
 

September 2005

Lawrence   
Public Schools  

Tier III 

      

 



 

 
The Commonwealth of Massachusetts 

Office of Educational Quality and Accountability 
 

Educational Management Audit Council 
Robert B. Schwartz, Chairman 

Mark Roosevelt, Vice-Chairman 

Maura Banta 

Jeffrey P. Howard 

Kathleen Madigan 

 

Joseph B. Rappa, Executive Director, Office of Educational Quality and Accountability 
 
 
 
Visiting Panel 
Virginia DiFranza, Associate Examiner 

Dolores Fitzgerald, Examiner/Field Program Coordinator 

Prudence Goodale, Associate Examiner 

John Kulevich, Senior Examiner 

James McAuliffe, Associate Examiner 
 
 
 
The Educational Management Audit Council accepted this report and its findings at 

their meeting of July 22, 2005.  As a result of information contained in this report 

the district has been placed on ‘Watch’, and an EQA monitor has been assigned to 

work with the district management team. 

 
 
The Office of Educational Quality and Accountability would like to acknowledge the 
professional cooperation extended to the audit team by the Department of Education; the 
Superintendent of the Lawrence Public Schools, Wilfredo Laboy; the school department 
staff of the Lawrence Public Schools; and the City officials from Lawrence. 
 
 
 

 2  



 

 
 
 
 

Table of Contents 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Overview of the EQA Review Process........................................................................................... 4 

Domain A: Assessment and Evaluation.......................................................................................... 5 

Domain B: Curriculum and Instruction .......................................................................................... 8 

Domain C: Student Academic Support Services .......................................................................... 17 

Domain D: Leadership and Governance....................................................................................... 19 

Domain E:  Business and Financial Management ........................................................................ 21 

 

 
 

 

 3  



 

 

Overview of the EQA Review Process 
 

On March 2 through 4, 2005, the EQA conducted an independent Tier III examination of 

the Lawrence Public Schools for the period 2001-2004. This examination applied the 

standards related to the EQA’s five major domains of inquiry, which include: A, 

Assessment and Evaluation; B, Curriculum and Instruction; C, Student Academic 

Support Services; D, Leadership and Governance; and E, Business and Financial 

Management. The EQA’s examination process for school districts involved three tiers of 

investigation and used 15 standards. The report is based on the on-site observations. The 

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

after the on-site visit. 
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Domain A: Assessment and Evaluation 
During the review period, there was an issue with student attendance in the Lawrence 

Public Schools. While the district had systems in place to monitor student attendance, an 

analysis of the data showed that in 2002, only one school was at the 95 percent 

attendance rate. The high school's attendance rate in that year was 84 percent. As a result 

of the problem, the district began to address the issue of attendance in 2002. And in 2003, 

it instituted a new attendance policy. During the EQA on-site visit in 2004, the district 

provided the EQA’s examiners with an updated attendance report through March 31, 

2004. This indicated that most schools were either at or near the 95 percent rate for 

attendance. However, the high school attendance rate continued to be of concern, as its 

rate of attendance was 90 percent.  In addition to the new attendance policy, the 

superintendent, in an attempt to improve attendance at the secondary level, issued a 

directive that discouraged out-of-school suspensions as a routine disciplinary practice. 

However, a review of the district's 2002 and 2003 suspension data indicated that while 

the rate of out-of-school suspension increased at the high school, the in-school 

suspension rate actually decreased by at least 15 percent at all grade levels at the high 

school.  

 

During focus groups meetings with high school teachers the EQA’s examiners discussed 

this new attendance policy and the fact that, despite its introduction and an increase of 6 

percentage points to total 90 percent at the high school, the district was still below the 95 

percent goal. Student achievement for the high school's Grade 10 students showed that a 

majority had yet to reach the ‘Proficient’ category of the 2004 MCAS test. The data 

indicated that 79 percent of the Grade 10 students were in the combined categories of 

‘Warning/ Failing’ and ‘Needs Improvement’ in the ELA MCAS test. Eighty percent of 

the Grade 10 students scored in the combined categories of ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ on the math MCAS tests for that same year. In other words, the vast 

majority of the district’s Grade 10 students had yet to reach the ‘Proficient’ category on 

the state assessment in ELA and math in 2004. Further, according to the AYP data for 

2004, student achievement in the aggregate indicated that while there was improvement, 
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it was below target in both math and ELA. The expected achievement for ELA was 63.5 

and the district scored 61.9.  And the AYP target in math was 63.5, however the district 

scored below target at 61.0.   

In interviews, teachers said that they were well aware of the problem of students not 

attending school and its effect on achievement, but they felt that there had been some 

improvement in attendance since the new attendance policy had been introduced, as 

evidenced by the 6 percent increase in student attendance.  

 

Teachers indicated that in their opinion there were many contributing factors in 

improving attendance that were beyond the school’s ability to correct. They cited the fact 

that many students came from families whose parents left for work before students left 

for school, and as a result, parents were not certain if their students actually attended 

school. There were many familial issues mentioned during focus groups. These ranged 

from the difficulties of the single parent to the fact that many of their students had jobs, 

and worked late. As a result, it was difficult for them to get up in the morning and attend 

school. When reminded by the EQA’s examiners that the team had been told that calls 

were automatically made to parents whose children were not in school, teachers said that 

sometimes there was a lack of follow-up by the school itself. One teacher said, "I just got 

tired of sending paperwork to the office and having nothing happen. While teachers in the 

focus group agreed that attendance had improved, there was also discussion regarding 

some provisions of the new attendance policy. One of these provisions stated that after 10 

absences in three courses, in one semester, a student could be removed from a course and 

after losing credit, the student could be removed from the school's day program and 

assigned to a directed study. High school teachers said that students did not "enjoy" the 

directed study, and that “in reality,” students did not receive any direct instruction while 

in the study but brought work with them from their other classes and could receive 

assistance from teachers assigned to the directed study.   Students were able to resume 

their studies in the regular day program beginning with the new semester. However, as 

teachers pointed out, such students had missed one semester of classes. During focus 
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groups, the EQA team asked teachers if students could make up work when they were 

absent from class. According to teachers, students had three days to make up work, and it 

was their responsibility to get the assignments from the teachers. Teachers also said that 

they expected students to come to them to discuss such make-up work, and, if students 

did not complete missed work, in most cases teachers said that they did not "track them 

down." Teachers also said that there was a Homework Help Center where students could 

get help if they needed it.  

 

A further review of data showed that the percentage of those students who were 

chronically absent at the high school in Grade 9 was 42.5 percent; at Grade 10, 40.0 

percent; Grade 11, 34.4 percent; and Grade 12, 31.4 percent. In focus groups with 

parents, the parents themselves did not view student attendance as being an issue in the 

district. They said that when their children were absent, they received telephone calls 

notifying them of the absences. And in some cases, the phone call was made by the 

parent liaison. Parents also said that now there were stricter guidelines (a new attendance 

policy) and that "parents were more educated as to the importance of students being in 

school." Despite the district’s efforts, attendance was not improving for all students, 

particularly at the high school in grades 9-12. Teachers believed that they were powerless 

to improve attendance for their students, and that parents lacked an awareness of the 

importance of regular school attendance.  

As stated in Tier II, according to administrators, both staff and student attendance were 

evaluated against student performance, and student achievement. And this was reflected 

in the teacher evaluations. In focus groups, teachers said that if teacher attendance were 

an issue, it would be discussed with their evaluator. However, among those teacher 

evaluations reviewed by the EQA’s examiners, none were found with comments 

specifically referencing teacher attendance. During focus groups, when teachers were 

asked if student achievement was part of their evaluation, they said that it was not. 

Teachers did discuss the Walkthroughs by administrators that were implemented in 2003. 

According to administrators, these were designed to be informal, and that they were not 
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part of the teacher evaluation. In response to questions relating to an unsatisfactory 

evaluation of a professional-status teacher, focus group participants said that these 

teachers would not be evaluated next year (instead of the two-year cycle) and that the 

likelihood that performance would improve would be "minimal." These statements 

supported the Tier II EQA finding: "it was rare that a teacher was placed on an 

Improvement Plan." In the Tier II examination, the district received a rating of less than 

‘Satisfactory, and there was "no evidence found that a teacher had been formally 

disciplined or terminated for poor performance.” A review of the teacher evaluations 

found that the evaluation system allowed for only two grades on each component of the 

teacher evaluation form, either ‘Satisfactory’ or ‘Needs Improvement.’ A review of the 

files found that ‘Satisfactory’ was used in the overwhelming majority of cases and that 

‘Needs Improvement’ was rarely used. And the number of teachers on improvement 

plans was small, actually less than 10 teachers in a system in excess of 1,000 teachers.  

 

Domain B: Curriculum and Instruction 
Immediately prior to the period under review, school governance in Lawrence was 

fragmented. Each school was permitted to choose its own comprehensive school reform 

model, and by 2000 there were seventeen school models under consideration by 

elementary and middle schools. Only two of the schools had formally adopted 

comprehensive school reform models. Because of their autonomy, there was little 

commonality among the schools in the establishment and application of standards, 

curricular content and sequence, and instructional techniques and methodologies. The 

effects of variations from school to school were heightened in Lawrence because of its 

high student intra-district mobility rate. Approximately one third of Lawrence students 

transferred within the district from one school to another during the school year. 

Inconsistencies in school programs made transitioning from school to school difficult for 

these students, posing significant adjustment and learning problems.  
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Despite the prevalence of school reform models implemented within the district’s 

schools, the performance of Lawrence students on the 2000 administration of the MCAS 

test was uniformly low at all grade levels and across content domains, with an average of 

88 percent of Lawrence students scoring in the combined ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ categories. The new superintendent engaged by the district in 2000 

initiated a district curriculum review and modification process. Curriculum guides in 

ELA and math were aligned with the state frameworks in 2001-2002, issued to teachers, 

and reviewed in district and school meetings. Horizontal and vertical alignment of 

curriculum began near the conclusion of the period under review in 2002-2003.  

 

Consistent with its movement toward greater uniformity, beginning in 2001 Lawrence 

adopted research-based programs in reading/language arts and mathematics. These 

included the Success for All (SFA) reading program in grades K-8, Investigations in 

Number, Data and Space in grades K-5, and Connected Math in grades 6-8. At the high 

school, new curriculum guides and unit plans were based on the “Understanding by 

Design” and the John Collins “Writing Across the Curriculum” model. All of these 

programs were intended to standardize content and instruction and improve teaching, 

learning, and educational results; however, student achievement improved only 

minimally in Lawrence as measured by the MCAS test results. Some reasons for the lack 

of progress emerged during the Tier II review of Lawrence. During the period under 

review, principals were responsible for, and performance was evaluated on, curriculum 

leadership in their buildings. The SFA program was a highly explicit program with 

scripted lessons, and a defined scope and sequence. The monitoring of teachers’ 

adherence to program requirements was delegated to the principals. This fragmented 

oversight model led to non-standard implementation. Furthermore, each school reviewed 

its own School Comprehensive Education Plan monthly and was empowered to modify 

the curriculum based on perceived needs; thus, schools could make changes that were not 

in conformity with the district curriculum, which further compounded the problem with 

mobility within the district. 

 9  



 

Two additional problems were identified: staffing was insufficient to provide 

individualized tutorials for skill-deficient students and the assessments used for grouping 

students in lexiles were not diagnostic and provided too little information to inform 

instruction. In 2003 and 2004, district Grade 3 Reading scores on the MCAS test did not 

improve. In fact, there was a decline of 6 percentage points, but most of the decline 

resulted from the mandatory inclusion of certain English Language Learners (ELL) who 

had previously been exempt from assessment under a change in No Child Left Behind 

(NCLB) guidelines.  

 

When interviewed by the EQA’s examiners as part of the Tier III review in March 2005, 

elementary teachers endorsed the trend in Lawrence toward greater curricular and 

programmatic uniformity, and teachers were not permitted to supplement the program in 

the first phase of implementation. Following regular meetings among the SFA coaches, 

district curriculum coaches, and teachers, two components were added by SFA in 2003-

2004 to augment the program in Lawrence. Targeted Treasure Hunts was to increase 

comprehension through prediction and to provide a focus for reading. Fast Track Phonics 

was to help students analyze unfamiliar words. One teacher remarked, “We have gone 

from ‘Here’s the script, don’t think,’ to ‘best practices.’”  

 

Elementary teachers told the EQA’s examiners that because staffing continued to be 

insufficient, small group instruction was substituted for the one-to-one tutoring 

prescribed for struggling readers by SFA. Teachers needed better diagnostic tools for 

planning of instruction, but noted that a change adding teacher observations and 

judgments to the data generated by computer-based literacy assessments increased the 

validity of grouping decisions and determinations about student progress and needs.  

 

In response to questions by the EQA’s examiners about the Investigations math program 

in grades K-5, elementary teachers stated that the sixty-minute period allotted to 
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mathematics in most schools was too short for a hands-on experiential discovery 

approach often involving manipulatives. In classroom observation, the EQA’s examiners 

confirmed that mathematics lessons in a number of elementary classrooms were either 

terminated before culmination, or hurried along at the expense of developing insight 

because of time constraints. 

 

Elementary teachers also stated that it was difficult to implement the language-based 

Investigations program, with its emphasis on communicating reasoning and results in 

words, in linguistically diverse classrooms. Technical vocabulary and abstract, figurative 

and idiomatic language were not always accessible to Lawrence students without explicit 

pre-teaching. Approximately 80 percent of Lawrence students were not native English 

speakers, and 17 percent had limited English proficiency. Similarly, parents were also 

often unable to understand the Investigations philosophy and approach, and could not 

help their children with homework, even after attending orientation workshops. Teachers 

told the EQA’s examiners that because Investigations subordinated mastery of the 

fundamental operations to process, they needed to supplement the program to give 

students directed practice. Today’s Math and Test Preparation were utilized to help 

students become more automatic with calculations. 

 

At the high school, the March 2004 New England Association of Schools and Colleges 

(NEASC) report commended the development of curriculum guides and project-centered 

learning, but stated concern that no mechanism was in place to continue the curriculum 

review and revision process after completion of the NEASC self-study. In fact, high 

school teachers told the EQA’s examiners that most curriculum and professional 

development time since the NEASC self-study had been devoted to planning for the new 

high school opening in 2006. One high school teacher commented, “We have been blind 

for the new building.”  
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During the period under review, the new superintendent instituted a district and school 

improvement process documented by the goals set forth in the annual district 

Comprehensive Educational Plan (CEP). Individual schools also developed annual CEP’s 

containing goals aligned with the district plan. Most CEP goals focused on improvement 

of teaching and learning. Beginning in 2002, SFA Achievement Target Plans were 

developed to promote continuous improvement. Progress toward accomplishment of the 

goals was regularly assessed by school and district teams throughout the year. In 2002, a 

cross-district team created an instructional management system to provide longer blocks 

of time for the core curricula. This resulted in a ninety-minute block for language arts in 

grades K-5, and 60-minute blocks in reading, writing, and math in grades 6 through 8.  

 

To improve instruction, Walkthroughs, or short unofficial classroom visits, were 

instituted, increasing the frequency of observation and feedback. Walk through visits 

were documented on a checklist form with entries under Classroom Environment, 

Instructional Management, and Instructional Rigor. Since Walkthroughs were not a 

component of the contractually regulated teacher evaluation procedure, the checklists 

were not included in the teachers’ personnel files and could not be considered in the 

assessment of teacher performance.  

 

The 2004 NEASC Visiting Team at Lawrence High School stated that walk through 

visits occurring between formal classroom observations were discussed with teachers at 

conferences preceding the next formal observation. In interviews in March 2005, 

however, teachers told the EQA’s examiners that while they were pleased to see 

administrators in classrooms more regularly, the walk through procedure varied from 

school to school. Some principals met with teachers immediately following walk through 

visits, while others inserted the completed walk through checklist in teachers’ mailboxes 

without discussion. 
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Administrators indicated to the EQA’s examiners in 2003 that they relied on walk 

through visits to monitor teachers’ adherence to the curriculum guides; yet the checklist 

entry on standards stated only that they be visible to students, leaving unaddressed the 

quality of instruction based on the standards. While the district considered 

“Walkthroughs” to be a brief snapshot of the instructional process and to increase the 

frequency of administrative presence in the classroom, it was  not intended to be the sole 

mechanism of instructional leadership and supervision, teachers told the EQA’s 

examiners in 2005 that principals used walk throughs as an accountability device to 

ensure that teachers were meeting instructional expectations. The walk through checklist 

section on Instructional Rigor included such entries as, “Questions are at the upper level 

of Bloom’s Taxonomy,” and “Opportunities [are] provided for students to think 

critically.” The teachers interviewed stated that the curriculum was demanding for their 

students and that they challenged them to maximize their potential. 

 

This, however, was not verified by observation. The EQA’s examiners observing 

Lawrence classrooms at all three levels found that tasks were not challenging for all 

students and teacher expectations were not high for the quality and quantity of student 

work. While most grades K-8 classrooms were based on the workshop model with small 

group and partner work and fluid grouping, in mini-lessons, teachers rarely required 

students to defend their answers, or expand their thinking. At the high school, most 

classrooms observed were teacher- rather than student-centered, characterized by teachers 

presenting and students listening.  
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During the EQA visits to classrooms, a standard observation sheet was used by all 

examiners during the 20 minute visits to 94 classrooms in the district.  The following 

table illustrates the percentage of  Observation Sheet indicators observed in each 

category at the elementary, middle and high school. 

 

Level Classroom 

Management 

Instructional 

Practices 

 

Expectations 

 

 

Climate 

 

Elementary  

52 Classrooms 

 

   

87.5 percent 

 

47.0  percent 

 

38.5 percent 

 

62.8 percent 

MIDDLE  

16 Classrooms 

 

53.1 percent 

 

36.4 percent 

 

18.8 percent 

 

37.5 percent 

HIGH 

SCHOOL 

26 Classrooms 

 

 

 

55.8 percent 

 

 

 

31.8 percent 

 

16.3 percent 

 

34.6 percent 

 

The 2004 NEASC evaluation visiting team observers made a similar finding, resulting in 

the recommendation that teachers “extend the use of instructional practices to involve all 

students in higher order thinking to improve depth of understanding.” The EQA 
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concluded that although it had increased administrative presence in the classroom, the 

walk through procedure was of limited value in improving instruction and accountability 

since it was neither standardized to ensure uniformity of application, nor ingrained in the 

formal evaluation procedure to ensure due process.  

 

Although the district provided in-service education on differentiating instruction initially 

in 2001-2002 and again in 2003-2004, most teachers interviewed stated the need for more 

explicit instruction on techniques. One teacher described the in-service as “viewing a 

video and getting a manual.” Another stated that teachers were not sure this was the “way 

to go,” and that there were “no models.” Some elementary teachers equated differentiated 

instruction with cooperative learning. There was little evidence of provision for 

individual differences in classroom observations made by the EQA’s examiners in 2005. 

Differentiation was also highly uncommon at the high school where all students in a class 

were observed to be working with the same materials on the same assignments.  

 

During the period under review, the enrollment of subgroups in Advanced Placement and 

honors-level classes was proportionate to their prevalence in the overall population. 

White students were slightly underrepresented in honors-level classes. Lawrence 

attempted to match learner needs with teacher style and skill in making student placement 

decisions. For example, LEP and special education students were assigned to the teachers 

who demonstrated the ability to collaborate with support staff. At the high school, grades 

9 and 10 were teamed to ensure personal attention to students.  

 

The matching of teachers with students was constrained, however, by availability of 

appropriate staff. During the period under review only 82.3 percent of Lawrence teachers 

were highly qualified and only 87.7 percent met certification requirements for the content 

area, specialty, or grade they taught. Substitutes, permanent substitutes, and tutors also 

lacked certification. Lawrence set a goal of improving teacher attendance to 95 percent 
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by providing incentives in the contract, and making attendance an element of the teacher 

evaluation procedure. These efforts resulted in improved attendance rates of 95 percent or 

better in 19 of 22 attendance centers. 

 

The superintendent’s directive during the period under review to use out-of-school 

suspension as a last resort in student discipline resulted in a decline by over one half in 

grades 7 through 10 suspensions over a three-year interval. 

During the period under review, Lawrence did not have a district professional 

development plan. Instead, the district and individual school Comprehensive Educational 

Plans contained a professional development component. According to interviewees and a 

review of district documents, prior to 2000, professional development was focused on 

teacher re-certification rather than learner needs. Since 2000, the district utilized a 

“strengths-based” model utilizing teachers and coaches as presenters. The district 

employed 26 building-based, full-time coaches with specialties in literacy and/or writing 

and math and/or science. The district issued a quarterly catalog of professional 

development offerings to staff. 

 

In interviews in March 2005, teachers told the EQA’s examiners that the professional 

development program in Lawrence was managed “top down.” One teacher stated, “They 

decide what to do, and we make it work.” Most teachers told the EQA’s examiners that 

the program was ineffective in improving their performance. Over the last four years, 

professional development focused on training to implement adopted programs, such as 

SFA and Investigations, and curriculum development and modification. Teachers were 

not surveyed about their needs and preferences, and there was no district professional 

development committee until mandated by contract negotiations in 2003. Underwriting of 

professional development in Lawrence was inadequate during the period under review. 

The district failed to meet foundation budget spending requirements in two of the three 

years these requirements were levied.  
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Domain C: Student Academic Support Services 
For the majority of the review period, Lawrence did not have a District Curriculum 

Accommodation Plan (DCAP). From 2001 to August 2003 there existed a Learning 

Strategies Guide developed by the special education department of best practices to 

differentiate instruction. However, according to interviewees, this document was used 

only in an informal manner.  In August 2003, the district adopted a DCAP, and all 

teachers received full day District Instructional Conference in February 2004 where each 

school sent a team with representatives who were expected to return to schools to provide 

site-based training to staff. a copy of the plan. Also, there was an a Although teachers had 

been provided with copies of the DCAP and were offered some training on its 

components, the EQA’s Tier II and Tier III examiners rated the district as “Poor” in some 

components of the DCAP in reading, professional development, and in the area of 

differentiated instruction. Although the Tier II report stated that district administrators 

had reported that many staff members had been trained in the use of differentiated 

instruction, when asked about this training, teachers in focus groups responded that the 

training was only superficial, and that the district had provided them with a book and a 

video. Also, these teachers mentioned that they had requested additional training in this 

area. One teacher stated that not everyone had decided that “this was the way to go” and 

that the teachers of the district had not found any model for it. Another high school 

teacher commented that teachers had requested professional development on 

individualization, but they had not yet received it. Also, the EQA’s examiners found little 

evidence of differentiated instruction in those classrooms that they observed at each of 

the levels.  

 

During the period under review, the district offered a number of academic and behavioral 

support programs to meet the needs of their diverse student population. These ranged 

from before- and after-school ELL and MCAS tutorial programs to homework assistance 

clubs and Saturday and summer school programs. Each school in the district had an 

Alternative to Suspension Program (LASP) that provided a classroom where students 
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received services on a temporary basis. In addition, there were two secondary programs, 

Pathways and The Second Opportunity Program that provided support for those students 

requiring a longer time out of the classroom. At the high school level, there was also an 

intensive year-long Newcomers Program for non-English speaking students. Although 

the district offered both targeted instruction and before- and after-school programs for 

ELL students in grades K-8, teachers in an elementary focus group stated that “it was 

very difficult for those who just arrived from a foreign country," and that it "was left up 

to the teacher" to address their academic needs. 

 

From 2000-2004, the vast majority of the Grade 3 students did not achieve at the 

proficiency level in reading. In 2001, under the direction of the then-new superintendent, 

every elementary school and all but one middle school adopted the "Success for All" 

reading program (SFA). From document reviews and focus group meetings, Tier II and 

Tier III examiners concluded that the district had relied almost exclusively upon the SFA 

model to address students' reading deficiencies and improve their reading skills. The 

district had had an Orton-Gillingham Program at one of its elementary schools since 

1983.  Further, several staff had been trained in Orton-Gillingham and Project Read 

techniques.  The Wilson Reading Program was also available in all of the elementary 

schools and approximately 35 teachers had been trained in 2002 on the Wilson Program.  

(REMOVE Also, during the period, the examiners found no evidence that the district 

offered specialized programs, such as Reading Recovery, Orton-Gillingham or Wilson 

Reading.  

 

In focus group meetings, teachers said that they were initially pleased to have a consistent 

reading program across the district. However, after three years of implementation, the 

reading scores did not improve and actually declined. The proficiency rate in 2001 was 

31 percent, and in 2004 it was 25 percent. In reviewing documents on the SFA program, 

Tier II examiners found that "because of budgetary reasons," the district was unable to 
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provide the one-on-one tutoring that the SFA model required and had substituted small 

group tutorial assistance in its place. 

 

During the 2003-2004 year, teachers and SFA coaches voiced their concerns about the 

low reading scores to SFA. Teachers also expressed their frustration that they had not 

been given the latitude to deviate from the formal program. In response to these concerns, 

in the summer of 2004, SFA consultants developed supplementary programs to augment 

SFA and to address the gaps identified by the teachers. These components were Targeted 

Treasure Hunt to improve comprehension and Fast Track to address decoding gaps. The 

classroom observations conducted by the EQA’s examiners of the 90-minute SFA time 

block indicated that teachers had implemented the time block inconsistently throughout 

the district. The EQA summary of classroom observations showed that teachers' 

expectations and instructional practice averaged below 50 percent (see table above). 

There was little evidence of differentiation, and the instruction was primarily teacher 

directed. 

Domain D: Leadership and Governance 
Although district leaders routinely monitored student achievement data, their efforts did 

not result in a steady increase in student performance in the period under review. As cited 

earlier, for Cycle III, the district did not make AYP in ELA and math in the aggregate, or 

for all subgroups. In addition, the proficiency rate for Grade 3 Reading declined from 31 

percent to 25 percent during the period. In 2004, 95 percent of the special education 

students and 97 percent of the LEP students failed to score in the “Proficient” category on 

the state assessment. At present, there are three schools in Lawrence that are in danger of 

being identified as ‘Under-performing’ and, as a consequence, placed on ‘Watch’ status. 

 

According to the earlier Tier II Report and interviews with teachers, the district 

implemented a number of new programs and initiatives to improve student performance 

during the review period. In ELA, the district had adopted the SFA model for reading, the 
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John Collins’s Writing Program, and PLATO. In math, the district implemented the 

TERC Investigations Program at the elementary level and Connected Math for middle 

school students. Teachers in focus groups stated that the district had increased the 

instruction time for ELA and math at all levels. And high school teachers noted that the 

Freshman Academy, the common planning time for grades 9 and 10 teachers, and a 20-

minute advisory period had been added during the review period to improve student 

performance, increase the graduation rate, and reduce the drop-out rate. The NEASC 

Visiting Team Report commended the high school for its implementation of smaller 

learning communities, and the establishment of the grades 9 and 10 academies. Despite 

all of these new programs and initiatives, when asked why student performance did not 

improve more, teachers in focus groups responded that the SFA model was a mandate, a 

top-down decision and did not match up with the ELA curriculum framework. Teachers 

also stated that because there were gaps with the TERC Investigations, they had added 

Today's Math and Test Preparation to provide their students with more practice with 

basic math operations. In focus groups, teachers mentioned that budgetary decisions 

made in the central office resulted in the failure to implement the one-on-one side 

tutoring component. According to district administrators, schools were given the 

opportunity to allocate staff to address the tutoring component in other ways, but the 

determination was made that the needs of more students could be met in small groups 

and/or after school programs than the 1:1 tutoring.  And while district administrators said 

that funds for the high school building project were taken from funds that did not impact 

academic program needs of the schools, nevertheless, it was the perception of teachers in 

focus groups that funds were diverted from the academic needs of the students. Also, 

teachers in the high school focus group mentioned that the sizes of classes increased (e.g. 

chemistry) due to increased student enrollment and lack of space in the current facility.  

 

Teachers in focus groups also commented that the district's recruitment and hiring 

practices presented difficulty, because they occurred late in the year and resulted in the 

inability to obtain highly qualified and certified teachers. Furthermore, the district 
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continued to employ more than 100 uncertified teachers for most of the years under 

review. 

 

Teachers, when asked in focus groups, responded that administrators had not commented 

upon student performance and achievement in their evaluations. In addition to the formal 

evaluation process, the district phased in an informal observation process that they 

referred to as the walk through protocol. This protocol focused upon three areas: 

Classroom Environment, Instructional Management, and Instructional Rigor. 

Administrators used this checklist instrument when they visited classrooms for a period 

of time ranging from five to 20 minutes. When asked by the EQA’s examiners about the 

walk through and how they received the feedback from the administrators, teachers stated 

that, in most instances, it was placed in their mailboxes.  Teachers indicated that they 

liked the protocol because they got more frequent feedback in a non-threatening manner. 

They also noted that this document could not be placed in their personnel file. However, 

the tool was limited in improving instructional delivery because it lacked standardization 

across the district and due process safeguards. 

 

Domain E:  Business and Financial Management 
During interviews with district staff and in focus groups at the Tier II level, district 

administrators and principals discussed the process involved in the development of the 

district’s budget. As already noted in the Tier II report, the district’s budget was 

described as exemplary in that it was clear, complete and thorough. In addition, in 

meetings, administrators indicated that while there were many components that went into 

the development of the budget, a major influence in developing the budget was the 

review of student assessment data. As an example they cited the fact that the district’s 

budget included significant allocations designed to improve student literacy and math 

achievement. In focus groups teachers said that their role at the building level in 

developing the budget included (depending on the level) meetings with department heads 

and principals, to discuss the needs of the department. At the elementary and middle 
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schools, building budget needs were discussed at team meetings and at building meetings 

with principals. Teachers said that they were asked to present their needs in a priority 

manner. 

 

In focus groups, principals said that each year the superintendent met with all principals 

during a two-to-five day period which was referred to as the February Weekend. During 

this time, the superintendent was able to present the budget needs of the district. 

Principals were then able to present their needs. Principals said that this annual meeting 

provided them with an opportunity to gain a broader perspective and an insight as to how 

the needs of both the district and schools could be met. 

 

At the Tier II level, the district’s expenditures were found to be inadequate to provide for 

appropriate levels of staffing and professional development. And as noted in that report, 

the district did not meet the professional development requirement in 2001, 2002, and 

2003. According to information attained in teacher focus groups, the district was also not 

able to provide the necessary funding in order to fully implement the Success for All 

Reading Program. 

This program required the use of tutors for one-on-one support for students in the 

program. However, because of the lack of necessary funds, this part of the program was 

unable to be implemented. During the 2000 and 2001 school years, the district’s budget 

was funded with Chapter 70 aid. In fiscal years 2002 and 2003, the required local 

contribution for the city was $956,094 and $1,252,591, respectively.  
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