before the opening of school, as well 

as one-half day per month.  
 

A review of the documents presented by the school district described the district's professional 

development program as a "Strengths-Based Model of Professional Development." In this model, 

the district used teachers as coaches, guides and presenters for other teachers. The district had full 

time teacher coaches (a system total of 26) in every building who focused on literacy/writing and 

math/science. Initially, the district voluntarily participated in the DOE’s PIM pilot process. 

Subsequently, the district began using a local version of the PIM process, Performance Improving 

Planning (PIP). Professional development needs of teachers were identified at the school level 

through the PIP process.  

 

This process used by schools involved a self-study on the part of the school to identify teachers' 

professional development needs. Further, professional development needs were identified through 

staff meetings, as well as informal communications with the principal.

Professional development needs of principals were identified at the district level, and, according 

to district administrators, one of the superintendent's major goals was to develop leadership 

capacity in principals. The district provided professional development for its instructional 

assistants through a partnership with Northern Essex Community College. This collaboration 

provided opportunities for instructional assistants to earn associate degrees. In addition, the 

district expected all paraprofessionals to attend district and school based professional 

development that was offered during the school day.  Therefore, in addition to providing 

professional development, the district was able to fulfill the paraprofessionals' contract 
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requirements of 10 hours of professional development. Administrators indicated that there was 

always a professional development component to any new program that the district introduced, 

and all staff, including principals, received training. 

 

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: Unsatisfactory 

 
Evidence: For the period under review, the district did not have a professional development plan, 

but rather a program that was developed as a result of the district's Comprehensive Educational 

Plan and the Comprehensive Education Plans of individual schools. Therefore, one of the ways in 

which the district's professional development needs were updated was through the same process 

as the updating of these plans. The district updated the plans on a yearly basis, which resulted in 

yearly professional development goals. According to district administrators, certain initiatives 

were carried over from year to year. Informal discussions relating to updating professional 

development took place through monthly instructional conference meetings that were attended by 

administrators other staff. During the time under review, the district published a quarterly catalog 

of professional development offerings, as well as a monthly calendar. Examination of the spring 

2004 catalog provided evidence that the district's professional development offerings related to 

district goals and included training in a writing program, Mathematics Learning Communities, 

Reading First Workshop, and Meeting the Needs of all Learners in a Standards-Based Classroom. 

The district did not use surveys to determine the professional needs of staff and, for most of the 

time under review, the district did not have a Professional Development Committee with 

representatives from the district. In 2003, a professional development committee was created as a 

result of contract negotiations with the teachers' labor union. This committee met on a regular 

basis with district administrators and acted as an advisory professional development group. For 

the time under review, only in the year 2000 did the district meet its foundation requirement for 

professional development activities.  

 

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. 
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EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: District administrators indicated that the analysis of data disaggregated by student 

subgroups in the 2002-2003 school year provided the impetus for offering professional 

development to staff in differentiated instruction. While the training was offered to all staff and 

many participated, all administrators in the district received the training.  Beginning with the 

2000-2001 school year, all new teachers received 10 hours of training in how to work with second 

language learners. This training, provided by ESL staff developers in 2002, was offered twice a 

year. An outside presenter was brought in during the 2003 school year.  During the 2000-2001 

school year, the training was mandated for the district's veteran ESL staff.  During the 2003-2004 

school year, Working with Second Language Learners was offered as an online course by the 

district. District administrators indicated that as a result of data analysis, the district realized that 

all students from every group were having difficulty in answering the open response questions on 

the MCAS test. The district began professional development in writing with an emphasis on 

answering the open response questions.  The MCAS data for the Average Percent of Possible 

Points Attained on the open response in ELA revealed a slight increase at Grade 4 (41 to 44) from 

2001 to 2002.  At grades 7 and 8, rather than showing any increase, the average percent decreased 

from 2001 to 2002 (42 to 40). District administrators attributed this lack of achievement to inter-

district and intra-district student mobility.   

 

The ‘Success For All’ reading program had a professional development component that relied on 

data and its analysis. At the end of every eight-week period, students were assessed to determine 

their progress during that time. Extensive and specific data were recorded regarding a student's 

progress. Lack of progress was not only identified for the student, but also provided facilitators 

with information regarding instructional needs for teachers.  

 

As a result of the evaluation of the math program, the district moved to new math programs at 

both the elementary and middle schools. Professional development was provided to staff in 

strategies to implement both of these new programs. District administrators indicated that 

evaluation of teachers and principals did not directly influence the district's professional 

development, but “walk through” by the principals resulted in discovering the professional 

development needs of teachers. While district administrators did say data was a significant factor 
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in developing professional development, they also acknowledged a philosophical shift in the 

district's perception of professional development. An administrator indicated that the district was 

in the process of building capacity, and professional development for grades K-8 now focused on 

what the teacher could do to improve achievement rather than what the student could do. The shift 

was described as one from teaching to learning. 

 

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: Each school in the district was involved in the Performance Improvement Process 

(PIP). Schools reviewed learning standards found in the frameworks as they related to MCAS test 

scores. Training in the teaching of the curriculum frameworks was also embedded in the district's 

professional development offerings through curricula that was aligned with the state's 

frameworks. All new teachers received copies of the state frameworks and received training 

during the three-day professional development days before school began. The district and schools 

offered training in how to perform school council roles to all new members who joined these 

councils. In addition, the district provided workshops to create effective parent leaders. The 

Parent Leadership Assistance Network, or PLAN, was accomplished through a series of Parent 

Leader seminars and conferences. The district also was involved with the nationwide initiative 

Every Person Influences Children, Inc. (EPIC) that helped parents, teachers and members of the 

community raise their children to become responsible adults. The district also provided "Blue 

Book Training" for parents that helped them to develop leadership skills in working with parent 

groups. 
 

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: Poor 
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Evidence: During the period under review, the district did not offer any formal courses in the 

analysis of data through the professional development program. In interviews, district 

administrators indicated that teachers received training in data through many informal ways, 

including the ‘Success For All’ reading programs that required teachers to analyze data.  The 

facilitators of the program provided training in this analysis. Teachers also were familiar with 

analyzing “item analysis” through the district’s Terra Nova and MCAS testing as data were 

presented in staff meetings by principals and in team meetings by content coaches.  Teachers and 

administrators also had extensive experience in working with data through the PIP process at each 

of the buildings. Staff received further training in the analysis of data by attending District 

Instructional Conferences. District administrators indicated that a principal and assistant principal 

brought teams from their buildings to these district meetings where the focus was on analyzing 

data. When staff returned to their buildings, they shared information with their colleagues. 

Professional development was offered in differentiated learning and included identifying diverse 

styles of learning starting with the 2001-2002 school year. In the most recent district catalog 

courses continue to be offered.  
 

For most of the time under review, the district did not have a District Curriculum Accommodation 

Plan (DCAP). There was a plan dated August 2003 that contained a wide variety of 

accommodations for learners in the district. 

 

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: Teachers in the district who wished to enroll in courses had to provide evidence that 

the courses related to their professional assignments. In addition, they were required to submit a 

synopsis of the course in which they wished to enroll. The district's process for granting 

permission to enroll in courses required that requests from teachers went first to principals. After 

the principal determined if a course was appropriate, the request was forwarded to the assistant 

superintendent for curriculum and instruction. Teachers were provided reimbursement for courses 

they attended. 
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7. The district’s Professional Development Plan is implemented to address and sustain the 

goals identified in the District Improvement Plan and individual School Improvement 

Plans.  

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The district did not have a formal professional development plan that was separate 

from the district's Comprehensive Educational Plan (CEP). In interviews, district administrators 

indicated that the district's professional development plan was embedded in the district's CEP. As 

a result, the district's professional development emanated directly from a combination of the 

district and schools' Comprehensive Educational Plans. 
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Domain C: Student Academic Support Services 
 

 Standards             Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total
Domain C - Academic Support Services                   
S8 - Academic Support Services                   
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
  Satisfactory 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 N/A 3 
  Poor 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 N/A 3 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 N/A 1 

 

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 Lawrence, for the period under review, the district did not have a District 

Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP).  

 

• Between 2000-2003, the vast majority of the district’s Grade 3 students did not 

achieve the proficiency level on the Grade 3 MCAS reading test. 

 

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: In interviews with district administrators, examiners learned that, until August 2003, 

the district did not have a District Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP) that addressed the 

needs of all students. Prior to this time, beginning in 2001, the district developed a Learning 

Strategies Guide, which was referred to by administrators as the Seeds of the District Curriculum 

Accommodation Plan. The Learning Strategies Guide was created under the aegis of the special 
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education department when teachers of ELLs and special education teachers came together to 

share best practices as a result of the introduction of differentiated learning strategies in inclusion 

classrooms. The Learning Strategies Guide was used in an informal manner in the district chiefly 

with special education and ELLs, and there was not a systemic effort to use the document to 

accommodate the needs of regular education students. However, the district continued to work on 

developing a DCAP that would be available for use by all staff, and, in August 2003, the DCAP 

was completed. Training for some staff in the use of the DCAP took place during an instructional 

conference in February 2004. Building principals then not only disseminated the DCAP to all 

staff but also provided training in its use. The DCAP was a user-friendly document with a variety 

of components needed to assist the classroom teacher in providing accommodations for all 

students. 
 

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: District administrators indicated that while the district did not have a DCAP in place 

for the entire time under review, many staff had been trained in the use of differentiated learning 

styles. A review of the DCAP now in use contained a few paragraphs to help identify a student's 

learning style, and the DCAP provided lists of accommodations that could be used to address 

different learning styles. One section of the manual provided a list of curriculum accommodations 

that were directly related to the standards in the state curriculum frameworks. District 

interviewees indicated that staff was trained in identifying and providing for diverse learning 

styles through the professional development offered in the district as a result of the needs 

identified in the District Comprehensive Educational Plan. In addition, each building had a 

professional library available for teachers' use. Another support for teachers was provided through 

the Family Success Teams at the middle and high school levels and the family support teams at 

the elementary level. These teams, whose purpose was to provide teachers with strategies to help 

accommodate the needs of all students, consisted of staff members with a variety of professional 

strengths who met on a regular basis. Content coaches provided teachers with support to help 
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students succeed. Each building had a full-time literacy/writing, and math/science coach to assist 

in developing strategies to meet student needs. However, an administrator indicated that these 

content teachers would have to be sought out in order to provide support. All grade K-8 buildings 

had the ‘Success For All’ students reading program, and the full-time facilitators (two) assigned 

to these buildings were also available to provide support for teachers. Another source of teacher 

support was offered through the collegial Cluster Teams that met during common planning times 

in most of the schools. While district administrators indicated that these support services for 

regular education students were in place during the past three or four years, the MCAS test data 

for 2003 indicated that there had been some growth in the number of students achieving in the 

‘Advanced’ category. 

 

3. Components of the DCAP include the following:  

a. direct and systematic instruction in reading; 

b. provision of services to address the needs of students whose behavior may interfere with 

learning;  

c. provisions encouraging teacher mentoring and collaboration and parental involvement; and  

d. assistance to classroom teachers, such as professional development, to help them analyze and 

accommodate the needs of students. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: The district's DCAP did not include specific references to a direct and systematic 

instruction in reading. However, in 2001 the district adopted the ‘Success For All’ reading 

Program, a district-wide (with the exception of one school that is involved with the Coalition of 

Essential Schools model) comprehensive program for students in grades 1-8. The program, as 

described in the district's documents, was a comprehensive approach to restructuring elementary 

schools to provide ‘Success For All’ and attempts to provide a standardized curriculum in reading 

and instructional time across the district. Components of the program included the requirement 

that reading be taught at the same time for the same number of minutes each day for students. 

Students were tested at eight-week intervals and placed in an appropriate group as a result of the 

assessment. Additional tutoring was provided for students who were not making the intended 

progress. According to this nationally developed model, tutoring should occur on a one to one 

ratio. Because of budgetary reasons, the district was not able to provide this one-on-one model for 
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the tutoring was accomplished through small groups. A family component was part of the 

‘Success For All’ model and each building had designated facilitators to implement this part of 

the program. Responsibilities for facilitators varied from building to building and could include a 

family facilitator and an academic facilitator or facilitators sharing the responsibilities. 
 

In interviews, district administrators indicated that there were a variety of support services in 

place to address the needs of students whose behavior interfered with learning, including a full-

time counselor at smaller schools and three counselors at the larger schools. All of these 

counselors were trained in behavior management. The ETF and school psychologist were also 

available to provide strategies in dealing with behavioral issues. Each school in the district had a 

Lawrence Alternative to Suspension Program (LASP) that provided a classroom where students 

could be sent on a temporary basis.  For those students requiring a longer period out of the regular 

classroom, there was a Pathways Program at the middle school that provided intense support for 

as long as a school term, if necessary. The Pathways Program included a classroom with six or 

seven students. At the high school, in addition to the LASP, there was also a program in place for 

students who required a longer time out of the classroom. This program, The Second Opportunity 

Program, provided support in a separate classroom for periods of a few weeks to a term.  The high 

school had a staff of ten full-time counselors, as well as a full-time psychologist to provide 

support. The district also had a Case Management Program in place at each school. A case 

manager was available to work with families for whom the behavioral issues had become a 

significant issue and required intervention by the case manager. The district's mentoring program 

was a part of the district's CEP and provided support for all new teachers, including those in the 

MINT program. Time was provided for mentors and mentees to meet in the summer before the 

opening of school, as well as regular meeting times during the school year for mentors and 

mentees. Further, during the school year, mentees had an opportunity to observe other classrooms.  

Mentors also met as a group during the school year. As part of the district's mentoring program, 

mentees were provided with an opportunity to evaluate the effectiveness of their assigned 

mentors. The district provided a full-time mentor facilitator to implement its mentoring program. 

At the time of the on-site review, mentoring was provided for two years. (The district, however, 

would like to increase this mentoring support to three years in the future). During the time under 

review, professional development opportunities were provided to staff in differentiating 

instruction for all students. The recently adopted DCAP included a component that provided 
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information on how to differentiate instruction. The DCAP also included research articles that 

included Teaching in Mixed Ability Classrooms, The Effects of Sheltered Instruction on the 

Achievement of Limited English Proficient Students, and Teaching Language Minority Students 

in Elementary Schools. Professional development was also offered to teachers through the 

‘Success For All’ programs that provided targeted professional development as a result of 

analysis of the eight-week reading assessment, a component of the ‘Success For All’ program. 
 

4. The district engages in a formal, comprehensive analysis of the results from student performance 

assessments and student needs to determine the content and scope of academic support services 

that are offered.  

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district used the data obtained from the eight-week assessment that was a 

component of the ‘Success For All’ reading program. As a result of the analysis of this data, 

students were provided with tutoring during the school day and after-school. Analysis of the 

MCAS data provided students with opportunities to participate in extra services. During the 2001-

2002 school year, the district provided an after-school MCAS test program (SMART) but soon 

realized this program was not sufficient to meet the needs of the district's students. At the Grade 9 

level, support was provided to students who had failed the Grade 8 MCAS test. This support was 

provided through a double block of ELA and/or math instruction during the school day. The same 

double block of instructional time was provided to students who failed the MCAS test at grades 

10-12. The district also instituted a "Thirteen Plus" program that was available to students who 

did not meet the MCAS test competency requirements by the end of the Grade 12. The program 

met three days a week after the end of the regular school day. There was also an evening school 

for students who had dropped out of school and because of job or other issues could not attend 

classes during or after the school day. No tuition was charged for this program, and it included 

some students who had failed the MCAS test, but were attending college in another state. The 

district also provided a Newcomer Program for students new to the country and school. The 

district also used the data obtained from the Terra Nova to provide instruction in math and ELA 

with the goal of getting students into the regular program at the high school as soon as possible.   
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5.  Beginning at the Kindergarten level, the district uses data available from classroom teachers   and 

standardized tests to*:  

a. identify all students who are not meeting grade-level performance expectations; and 

b. provide these students with sufficient supplementary and/or remedial services.  

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Following the mandated law, the district screened all incoming Kindergarten students 

in the spring prior to their beginning school.  In addition, the district provided a kindergarten 

screening in September to these same students who were tested by the classroom teachers to 

whom they had been assigned. The Kindergarten used the DRA to identify students who needed 

extra support. At grades 1-8, assessment data from the ‘Success For All’ reading program was 

used to identify students who were not meeting grade level performance. These students were 

provided with additional instruction through tutoring. Since the ‘Success For All’ reading 

program had a parent component, the district also provided Read and Response Activities for 

Parents. These activities involved coffee hours with facilitators and provided strategies for parents 

to successfully provide reading help for their children. The district also administered a ten-week 

math assessment to students in grades 1-8. Extra support for those students who were identified as 

needing extra help ranged from double periods of instruction to after-school programs. At the 

elementary level, a Breakfast Buddy program was initiated to provide support to students. The 

district also used the Terra Nova to identify students needing supplemental services. The Terra 

Nova was administered to all students who were not part of the MCAS testing program. Terra 

Nova assessment results were scored within the district and an item analysis of student 

performance was provided to each teacher. The district also provided winter and spring academies 

during vacation periods to provide students with support services. 
 

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: Unsatisfactory 

 
Evidence: The district provided a number of reading programs at the primary levels, including 

the Reading First Program that was implemented at three sites in the district, and during the 2003-

2004 school year, the ‘Success For All’ reading program in grades 1-8, and the Waterford 

Program at the Kindergarten level. The Waterford Program allowed students to work at their own 
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pace in order to improve literacy skills.  The Breakthrough to Literacy Program was provided at 

the PreK-K level and the Tufts University Learn to Read by Reading Program was used at the 

district's early Childhood Centers. In interviews, district administrators indicated that they had not 

focused enough on the lack of diagnostic information being provided as they were concentrating 

on getting the ‘Success For All’ reading components "down pat." Despite these interventions, 

only 25 percent of the district’s Grade 3 students scored at the ‘Proficient’ level on the 2003 ELA 

MCAS test. 

 

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 format for Individualized Student Success Plans (ISSPs) was adopted and 

implemented in 2001. The district not only provided ISSPs for students who failed the MCAS 

test, but also provided plans for those students who were in danger of being retained. These plans 

for possible retention were completed in the first quarter of the school year.  All plans were 

reviewed at the midterm. At the elementary level, the ISSPs were generated by either the building 

family student success teams or by the grade level teams in each school. After ISSPs were 

developed, the principals reviewed them. Each school maintained a master list of students who 

had ISSPs, and this list was shared with all staff.  Teachers were mandated to review the list to 

determine if they were responsible for students with plans. At the end of the school year, 

determinations were made as to whether a student needed summer school. Plans were then placed 

in the student's cumulative folder. A similar process in developing Student Success Plans was 

used at the high school.  There, the curriculum leaders were involved and the Academy Facilitator 

was responsible for maintaining the plans. 
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Domain D: Leadership and Governance 
 

 Standards                  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total
Domain D - Leadership, Governance, & Organization                   
S9 - Organizational Leadership:  Direction,                   
  Goal Setting, Policies & Planning                   
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Satisfactory 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 6 
  Poor 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
S10 - Organizational & Human Resource           
  Management          
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 6 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 

Standard 9. ORGANIZATIONAL LEADERSHIP: DIRECTION, GOAL SETTING, 

POLICIES AND PLANNING: The district and each of its schools and programs implement 

improvement plans that are based on the analysis of recent and long-range student performance 

data.  The district provides and maintains thorough, complete, and informative documentation on 

past and current initiatives, practices, policies, procedures, and achievements of the district and its 

students. District leaders provide clear direction for student, school, and district performance. 

Implementation of improvement plans is consistently assessed and modified based on ongoing 

analyses of student achievement data. 

 

Preliminary Finding(s):  

• In Lawrence, annually, the performance evaluations of the superintendent and principals were 

conducted and served as the basis for improving performance. 

 

• For the period under review, the district’s leadership decision-making was data-driven, 

student achievement focused, and provided direction and guidance to the administrators.   

 
 

 
 
 
 

Indicators: 



 95  

1.   The district provides and maintains thorough, complete, and informative documentation on past 

and current initiatives, practices, policies, procedures, and achievements of the district and its 

students. This documentation is accessible and well organized. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Analysis of district documents and interviews with district and school personnel 

indicated that the district provided and maintained thorough, complete, and informative 

documentation on past and current initiatives, practices, policies, procedures, and achievements 

of the district and its students. This documentation was accessible and well organized.  

 

The district had an extensive and well-organized management information system relative to 

student, staff, facilities, and other school and district related information. Information 

concerning policies, programs, school and district level improvement plans, and, most 

importantly, student achievement was readily accessible.  

 

The annual reports concerning student achievement and the school system’s progress were 

examples of the district’s ability and commitment to providing and maintaining thorough and 

complete documentation of its programs and accomplishments in an accessible and well- 

organized form. District report cards and annual reports were distributed widely both in and 

external to the school district. The district’s website also included easily accessible information 

about the school district, its major program initiatives, and the individual schools. 

 

2.   The District Improvement Plan (DIP) incorporates the district’s vision and mission statement, 

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

modification of educational programs, services, and practices.  

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Analysis of the district’s Comprehensive Educational Plans for 2002-2003 and 2003-

2004 and interviews with district and school personnel revealed that the district improvement 

plan (DIP) incorporated the district’s vision and mission statement, and the analysis of student 

achievement data drove the development, implementation, and modification of educational 

programs, services, and practices. The CEP development was in its third iteration since 2000.  
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According to the superintendent and other district personnel, the district plan for improving 

student achievement was driven by a system-wide emphasis on literacy and numeracy and 

“efforts to meet the state curriculum frameworks and MCAS [test] standards.” The plan was 

clearly data driven and developed using the Performance Improvement Mapping (PIM) 

process,.The CEP was developed based on the priority goals specified in each of the school 

improvement plans. In the first two years, the superintendent established priorities, and 

subsequently schools had input through the PIM process.   

 

Assessment data was used to inform daily instruction and adjust instructional groupings of 

students. The priority goal of the district for all personnel to address was to “implement data-

driven instructional practices and strategies that would result in improved student achievement.”  

 

The district’s plan included extensive analyses of student achievement results in order to 

identify specific areas of weakness in reading, ELA, and math. Assessments included three 

years of MCAS test results, Terra Nova results, and SFA results. District staff used these 

analyses to modify program delivery for the subsequent year. For example, the Literacy 

Enhancement Test Sophistication (LETS) and Numeracy Enhancement Test Sophistication 

(NETS) materials were developed by the district to help teachers model sound test-taking 

practices for students. These materials were developed and distributed based upon the specific 

weaknesses in performance by students on the MCAS test. 

 

3.   The School Improvement Plan (SIP) for every school is aligned with the district’s mission 

statement, and the analysis of student achievement data drives the development, 

implementation, and modification of educational programs, services, and practices.  

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In Lawrence, an analysis of several School Comprehensive Educational Plans (S-

CEP) and interviews with district and school personnel revealed that the Comprehensive 

Educational Plan for every school was aligned with the district’s mission statement, and the 

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

of educational programs, services, and practices. 



 97  

 

The school leadership team, comprised of the principal, teachers, parents, and community 

members with the assistance of school facilitators, content coaches, and district personnel, 

developed school improvement plans. In order to ensure that the S-CEP was consistent with the 

District-CEP, all principals were required to respond affirmatively to two questions: first, was 

the S-CEP faithful to the format presented by the superintendent? and second, did the S-CEP 

address the needs of all students? In developing their plans, principals were also required to use 

student achievement and other data (i.e., student attendance, special education referrals, 

disciplinary actions, retentions, and suspensions) from state and local reports and assessment in 

order to define their educational priorities, objectives, and instructional programs and strategies. 

S-CEPs were data-driven and student achievement results focused. 

 

When completed, the school improvement plans were approved by the school leadership team, 

submitted to the district for review and approval, and ultimately

submitted to the superintendent and school committee for approval. The school committee had a 

two-week period for review of the CEPs before voting approval. Before the district and schools’ 

Comprehensive Educational Plans were implemented, they were formally recommended by the 

superintendent and, at a regularly scheduled meeting, approved by the Lawrence School 

Committee for implementation by district personnel. 

 

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: Interviews with district personnel, including the superintendent, the director of 

assessment and accountability, the coordinator of curriculum and instructional measurement, the 

high school principal, the ‘Success For All’ facilitator, and a review of district student 

assessment reports indicated that the monitoring of student achievement occurred routinely and 

throughout the year. 
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District and school personnel routinely collaborated to analyze student assessment data in order 

to improve instruction. The district used both formative and summative assessment data to 

support instructional program decisions. Reading assessments were administered every eight 

weeks in ‘Success For All’ schools to provide teachers with information about progress, 

placement, and subject matter areas of focus. Math assessments were conducted three times per 

year to determine levels of mastery. Additional assessments were used to identify curriculum 

areas of strengths and weaknesses and to modify instructional practices and emphases so that 

achievement would be improved. 

 

All teachers maintained an assessment binder containing achievement data for all assigned 

students. These binders maintained up-to-date assessment information for each student in the 

areas of reading, writing, and math that were used to determine current levels of student 

competencies and to shape instruction to the particular needs of the students. The evidence 

indicated that the use of student assessment information was explicitly encouraged and expected 

by the district leadership and that the principals and teachers, assisted by appropriate district 

personnel and school level facilitators, used this information to inform and modify instructional 

programs and practice. Despite these efforts, however, student achievement did not improve 

significantly during the period of review. 

 

5.   All of the district’s administrators are appropriately certified. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the time under review, the personnel records of twenty-four administrators were 

reviewed to determine the extent to which the district administrators were appropriately 

certified in their current area of deployment. Of the 24 records examined, 21 contained 

certification status information (88 percent); and three records had no information concerning 

certification status (12 percent). Of the 21 records containing certification status information, 11 

had current certifications (52 percent) and 10 percent had certifications that were not (48 

percent).  
 

Only 12 out of the 20 (60 percent) of administrators’ records examined had current 

certifications in the areas in which the administration were currently deployed. There was no 
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evidence to indicate that the remaining 40 percent of the sample were certified in their 

respective areas of current deployment. In contrast to this finding, the district reported that., of 

42 administrators employed at the time of the on-site review, forty-one were licensed for the 

jobs they held. Only one, the district reported, was not licensed for his/her current assignment. 

The person who was appointed did not hold the proper certification as required in the job 

posting. 

 

6.   The leadership reports annually to the school committee, staff, and community concerning the 

extent to which the implementation of the DIP and SIPs have or have not resulted in improved 

student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: Interviews with the mayor, the superintendent, several school committee members, 

and other district personnel indicated that the leadership reported annually to the school 

committee, staff, and community concerning the extent to which the implementation of the DIP 

and SIPs had or had not resulted in improved student achievement. Of the four school 

committee members interviewed, two thought that the superintendent’s annual report was 

inadequate and did not provide for adequate school committee feedback leading to 

modifications in subsequent plans. The mayor and the other two members interviewed reported 

that the superintendent’s reports concerning implementation of the district and school plans was 

more than adequate and provided them essential information about school system progress. 

 

For the last three years, under the leadership of the current superintendent, the Lawrence 

educational community received an extensive written annual report concerning the extent to 

which the implementation of the district and each schools’ comprehensive educational plans had 

been implemented and had resulted in improved student achievement. The superintendent’s staff, 

specifically the department of assessment and accountability, prepared the Student Achievement 

Profile and the Annual School Report Cards. These reports provided extensive and detailed 

information for all stakeholders about the progress of the district and each individual school in 

achieving their priority goals. 
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In the Student Achievement Profile, schools were ranked by performance and improvement. The 

report provided a description of the assessment instruments, MCAS test performance and 

improvement rankings by grade and subject area, and brief descriptions of the reform initiatives 

implemented. The document also included a detailed report on literacy and math achievement for 

all grades and levels tested, and a report on other performance indicators by district and high 

school, such as attendance, retentions, suspensions, special education referrals, and dropout rates.  

 

The Annual School Report Cards provided information for each school in the following five 

areas: Student Enrollment, Performance Indicators, Staffing and Teacher Qualifications, School 

Achievement in Mathematics and Reading, and the Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) report. 

Each school report card also included the school’s mission statement and a brief description of 

special academic programs, extracurricular activities, professional development activities, 

parental involvement, and community partners. Reports were complete, used data, and provided 

excellent sources of information concerning what the school district was doing in order to 

improve instruction and student achievement and how the school district used assessment data to 

inform curriculum, instruction, and professional development. 

 

7. The superintendent is evaluated annually on the district’s state assessment results and 

implementation of the DIP.  This performance evaluation serves as the basis for improving the 

future job performance of the superintendent. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In Lawrence, the school committee evaluated the superintendent annually based on 

the district’s state assessment results and the implementation of the district Comprehensive 

Educational Plan. This evaluation was intended to serve as the basis for improving the job 

performance of the superintendent. Each school committee member individually evaluated the 

job performance of the superintendent in accordance with a formal instrument. The individual 

evaluations of the superintendent’s job performance prepared by the individual school committee 

members were submitted to the mayor, who combined the individual ratings and prepared the 

final performance evaluation report of the superintendent. This report was given to the 

superintendent in a public meeting and was used by the superintendent to modify his behavior, 
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administrative style, and/or direction or focus in light of the feedback provided by the Lawrence 

School Committee. 

 

8. Principals are evaluated annually on school state assessment results and the implementation of 

their respective SIPs.  These performance evaluations serve as the basis for improving future job 

performance of the principals. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In Lawrence, an examination of several principals’ employment contracts and 

performance reviews supported the finding that the job performance of principals was evaluated 

annually using their respective schools’ assessment results and the implementation of the school 

Comprehensive Educational Plans as the two major criteria of success. Both the principals and 

the superintendent indicated that the principals’ performance evaluations were used by the 

superintendent and the principals as a basis for improving the future job performance of the 

principal and held the principal responsible for the progress in his or her school. This 

performance review began in school year 2000-2001.  

 

Each principal received a memorandum, signed by the superintendent, the principal, and a 

witness, that the school’s Comprehensive Educational Plan, its goals and objectives, and 

measurable outcomes listed as part of the plan would be the basis for the principal’s performance 

review and year-end evaluation. Principals met with the superintendent twice each year 

concerning their job performance review. At mid-year, the superintendent reviewed student 

achievement performance and progress to date with the principal. Summative reviews followed 

at the end of the year. This review also focused heavily on the goals of the school’s 

Comprehensive Educational Plan and the achievement of students as measured by the MCAS 

test and other assessments. The Principal’s Performance Review (PPR) included an overall 

performance rating on a five point scale: Does Not Meet Standard, Partially Meets Standard, 

Meets Standard, Exceeds Standard, or Substantially Exceeds Standard. 

 

The MCAS test student performance was an area of review for the superintendent in addition to 

the achievement of English language learners (ELL) and other school improvement indicators, 

such as student and staff attendance, special education referrals, and student suspensions. In 
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order to improve the future performance of principals, the principals’ performance was also 

evaluated in five additional areas of responsibility: Instructional Leadership, Organizational 

Leadership, Staff Development, Student Support Services, and Community Relations and 

Communications. There was, inherent in the job performance evaluation system for principals, a 

clear and explicit focus to improve student achievement as measured by the MCAS tests and 

other assessment instruments (i.e., Terra Nova, Gates-McGinitie, SFA) and a high expectation 

and requirement that Principals must engage in the collection, analysis, and use of student related 

achievement data to drive their decision-making in the implementation of their comprehensive 

educational plans. Finally, to encourage continuous improved performance and the achievement 

of the annual performance goals, the principals were eligible to receive an additional two percent 

performance incentive payment if they achieved their annual performance goals during the 

school year. 

 

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 2000-2003, the superintendent developed organizational structures and 

policies in conjunction with a sequence of administrative meetings to gain responses to 

district initiatives and communicate district direction. 

 

• The Comprehensive Education Plan (CEP) at both the school and district level offered an 

annual perspective of the district’s goals, but lacked a multi-year set of expectations, which 

assigned responsibility and established accountability beyond the year-to-year perspective. 

 

•  Annually, in the Lawrence Public Schools, the school system employed 100-120 teachers, 

especially in math, special education, and select support areas, who were non-certified 

personnel or permanent substitutes. 
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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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The school committee met twice per month to review school progress and conduct 

normal business. School district policy (A-2-a) provided for a goal setting requirement in the 

district. The district developed a District Comprehensive Education Plan (DCEP) to serve as 

its DIP. In the mission-vision statement, there was a focused emphasis on standards-based 

instructional programs. The goal subsets included ELA, math, assessment, professional 

development, human resources, student support, parent/community, and operations.   

 

The superintendent led a cabinet meeting every two weeks. This group consisted of 12 

administrators representing central office and building principals. The superintendent met 

monthly with the principals and the day after that with assistant principals. They followed the 

same agenda and divided the group only to ensure administrative coverage at the building 

level. There was also a regular meeting of the District Instructional Conference that followed 

an all day format involving three-to-five building level members and facilitators. 

 

2. The superintendent effectively delegates the educational and operational management of the 

schools to the building principals and program directors. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the period under examination, the superintendent described an evolving 

process that had shifted from an initial top down decision-making model during the early 

years of this review to a more current collaborative effort. The school CEP was directly 

linked to the district CEP in specific goals, particularly those relating to student achievement. 

The school planning specifically related to the individual school’s analysis of data and 

related priorities. The principals and program directors exercised significant control over 

these planning initiatives. 

 

The hiring of personnel, particularly teachers, followed a pattern established by the 

Education Reform Act that placed the primary responsibility of recommending teachers to 
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the superintendent in the hands of the principals. This system was a by-product of state 

educational reform and school committee policies that addressed the superintendent’s 

delegation of authority (C-2-c), authority of the principal (C-5), and line staff relations (C-4). 

 

Budget development processes also illustrated the delegation of authority to principals and 

program directors. The initial budget perspective was to review the classrooms in current use 

and their needs for the following year. Principals received budget guidelines after December 

and built proposals based on individual school needs. A series of round robin meetings 

followed and included weekend deliberations. The budgets were developed at multiple 

funding levels. 

 

3. The district leaders ensure that:  

a. all principals are aware of and understand published policies and district improvement 

plans; and 

b. the district uses system-wide and intra-district communication systems to keep all faculty 

and staff well informed and to provide avenues for response.  

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The school committee policy (B-15) on new mandates required two public 

readings prior to adoption. Interviews with school committee members and the 

administration indicated that relatively few (less than five) were typically introduced each 

school year. The policy manual was scheduled for revision, and, at the time of the site visit, 

was in the process of accepting a formal bid from a major consulting firm to begin the 

revision of the school district’s entire policy manual.  

 

Principals were involved at two levels in the development and adoption of policies. As 

cabinet members, they received copies of all proposals and discussed them as agenda items, 

as necessary. In some instances, policies originated at the principal’s level. Examples of these 

initiatives in recent years included policies on promotion and retention, graduation, and 

discipline. 
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Principals were directly involved in the formation of district improvement plans (District 

Comprehensive Education Plan) because the school CEP was a direct reflection of the district 

CEP. During the latter years in the period under review, central administration was shifting 

from a DCEP directing the school CEP, a top down model, to a bottom up model where the 

school CEPs were directing, informing, and influencing the district CEP. 

 

Informing the staff and community of policy initiatives was addressed in multiple school 

committee policies, such as B-23 (staff communications) and B-27 (school committee and 

news media services). Administrators were expected to share communication of district policy 

development through regular Monday faculty meetings and memos or proposal copies. 

General communication to the public, also received by the staff, included television coverage 

of school committee discussions of policy proposals, newspaper coverage of the school 

committee meetings, school and district newsletters and inclusion of topics on the school 

district’s website. 

  

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 Lawrence Public Schools, school committee policies C-3 (Administration 

Organization Plan) and G-9 (Job Descriptions) created the framework for the current 

administrative organization chart that was presented in a traditional graphic representing lines 

of authority. The current depiction was a concise version of its predecessor that was described 

as “a long roll of paper with 250 boxes.” Previously, administration was fragmented and 

rarely did the top administration get beyond the centralized level. The revision had the 

principals reporting directly to the superintendent. Technology has allowed extensive 

electronic-mail communications among and between central administrators, and the 

superintendent might receive up to 150 pieces of electronic-mail per day, which represented 

communications directly to him or copied to him by cabinet members. Phone calls to the 

superintendent from principals received highest priority status for answering or returning 

calls.  
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Job descriptions were almost all up to date. They were updated as positions were revised or 

when vacancies occurred, a frequent occurrence during the period of the review. The district 

was moving toward a total online application process that required current job descriptions to 

accompany postings and applications. Binders in the human resources office held all of the 

district’s personnel descriptions and related information, such as salary and work year. 

 

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: The district had a system in place to recruit and employ qualified staff. The 

principals organized the screening process and selected candidates for interviews. Depending 

on the grade level and subject area, principals organized the interviews to include other 

appropriate teachers and district curriculum administrators or facilitators. Rating sheets were 

used to develop a list of three finalists in rank order to be presented to the superintendent for 

appointment. The packet developed by the human relations office on each candidate included 

all of the requisite documentation and a salary recommendation. In practice, the 

superintendent did not interview any finalists, and nearly 100 percent of the recommendations 

were appointed to their positions.  

 

The primary issue was to maintain a faculty of qualified teachers, particularly in ELA and 

math. For the past several years, there had been a need to recruit in excess of 100 teachers in 

the district each year. Additionally, in those same years there were 100 plus teachers 

employed who were not certified for the positions they held. In part this was a result of 

needing up to 50 permanent substitutes each year. To illustrate, the 2004-2005 anticipated 

vacancy list consisted of 137 positions. Twenty-two of those positions were math or 

math/science at a time when analysis of data highlighted needs in math. Eight of the 21 math 

positions at Lawrence High School were on the list, including four math positions at the 

Grade 9 Success Academy alone. 
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Recruitment of qualified faculty faced several real challenges. The district had struggled to 

employ minority staff, which reflected the student profile in the district. In part, the system 

recruited late in the season, producing the vacancy list late in the spring, such as the April 29 

list in 2004, which resulted in actual interviews and decisions occurring after many districts 

had completed their hiring processes. 

 

6.  The district ensures that all personnel records are carefully compiled, maintained, and 

available to all appropriate faculty and staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: In Lawrence, the school committee had multiple policies covering personnel 

records including G-6 (Personnel Records). The human relations director and his office 

organized the compilation of district personnel records. All records were kept in a locked file. 

The Criminal Offender Record (CORI) reports were received through the office of the 

superintendent. Records were kept on staff attendance, certification, professional 

development, and the results of health examinations. The payroll office maintained the normal 

salary related record keeping.  

 

School committee policy G-7 (Staff Access to Personnel Records) provided guidelines to staff 

seeking to review their records. Social security numbers were replaced with six digit numbers 

for identifying records. Records were readily available to staff upon request within normal 

office hours and under supervision of office staff. 

 

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: A substantial effort had begun to provide teachers new to the district with mentors 

and support. Interviews with administrators at all levels indicated an acute awareness of the 

need to recruit and retain qualified teachers. That there was typically a new group of 100 plus 

teachers to provide with mentors indicated that this was a task that would take considerable 

commitment on the part of the district. 
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 The district began its mentoring efforts in 1999, and the program had been evolving since that 

time. At the time of the on-site review, a full-time former teacher who had served as president 

of the teachers’ labor union coordinated the program. The program included a two-day 

orientation program called the New Teachers’ Institute in August before school began. 

Mentors were in every school and served as teacher coaches. Mentors underwent professional 

training that included relationships with Simmons College and Teacher 21 systems.  

 

New teachers met regularly during the school year. Teachers being mentored were 

interviewed in order to gain insights on improving the program. Mentors, by contract, 

received $500.00 compensation during the period of the review, with a new stipulation to 

increase the sum to $700.00. 

  

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: Poor 

 
Evidence: For the time under review, there was a system in place to spotlight a teacher of the 

month. Teachers received mugs and cards as part of the recognition effort. There was an 

annual special breakfast to recognize exemplary teachers. Retiring teachers were honored at a 

special dinner.  

 

There was increased retention of first year teachers for a second year during the period under 

review, increasing from 50 percent to nearly 80 percent. It was a positive step in a district that 

experienced substantial staff turnover (100 plus) each year, and, for 2004-2005, had a vacancy 

list of 137 positions in May that was likely to grow by an undetermined number by the end of 

June.  

 

Some attrition was attributed to retirement, including approximately 50 personnel members at 

the end of the 2003-2004 school year. The district conducted exit interviews and used an exit 

interview survey form. The forms were mailed after the employee left the district, and the 

result was a 20 percent return rate. The return rate was relatively small, but did indicate as 

reasons beyond retirement the increased pay opportunity in other districts and some 



 109  

professional differences with the direction of the curriculum under standards-based 

instruction. This professional difference was based, at least in part, on a teacher’s 

unwillingness to follow a prescribed curriculum. 



Domain E: Business and Financial Management 

 

Lawrence’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, Lawrence 

met the state mandated Net School Spending Requirement. For the period between FY1993 

and FY2003, Chapter 70 Aid to Lawrence increased 167.5% (from $41,265,608 to 

$110,389,271). Lawrence’s Required Local Contribution was the same. For the period since 

the Education Reform Act, Lawrence received a total of $853,906,583 in Chapter 70 Aid and 

raised locally $1,298,638. From 2000 to 2003, Chapter 70 Aid was $410,293,514 and the 

Required Local Contribution was $956,094. For the period between FY1993 and FY2003, 

Lawrence’s foundation enrollment increased 36.3% and its student headcount increased 

18.1%. Between FY2000 and FY2003, its foundation enrollment increased 8.0% and its 

student headcount increased 0.1%. 

 

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. 

 Standards                  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total
Domain E - Business & Financial Management                       
S11 - Budget Planning & Development                       
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
  Satisfactory 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 6 
  Poor 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 3 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
S12 - Financial & Capital Asset Management            
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 10 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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Preliminary Finding(s): 

• Between 2000-2003, the district’s budget document was exemplary. It was clear, complete 

and thorough.  

 

• During the period under examination, in the Lawrence Public Schools, the review of 

student assessment data was a key component in the budget development process.  

 

 

• Although the district met its net school requirement, it was noted that, during the four-year 

period of review, the Lawrence Public Schools made a local contribution in only two of 

the four years. 

 

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: For the period under review, the school committee had a policy “Preparation of 

Budget Document” (Policy D-s-c) that stated, “The superintendent of schools shall 

determine the manner in which the annual district budget is to be compiled and issue 

instructions to the staff.” Based on interviews with district administrators, the 

implementation of this school committee policy began in December of each year. The 

superintendent met with all administration to develop the budget goals and priorities.  
 

The district compiled a “staffing inventory.” This was a matrix to determine teacher/student 

ratio, administrator/student ratio, and counselor/student ratio, throughout the district. The 

current year budget information was also shared with every individual with budget 

responsibility.   

 
In February of each year, the superintendent held a “February Weekend.”  This was a two-

to- five day period. During this time period, the superintendent met with all principals and 
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administrators to discuss the central office view of the budget goals versus the building 

needs.  Debate ensued regarding what was included in the district’s proposed budget. When 

the need to reduce the proposed budgets occurred, the superintendent met with the building 

administrators and district administrators to determine what the essential costs were and 

what could be reduced. 

 

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: The primary driving force in budgeting for the period under review was the 

staffing inventory. For the period under review, the student achievement data was a 

component analyzed to determine how local funds and grant funds were allocated. Student 

data took precedence over the staffing inventory matrix for the individual schools that were 

declared ‘under-performing’ by the DOE.  More funds were allocated to these schools for 

the services and programs needed. 

 

Student data also drove the budget in the other forms of assessment the district used.  For 

example, analysis of assessment data resulted in several major program initiatives designed 

to improve student literacy and achievement, including The Breakthrough to Literacy 

Program (PreK-K), the Waterford Early Reading Program (grades 1-3), the Tufts University 

to Learn to Read by Reading Program (Early Childhood Centers), and the ‘Success For All’ 

reading program (grades K-8). This year the amount of time provided for mathematics 

instruction doubled in grades 9-10 for those who achieved failing status on the Grade 8 

MCAS math test. 

 

Analysis of student attendance, retention, suspensions, exclusions, and dropout data resulted 

in major academic support initiatives. Title I, funded at $10 million dollars,  focused on 

literacy achievement for high-risk students in schools with a 40 percent poverty rate. Each 

school’s comprehensive educational plan described how this program was implemented. 

The MCAS test Smart program was also developed as a result of assessing student 

achievement and determining that additional services were needed.  In addition to these 
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programs, other academic support services included tutoring programs, a summer school 

program, ELLs support, and a new test sophistication program. 

 

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: Based on a review of the school committee minutes and the budget booklets for 

the years under review, the budgets proposed by the Lawrence School system were to 

address the yearly DCEPs and the individual CEPs.  Grant funding was also directed to meet 

the needs identified in the CEPs.   

 

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: Poor 

 

Evidence: The district principals planned their budgets to address the initiatives in their 

respective CEPs. Principals had the ability to reallocate resources based on the test scores 

for their students. Despite the reallocation of district resources there was not significant 

improvement in student achievement in Lawrence. 

 

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: For the period under review, the district implemented some changes in programs 

based on a cost effective analysis. For example, the district analyzed the student 

transportation services for both regular education and special education students. As part of 

the district’s reorganization to the neighborhood concept, the transportation savings were a 

component of the decision to make this change. The district determined that it was less 

expensive to pay the parents/guardians of special education students rather than contracting 

with a provider. The district also implemented the High School New Beginnings Program, 



the ‘Success For All’ program (grant-funded), and used its own printing department for the 

majority of its documents. The district underwent a reorganization of the central office as a 

cost savings approach. According to the budget statement of the superintendent in the FY 

2003 budget booklet, the reorganization of the central office resulted in the reduction of five 

clerks across all departments, three administrators, and one outreach specialist.    
 

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: Excellent 

 

 Evidence: For the period under review, the district’s budget document was clear, complete, 

current and understandable. The booklet had a “Budget Summary and Highlights Section” 

that included a narrative by the superintendent explaining the highlights of the budget. It 

included information regarding grants and the impacts of losses of grants in the form of 

staffing reductions, as well as a section regarding the space and facilities issues in the 

district.  The budget document presented information for the actual fiscal year expenses for 

the prior fiscal year, the budget for the current fiscal year, and the proposed budget for the 

year that they were preparing by function code.  It also indicated positions that were grant 

funded.  Further, it included a section on the fixed costs of the district, as well as the staffing 

formula used.   

 

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 years under review, based on a review of the district’s End-of-Year Pupil 

and Financial Report for the period under review, the district met the required foundation 

requirement for professional development in FY2000. In FY2000, the professional 

development requirement was $943,350. The district reported professional development 

expenditures of $1,265,100, which exceeded the requirement by $321,750. In fiscal years 

2001, 2002, and 2003, the district did not meet the professional development requirement. 
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8. The community provides sufficient financial resources to ensure an educational program of 

quality, as evidenced by a sufficient district revenue levy. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the years under review, the district’s entire budget was funded with Chapter 

70 Aid in fiscal years 2000 and 2001. This included the expenses paid by the City on behalf 

of the school system.  In fiscal years 2002 and 2003, the required local contribution for the 

City was $956,094 and $1,252,591, respectively.  The district met exactly the required net 

school spending for every year under review because of the school construction reserve 

account. 

  

9. Financial and audit reports are prepared and submitted in a timely manner to appropriate 

agencies.   

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence:  For the period under review, the district, as a department of the City of Lawrence, 

was audited by Melanson, Heath, and Company, P.C.  For FY2001, the audit and single audit 

were dated November 27, 2001. The FY2002 audit and single audit were dated November 

22, 2002.  The FY2003 audit and single audit were dated November 7, 2003. It should be 

noted that these audits were due by March 15, 2004 and the district had them completed by 

November. In addition to these audits, the school district’s End-of-Year Report Review on 

Agreed Upon Procedures (EOYR Review) was also completed by Melanson, Heath, and 

Company, P.C. The EOYR review for FY2000 was dated January 19, 2001. The FY2001 

EOYR review was dated June 14, 2002.  The FY2002 EOYR review was dated May 9, 2003. 
 

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: Poor 
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Evidence: For the period under review, the CEPs for each school were used as each school’s 

School Improvement Plan. These plans were designed to address student needs based on the 

analysis of student data. Principals were expected to adjust their budgets accordingly based 

on the mid-year review of the CEPs. The review of student achievement data was done 

whenever reductions in the proposed budgets occurred.  The district made reductions that had 

the least direct impact on student and classroom. Based on a review of the budget booklets 

for each fiscal year under review, the superintendent stated that the reductions were done and 

whenever possible grant funding was used to supplement the services. Principals were given 

the authority to make any necessary adjustments to their respective building-based budgets. 

Despite these efforts by the district there was not significant improvement in student 

achievement in Lawrence. 

  

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 Lawrence, for the period under review, the district and City were not in compliance with 

Chapter 66 of the Acts of 1996 regarding Student Activity Accounts. 

  

• For the period under review, the school lunch program generated a surplus that was 

excessive. 

 

 

 

 

 

  116



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: The school committee policy D-2-d, Budget as Spending Plan, stated that the 

superintendent “shall not permit expenditures of funds which exceed the major budget 

classification allowance against which the proposed expenditure is to be charged.”  It further 

stated that transfers between major categories of the budget would require approval of the 

School committee. School committee policy D-6-a, Purchasing Procedures, explained the 

procedures used to purchase goods and services. School committee policy D-7, Payment 

Procedures, explained the requirements needed to have bills paid and the manner in which 

they were to be presented to the committee.   

 

The administration developed, through the purchase requisition procedure, the necessary 

controls for expending of school funds.  The expenditures of these funds, via purchase 

orders, were reviewed by the business office for appropriateness and for alignment with the 

school goals.  Once reviewed for appropriateness, the assistant superintendent and contract 

manager signed it and then sent it to the City purchasing department for processing. The 

school committee’s finance committee reviewed all purchases to ensure that they aligned 

with the school committee’s goals. The school committee policy D-7-a, Processing Bills 

When Finance Committee Members Refuse to Sign, explained the process for the review of 

questioned costs by the entire school committee. 
 

2. Regular, timely, accurate, and complete financial reports are made to the school committee 

and the public. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The school committee policy D-5, Fiscal Accounting and Reporting, required that 

monthly financial statements be presented to the school committee. In addition to these 
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monthly reports to the school committee, a monthly construction project update was 

presented, as well. The school committee meetings were televised and all information 

presented to the school committee was disseminated to the public via the televised meetings.   

 

 

 

3. Required local, state, and federal financial reports and statements are filed in a timely and 

accurate manner. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the period under review, the district, as a department of the City of Lawrence, 

was audited by Melanson, Heath, and Company, P.C.  For FY2001, the audit and single audit 

were dated November 27, 2001. The FY2002 audit and single audit were dated November 

22, 2002. The FY2003 audit and single audit were dated November 7, 2003.  In addition to 

these audits, the school district’s End-of-Year Report Review on Agreed Upon Procedures 

(EOYR Review) was also completed by Melanson, Heath, and Company, P.C.  The EOYR 

review for fiscal year 2000 was dated January 19, 2001. The FY2001 EOYR review was 

dated June 14, 2002. The FY2002 EOYR review was dated May 9, 2003. The district 

provided examiners with copies of Final Financial Reports for the grants for fiscal year 2002 

and 2003. Based on a review of these reports, the district filed these reports in a timely 

manner in accordance with the grant requirements. Fiscal year 2002 had eight of 39 grants 

final financial reports filed after January 2003.  Fiscal year 2003 had twelve of forty reported 

after January 2004. 

 

4. The district uses efficient accounting technology that integrates district-level financial 

information with the financial information of each school, and allows financial managers and 

principals to accurately track spending against the budget on a regular basis. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence:   The district used an AS400 SIMS system for the financial accounting system.  

Every financial manager in the district, including principals, had access regarding balances of 
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their respective budgets. The City used MUNIS. The two systems were linked allowing 

information to be transferred electronically via the crosswalk.  At the beginning of each fiscal 

year, the school department had to enter the accounts for the schools on the MUNIS system.  

Based on interviews with district and City officials, the system worked to satisfy the needs of 

both parties.   

 

5. The district reviews student achievement data and the reviews are reflected in its financial 

decisions. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the period under review, the district’s central effort for the financial decisions 

was the staffing inventory. The student achievement data were a component analyzed to 

determine how local funds and grant funds were allocated. Student data took precedence over 

the staffing inventory matrix for the individual schools that were declared ‘under- 

performing.’ More funds were allocated to these schools for the services and programs 

needed. The CEPs were designed to address student needs based on the analysis of student 

data. Principals were expected to adjust their budgets accordingly based on the mid-year 

review of the CEPs. The review of student achievement data was done whenever reductions 

in the proposed budgets occurred. The district made reductions that had the least direct 

impact on student and classroom. 

 

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 business manager was certified as a school business official.  The 

district’s contract manger was MCPPO certified. For the period under review, Melanson, 
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Heath, and Company, P.C, audited the district, as a department of the City of Lawrence.  For 

FY2001, the audit and single audit were dated November 27, 2001.  The fiscal year 2002 

audit and single audit were dated November 22, 2002. The FY2003 audit and single audit 

were dated November 7, 2003. In addition to these audits, the school district’s End-of-Year 

Report Review on Agreed Upon Procedures (EOYR Review) was also completed by 

Melanson, Heath, and Company, P.C.  The EOYR review for FY2000 was dated January 19, 

2001. The FY2001 EOYR review was dated June 14, 2002. The FY2002 EOYR review was 

dated May 9, 2003. Based on a review of the city’s management letters for the years under 

review, the school-related findings were subsequently addressed in the following fiscal year.  

The school district met with the auditors as part of the exit interview where the management 

letter was discussed. The findings were brought to the school committee where the 

administration also shared the action plan(s) to address the findings.  The district was not in 

compliance with the student activity legislation and the auditors cited this each year.   
 

7. The district uses reliable forecast mechanisms and control procedures to ensure that spending 

is within fiscal budget limits. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: For the period under review, the district’s business office encumbered all payroll 

and benefits. As staffing changed, the payroll expenditures for the fiscal year were updated.  

The reports generated for the school committee and administration had information regarding 

current status of the budget and prior year’s status at that same time the previous fiscal year.  

Utilities and other maintenance expenses (oil and gasoline, etc.) were analyzed for prior 

year’s history to forecast use. The district controlled expenses through the purchase 

requisition system. There were many levels of approval prior to central office approval and 

purchase order generation. Each year under review, the district froze the budget to analyze 

and reassess the needs of the district in the spring to ensure spending was within fiscal limits 

and to reallocate funds as needed.  The school committee also had a policy “Processing Bills 

When Finance Committee Members Refused to Sign (D-7-a),” This policy stated that, any 

time a member of the finance committee of the school committee refused to sign a bill, 

  120



invoice, or voucher for any reason, it would be presented to the full school committee for 

review and approval.  
 

Control procedures existed at the city’s finance department in the procurement office and 

City auditor’s office. All expenditures were reviewed for compliance with purchasing 

regulations. At the end of FY2001, the district had $2,011,750.58 in purchase orders 

encumbered into the following fiscal year.  In FY2002, the district had $3,693,055.91 in 

purchase orders encumbered into the following fiscal year. In FY2003, the district had 

$7,471,180.67 of purchase orders encumbered into the next fiscal year.  

 

The school district had a school construction reserve account as allowed by section 208.  For 

each year under review, the district was able to contribute funds to this account from 

unexpended funds in the budget. As of FY2003, the reserve account had $13,602,493 based 

on documentation provided by the district office.   
 

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: For the period under review, the district had a contract manager. This position was 

the equivalent of a purchasing department. All contracts, bids, and purchases were reviewed 

by this department and then forwarded to the City’s procurement department for processing.  

The individual in this position at both the City and school level were MCPPO certified.   

 

Special revenue funds were reconciled monthly with the city records. Based on a review of 

the district’s End-of-Year-Pupil and Financial Report Schedule One for the years under 
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review, the revolving accounts were self-supporting, including the school lunch revolving 

account. The school lunch revolving account in FY2000 had total reporting revenues of 

$5,451,401 and total expenses of $4,143,660, resulting in a surplus of $1,307,741. In 

FY2001, the reported revenues were $5,119,755 and expenses were $4,595,640, resulting in 

a surplus of $524,115. In FY2002, the reported revenues were $5,030,455 and the expenses 

were $4,873,652 resulting in a surplus of $156,803. In FY2003, the reported revenues were 

$6,266,938 and expenses were $5,538,085 resulting in a surplus of $728,853.  

 

The district received significant funds in the form of state and federal grants.  Based on a 

review of the district’s financial reports for grants, grant management improved in the later 

part of the year under review. In FY2003, the independent auditors cited the district for 

charging grant expenditures to grants at the end of the fiscal year by journal entries rather 

than charging the grants as the expense was incurred. The school district implemented an 

action plan to address this finding. In FY2002, the district returned funds to the state due 

primarily to a teacher work stoppage that did not allow some programs to occur.  

 

Since the mid-1990s, the district had in place a fixed asset database to monitor and track all 

instructional assets.  Any item with a value of $250.00 or higher was tagged and bar-coded.  

Verification occurred annually to monitor inventories, including computers. The City and 

school system were in compliance with the GASB No. 34 requirements.   
 

9. The district implements preventive maintenance programs for buildings and equipment that 

are reviewed on a regular basis and are related to the district’s long-term capital needs. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: District administration and the City annually reviewed the district’s preventative 

maintenance program. City maintenance staff worked with the school custodial staff to 

address maintenance needs. The district had a feasibility study in 1999 that lead to the 

construction of three new elementary schools and the current high school project.  The school 

and the City combined their respective priorities to address common maintenance needs. 
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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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The EQA examination team visited 14 buildings while on site. The buildings were 

clean, well-lit and well-maintained. Security cameras were present throughout the district and 

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). 

 
 



Appendix B: Lawrence Chapter 70 Funding and Net School Spending FY1993-2003 

Foundation Pct Foundation Pct Required Chapter 70 Pct Required Pct Actual Pct Dollars Pct 

Enrollment Chg Budget Chg Local Aid Chg Net School Chg Net School Chg Over/Under Over/ 
FY 

         Contribution     Spending (NSS)   Spending   Requirement Under 

FY93 9,962  64,860,840  0 41,265,608  40,154,811  40,154,811    

FY94 9,625 -3.4 62,642,160 -3.4 0 45,797,043 11 45,797,043 14.1 45,895,094 14.3 98,051 0.2

FY95 10,553 9.6 71,296,994 13.8 191,330 53,507,049 16.8 53,698,379 17.3 54,806,835 19.4 1,108,456 2.1

FY96 10,832 2.6 76,482,868 7.3 76,030 62,654,428 17.1 62,730,458 16.8 64,687,975 18 1,957,517 3.1

FY97 11,499 6.2 83,410,940 9.1 75,184 73,216,720 16.9 73,291,904 16.8 71,100,537 9.9 -2,191,367 -3

FY98 11,742 2.1 85,366,152 2.3 0 79,628,983 8.8 78,037,931 6.5 78,037,931 9.8 0 0

FY99 12,178 3.7 90,498,304 6 0 87,543,238 9.9 84,041,100 7.7 84,041,100 7.7 0 0

FY00 12,578 3.3 94,780,462 4.7 0 95,988,108 9.6 92,949,692 10.6 92,949,692 10.6 0 0

FY01 12,976 3.2 100,768,559 6.3 0 99,686,384 3.9 99,056,350 6.6 99,056,350 6.6 0 0

FY02 13,037 0.5 105,296,329 4.5 956,094 104,229,751 4.6 105,185,845 6.2 105,185,845 6.2 0 0

FY03 13,582 4.2 111,641,862 6 0 110,389,271 5.9 108,048,461 2.7 108,048,461 2.7 0 0

Chapter 70 Aid 
as           

FY Dollars per Foundation Enrollment   Percentage of Foundation 
Pct of Actual 

NSS           
  Fnd Budget Ch 70

Aid
Actual NSS   Ch 70 Required NSS Actual

NSS
 
          

FY93 6,511 4,142 4,031   63.6 61.9 61.9 102.8           
FY94 6,508 4,758 4,768   73.1 73.1 73.3 99.8           
FY95 6,756 5,070 5,193   75 75.3 76.9 97.6           
FY96 7,061 5,784 5,972   81.9 82 84.6 96.9           
FY97 7,254 6,367 6,183   87.8 87.9 85.2 103           
FY98 7,270 6,782 6,646   93.3 91.4 91.4 102           
FY99 7,431 7,189 6,901   96.7 92.9 92.9 104.2           
FY00 7,535 7,631 7,390   101.3 98.1 98.1 103.3           
FY01 7,766 7,682 7,634   98.9 98.3 98.3 100.6           
FY02 8,077 7,995 8,068   99 99.9 99.9 99.1           
FY03 8,220 8,128 7,955   98.9 96.8 96.8 102.2           
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