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Executive Summary 

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

Schools in mid-September of 2003. During 2000-2003, it was among the below average 

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: 
• 	 Haverhill’s Average Proficiency Index (API) was 69, which was based on the 2003 MCAS 

results. The state average for the API was 75.7 in 2003. This placed Haverhill among the 
‘Low’ performing academic school districts in the Commonwealth. In ELA, the district’s 
ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) was 78.3, and the state average for EPI was 82.1. In math, the 
district’s math Proficiency Index (MPI) was 59.8, and the state average for MPI was 69.2. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 59.8% of the students in Haverhill scored in the ‘Needs 
Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. This figure was 11.6 percentage points 
greater than the state’s average percentages. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, in ELA, 48.1% of the students in Haverhill scored in the ‘Needs 
Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, which was 9.0 percentage points greater 
than the state’s average. On the same test, in math, 71.7% of the students at Haverhill scored 
in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, which was 14.5 percentage 
points greater than the state’s average percentages. 

• 	 In 2003, in Haverhill the Proficiency Indices of 78.3 for ELA and 59.8 for math were 3.9 and 
9.4 points lower than the statewide averages. 

• 	 To date, 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 spring of 2003, 96% of the Haverhill Class of 2003 
had earned a Competency Determination (CD), as compared to 95% of the statewide Class of 
2003. 

• 	 On the MCAS retest administered in the spring of 2003, 88% of the Haverhill Class of 2004 
had earned a Competency Determination, as compared to 89% of the statewide Class of 
2004. 
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Equity of Achievement/Proficiency: 
• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 53.9% of the regular education students in Haverhill scored in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, which was 12.8 percentage points 
greater than the state’s average percentages for this subgroup of students. On the same test, 
87.9% of the special education students in Haverhill scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 
‘Warning/Failing’ categories, which was 8.9 percentage points greater than the state’s 
average percentages for this subgroup of students. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 78.4% of the FRL/Y in Haverhill scored in the ‘Needs 
Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, which was 5.1 percentage points greater 
than the state’s averages for that subgroup. On the same test, 51.9% of the FRL/N students in 
Haverhill scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, which was 
12.8 percentage points greater than the state’s averages for that subgroup. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 76.9% of the African-American students in Haverhill scored in the 
‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, which was 2.3 percentage points 
greater than the state average for this subgroup. On the same test, 83.9% of the Hispanic-
American students in Haverhill scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ 
categories, which was 5.5. percentage points more than the state’s averages for this subgroup. 
Also on the same test, 54.3% of the White students in Haverhill scored in the ‘Needs 
Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, which was 13.1 percentage points greater 
than the state’s averages for this subgroup. 

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

• 	 The MCAS performance of all the district’s subgroups varied substantially and in a less than 
satisfactory manner to each other and their comparable state subgroups. The EQA was 
particularly concerned with the performance of special education, Hispanic-American, 
FRL/Y, and African-American students in Haverhill. 

Improvement: 
• 	 In Haverhill, 9.3% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 

2003 than in 2000 and 14.3% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

• 	 In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 11.5 points 
and, in math, by 7.6 points. 

• 	 The MCAS performance level for all students in the district continued to fall below the state 
performance level, but had improved from 2001-2003. 

• 	 In ELA, 13.7% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 
than in 2000 and 14.4% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 
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• 	 In math, 4.6% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 
than in 2000 and 13.8% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

Equity of Improvement: 
• 	 Between 2000-2003, Haverhill’s aggregate student achievement figures for FRL/N and 

Hispanic-American students’ results all improved by less than the state average in both ELA 
and math.  

• 	 Between 2000-2003, Haverhill’s aggregate student achievement figures, for regular 
education students, and FRL/Y students’ results all improved by more than the state average 
in ELA and less than or equal to the state average in math. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, Haverhill’s aggregate student achievement figures for special 
education, African-American, and White students’ results all improved by greater than the 
state’s averages in both ELA and math. 

Participation and Access: 
• 	 Overall, almost all eligible students were participating in both ELA and math assessments at 

required levels. 

Summary of Preliminary Findings by Domain: 

Assessment and Evaluation: 
• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on one, ‘Satisfactory’ on fourteen, 

‘Poor’ on four, and ‘Unsatisfactory’ on two of the twenty-one performance indicators in this 
domain. 

• 	 For the period under examination, the district fully administered statewide assessments. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district did not disaggregate student assessment results by subgroups 
to improve student achievement results. 

• 	 In Haverhill, for the years under examination, the district’s staff did not have formal training 
in data analysis. 

• 	 The Haverhill Public Schools used overall assessment results to improve curricula, 
instructional, and remedial programs. 

• 	 The EQA team found that the district had polices, practices, and procedures to monitor 
participation in both state assessment and attendance. 

• 	 The district regularly monitored student attendance and evidenced a commitment to 
continuous improvement by funding two full-time, district-level attendance officers. 
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• 	 During the period under examination, the district did not explore the connection between 
staff absences and student achievement. 

• 	 For a majority of the time under review, the district did not review disaggregated data on 
subgroup achievement. 

• 	 During the period under examination, the district had an evaluation process for 
administrators, which was tied to student achievement. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district’s evaluation for professional status teachers was not aligned 
with the requirements of the Massachusetts Education Reform Act.  

• 	 The Haverhill Public Schools did on-going program evaluations to inform changes and 
revisions to curriculum and instruction. 

Curriculum and Instruction: 
• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on two, ‘Satisfactory’ on seventeen, 

‘Poor’ on five, and ‘Unsatisfactory’ on one of the twenty-five performance indicators in this 
domain. 

• 	 For the period under review, the district’s curriculum was aligned with the state curriculum 
frameworks. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district evidenced a commitment to providing support for 
curriculum development by providing funding for curriculum leadership and continued 
development and/or revisions. This included using teachers in the curriculum development 
and revision process. 

• 	 In the Haverhill Public Schools, the curriculum revisions did not result in equitable 
improvement across all student subgroups. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district’s documentation revealed that it had both policies and 
practices, which evidenced high expectations for student achievement. 

• 	 For the period under examination, the district was proactive in its efforts to recruit and 
maintain highly qualified staff. 

• 	 The district’s initiatives to improve instruction and the modest increases in student 
achievement did not meet the district’s own goals and expectations. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district employed a coordinator to monitor transition management. 

• 	 During the period under examination, the district monitored attendance and provided 
alternative dropout prevention programs. 
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• 	 The district lacked a comprehensive, Grades K-8 policy on retention practices. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district suspension and exclusion rates were comparable to the state 
averages. 

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

seven performance indicators in this domain. 

• 	 For the period under examination, the District Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP) 
was in alignment with state guidelines. 

• 	 For the time under review, the administration and teachers in the schools did not 
systematically utilize the DCAP. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district engaged in supplementary remedial services in the form of 
the alternative high school, alternative program offerings, and other grant-funded programs. 

Leadership and Governance: 
• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on one, ‘Satisfactory’ on thirteen, and 

‘Poor’ on two of the sixteen performance indicators in this domain. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district’s mission statement was not current. In addition, the 
Haverhill Public Schools did not have an articulated district vision statement. 

• 	 The individual school improvement plans had mission statements that were aligned with the 
district’s goals and objectives. 

• 	 For the period under examination, the evaluations of the superintendent and principals 
included specific references to student achievement, as well as the district’s goals and 
objectives as developed by the school committee. 

• 	 For the period under examination, the Haverhill superintendent’s organizational priority was 
to delegate the management and operational responsibilities of the schools to the directors 
and principals. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district’s hiring process and faculty mentoring program resulted in 
low employee turnover. 
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Business and Finance: 
• 	 The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Excellent’ on one, ‘Satisfactory’ on seventeen, 

‘Poor’ on one, and ‘Unsatisfactory’ on one of the twenty performance indicators in this 
domain. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the budget preparation documents and procedures were well 
documented and comprehensive. 

• 	 Selected initiatives, for example, the school lunch program, the alternative high school, and 
special education tuition, were analyzed and restructured to be more efficient and to better 
serve the students. 

• 	 For the period under review, local funding limitations resulted in staff reductions and 
programs being curtailed. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the state-mandated professional development requirement was not met. 

• 	 During the period under examination, the school committee policies and procedures were 
detailed and aligned with budget priorities. 

• 	 Financial reports to the administrators were detailed and effective in assisting budget 
decisions to be made. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, there was no long-term district maintenance program. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, despite a focus on student achievement, data was neither disaggregated 
nor analyzed regarding district finances. 
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Part I: Overview of the EQA Review Process and the District 

On September 23-25, 2003, the EQA conducted an independent examination of the Haverhill 

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 and correspondence sent prior to the on-site visit, 

interviews with the representative from the school committee, 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. 

Haverhill is a medium-sized city located in northern Essex County in northeastern 

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

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

of 58,969 people and a median family income of $59,772, while the median family income in 

Massachusetts is $61,664. Haverhill has a Mayor/City Council form of government and a seven-

person school committee. The Haverhill Public Schools have 20 schools serving Grades PreK

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

were 8,631 students enrolled in the district in FY2002. The demographic/subgroup composition 

in the Haverhill Public Schools is: 80% White, 15.2% Hispanic-American, 3.1% African-

American, 1.7% Asian-American, Limited English Proficiency (LEP), 3.2%; Free or Reduced 

Lunch (FRL/Y), 28%; and Special Education (SPED), 16.7%. During the ten years of education 

reform in Massachusetts, Haverhill’s state Chapter 70 Aid increased by 197.4% from 

$11,382,164 in FY1993 to $33,849,328 in FY2002. For the fiscal years under review, 2000

2003, Haverhill received $31,548,692; $32,999,267; $33,849,328; and $33,849,328 for a total of 

$132,246,615 in state Chapter 70 Aid. 

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

marked by student achievement that is ‘High’ in English Language Arts (ELA) and ‘Very Low’ 
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in math on the  Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS) test. Since 2000, 

Haverhill has also demonstrated small improvements on its ‘Low’ MCAS test scores and, in the 

2003 administration of the MCAS test, 59.8% of its students scored below standard. 

Part II: Tier I Analysis of Student Achievement and MCAS Data 
At Tier I, while particular attention was paid to the 2003 MCAS test, the EQA review of 

Haverhill’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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Haverhill vs. Massachusetts: 
• 	 The aggregate of students in Haverhill scored lower than the aggregate of the state’s students. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Haverhill’s totals vs. Haverhill’s subgroups: 
• 	 The FRL/Y students in Haverhill scored lower than all other subgroups in Haverhill except 

Hispanic-American and special education students. 

• 	 The special education students in Haverhill scored lower than all other subgroups in 
Haverhill. 

• 	 The Hispanic-American and African-American students in Haverhill scored lower than the 
White students in Haverhill. 
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Assessment of MCAS Results 2000-2003 
1. Proficiency/Achievement: To what extent is the MCAS performance of all the district’s 

students meeting or exceeding state proficiency standards? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 59.8% of the students in Haverhill scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories. This figure was 11.6 percentage points 

greater than the state’s average percentages. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, in ELA, 48.1% of the students in Haverhill scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, which was 9.0 percentage points greater 

than the state’s average. On the same test, in math, 71.7% of the students at Haverhill scored 

in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, which was 14.5 percentage 

points greater than the state’s average percentages. 

• 	 In 2003, in Haverhill the Proficiency Indices of 78.3 for ELA and 59.8 for math were 3.9 and 

9.5 points lower than the statewide averages. 

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

proficiency standards. 

13




Figure/Table 1: 
MCAS 2003 Data 

Percent of all students at each proficiency level 
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State	 Haverhill 

Advanced 14.2 7.0 
Proficient 37.6 33.2 

Needs Improv. 32.2 38.4 
Warning/Failing 16.0 21.4 

Analysis of Figure/Table 1: 

• 	 Haverhill had 7.2% and 4.4% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories than the state’s students, on the 2003 MCAS test. 

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

of that of the state’s students in that category, 7.0% to 14.2%, on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Haverhill had 6.2% and 5.4% more of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

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

test. 

14




Figure/Table 2: 
MCAS 2003 Data 

Percent of all students at each proficiency level by Subject and Grade 
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State ELA Haverhill ELA State MTH Haverhill MTH 

Advanced 
Proficient 

Needs Improv. 
Warning/Failing 

12.1 
48.4 

30.2 
8.9 

6.9 
45.1 

37.8 
10.3 

15.9 
26.9 

34.1 
23.1 

7.2 
21.1 

39.1 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 2: 

• 	 Haverhill had 5.2% and 3.3% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories in ELA than the state’s students, on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Haverhill had 7.6% and 1.4% more of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

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

• 	 Haverhill had 8.7% and 5.8% fewer students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories in math than the state’s students, on the 2003 MCAS test. 

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

one-half that of the state’s students in that category, 7.2% to 15.9%. 

• 	 Haverhill had 5.0% and 9.5% more of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ categories in math than the state’s students, on the 2003 MCAS test. 
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Figure/Table 3: 

Proficiency Index (MCAS 2003) by Grade 
ELA Math 

Haverhill 78.3 59.8 
Grade 04 74.8 62.7 
Grade 07 80.9 NA 
Grade 08 NA 53.4 
Grade 10 78.9 65.3 

Analysis of Figure/Table 3: 

• 	 On average, in Haverhill, the math PI was 18.5 points below that for ELA system-wide. (The 

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

• 	 In ELA, the Proficiency Indices in Grades 7 and 10 were 2.6 and 0.6 points greater than the 

district average, and in Grade 4 it was 3.5 points lower than the district average. 

• 	 In math, the Proficiency Indices in Grades 4 and 10 were 2.9 and 5.5 points greater than the 

district average, and in Grade 8 it was 6.4 points lower than the district average.  

2. 	Equity of Achievement: How does a MCAS performance vary among the district’s 

student subgroups? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 53.9% of the regular education students in Haverhill scored in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, which was 12.8 percentage points 

greater than the state’s average percentages for this subgroup of students. On the same test, 

87.9% of the special education students in Haverhill scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

‘Warning/Failing’ categories, which was 8.9 percentage points greater than the state’s 

average percentages for this subgroup of students. 
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• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 78.4% of the FRL/Y in Haverhill scored in the ‘Needs 

Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, which was 5.1 percentage points greater 

than the state’s averages for that subgroup. On the same test, 51.9% of the FRL/N students in 

Haverhill scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, which was 

12.8 percentage points greater than the state’s averages for that subgroup. 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, 76.9% of the African-American students in Haverhill scored in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, which was 2.3 percentage points 

greater than the state average for this subgroup. On the same test, 83.9% of the Hispanic-

American students in Haverhill scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ 

categories, which was 5.5. percentage points greater than the state’s averages for this 

subgroup. Also on the same test, 54.3% of the White students in Haverhill scored in the 

‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ categories, which was 13.1 percentage points 

greater than the state’s averages for this subgroup.  

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

American students in Haverhill all scored below the district average PI in both ELA and 

math. 

• 	 The MCAS performance of all the district’s subgroups varied substantially and in a less than 

satisfactory manner to each other and their comparable state subgroups. The EQA was 

particularly concerned with the performance of special education, Hispanic-American, 

FRL/Y, and African-American students in Haverhill. 
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Figure/Table 4: 

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

level 
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State Reg Haverhill Reg State Disability	 Haverhill 
Disability 

Advanced 16.8 8.4 2.3 0.4 
Proficient 42.2 37.6 18.7 11.7 

Needs Improv. 30.4 37.5 41.3 43.1 
Warning/Failing 10.7 16.4 37.7 44.8 

Analysis of Figure/Table 4: 

• 	 Haverhill had 8.4% and 4.6% fewer regular education students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

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

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

one-half of that of the state’s regular education students in that category, 8.4% to 16.8%. 

• 	 Haverhill had 7.1% and 5.7% more of its regular education students score in the ‘Needs 

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

on the 2003 MCAS test. 
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• 	 Haverhill had 1.9% and 7.0% fewer of its special education students score in the ‘Advanced’ 

and ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s special education students, on the 2003 MCAS 

test. 

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

less than one-fifth of that of the state’s students in that category, 0.8% to 2.3%. 

• 	 Haverhill had 1.8% and 7.1% more of its special education students score in the ‘Needs 

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

on the 2003 MCAS test. 
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Figure/Table 5: 

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

• 	 Haverhill had 1.8% and 3.4% fewer of its students eligible for FRL/Y score in the 

‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s FRL/Y students on the 2003 MCAS 

test. 

• 	 Haverhill’s percentage of FRL/Y students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category was one-half 

of that of the state’s FRL/Y students, 1.8% to 3.6%. 

• 	 Haverhill had 2.2% and 2.9% more of its students eligible for FRL/Y score in the ‘Needs 

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

MCAS test. 

• 	 Haverhill had 8.7% and 4.1% fewer of its FRL/N students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories than the state’s FRL/N students on the 2003 MCAS test.  
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• Haverhill had 7.4% and 5.4% more of its FRL/N students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 

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

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of students by race at each proficiency level 
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Advanced 3.3 5.2 2.6 0.8 16.6 8.3 
Proficient 22.0 17.9 19.0 15.3 42.2 37.4 

Needs Improv. 41.4 47.0 39.9 40.2 30.3 37.9 
Warning/Failing 33.2 29.9 38.5 43.7 10.9 16.4 

Analysis of Figure/Table 6: 

• 	 Haverhill had 1.9% more and 4.1% fewer of its African-American students score in the 

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

2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Haverhill had 5.6% more and 3.3% fewer of its African-American students score in the 

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

students on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Haverhill had 1.8% and 3.7% fewer of its Hispanic-American students score in the 

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

2003 MCAS test. 

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

was less than one-third of that of the state’s Hispanic-American students, 0.8% to 2.6%. 
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• 	 Haverhill had 0.3% and 5.2% more of its Hispanic-American students score in the ‘Needs 

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

on the 2003 MCAS test. 

• 	 Haverhill had 8.3% and 4.8% fewer of its White students score in the ‘Advanced’ and 

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

• 	 Haverhill’s percentage of White students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category was one-half of 

that of the state’s White students, 8.3% to 16.6%. 

• 	 Haverhill had 7.6% and 5.5% more of its White students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ 

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

Haverhill Advanced 131 135 
Proficient 858 398 

Needs Improv 719 737 
Warning/Failing 195 615 

Regular Advanced 131 133 
Proficient 808 374 

Needs Improv 542 637 
Warning/Failing 94 422 

Disability Advanced 0 2 
Proficient 47 20 

Needs Improv 165 81 
Warning/Failing 85 171 

LEP Advanced 0 0 
Proficient 3 4 

Needs Improv 12 19 
Warning/Failing 16 22 

Free Lunch/Y Advanced 8 12 
Proficient 168 56 

Needs Improv 289 203 
Warning/Failing 116 278 

Free Lunch (N) Advanced 123 123 
Proficient 690 342 

Needs Improv 430 534 
Warning/Failing 79 337 

Afr.-American Advanced 3 4 
 Proficient 16 8 

Needs Improv 38 25 
Warning/Failing 4 36 

Asian-American Advanced 5 4 
Proficient 18 15 

Needs Improv 11 13 
Warning/Failing 6 8 

Hispanic-American Advanced 2 3 
Proficient 73 22 

Needs Improv 155 94 
Warning/Failing 90 181 

White Advanced 121 124 
 Proficient 750 353 
 Needs Improv 515 604 
 Warning/Failing 94 389 
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Table 8: 

 Proficiency Index (MCAS 2003) Free/Reduced Lunch Status, Student Status, and Race 
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A HAVERHILL PUBLIC SCHOOL 78.3 59.8 

B Regular 83.3 63.9 

C Disability 55.7 38.9 
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E FRL/N 83.9 65.8 

F African-Amer. 72.5 49.3 

G Hispanic-American 59.4 39.8 

H White 82.7 64.1 
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Analysis of Figure/Table 8: 

• 	 In Haverhill, FRL/N, regular education, and White students scored 5.6, 5.0, and 4.4 

Proficiency Index points higher on the MCAS test in ELA than the district average. 

• 	 In Haverhill, special education, Hispanic-American, FRL/Y, and African-American students 

scored 22.6, 18.9, 12.7, and 5.8 Proficiency Index points lower on the MCAS test in ELA 

than the district average. 

• 	 In Haverhill, FRL/N, White, and regular education, students scored 6.0, 4.3, and 4.1 

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

• 	 In Haverhill, special education, Hispanic-American, FRL/Y, and African-American students 

scored 20.9, 20.0, 14.5, and 10.5 Proficiency Index points lower on the MCAS test in math 

than the district average. 

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

over time? 

Preliminary Findings: 
• 	 In Haverhill, 9.3% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 

2003 than in 2000, and 14.3% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

• 	 In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 11.5 points 

and, in math, by 7.6 points. 

• 	 The MCAS performance level for all students in the district continued to fall below the state 

performance level but had improved from 2001-2003. 

• 	 In ELA, 13.7% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000, and 14.4% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 
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• In math, 4.6% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000, and 13.8% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

Figure/Table 9: 
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MCAS 2000 - 2003 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level 

2000 2001 2002 2003 

Advanced 
Proficient 

Needs Improv. 
Warning/Failing 

4.1 
26.8 

33.5 
35.7 

5.2 
30.1 

41.7 
23.1 

6.4 
31.9 

38.7 
23.0 

7.0 
33.2 

38.4 
21.4 

Analysis of Figure/Table 9: 

• 	 In Haverhill, 7.0% and 33.2% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories in 2003 in contrast to 4.1% and 26.8% of all students achieving these categories in 

2000. This reflects a 2.9% increase in the percentage of students who scored in the 

‘Advanced’ category, and a 6.4% increase in the percentage of students who scored in the 

‘Proficient’ category. 

• 	 In Haverhill, 21.4% of all students scored at the ‘Warning/Failing’ category in 2003 in 

contrast to 35.7% of all students scoring in this category in 2000. Over the four test years 

observed, there was a 40% decrease, in the percentage of students who failed the MCAS test, 

from greater than one in every three students to approximately one in every five students.  
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Figure/Table 10: Proficiency Index Trend Data MCAS 2000, 2000, 2001, 2003 

Prof. Index Trend Data 
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ELA Math 

Proficiency Index Trend Data MCAS, 2000, 2001, 2003, 2003  (detail) 
ELA Math 

2000 2001 2003 2003 2000 2001 2003 2003 
Advanced 2.4 4.1 6.7 6.9 5.8 6.2 6.1 7.2 
Proficient 35.9 42.1 43.6 45.1 17.9 18.3 20.1 21.1 

Needs Improv. 37.0 41.5 38.9 37.8 29.9 41.8 38.5 39.1 
Warning/Failing 24.7 12.4 10.8 10.3 46.4 33.7 35.6 32.6 

Analysis of Figure/Table 10: 

• 	 In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 11.5 points, 

from 66.8 to 78.3. 

• 	 In math, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index rose by 7.6 points, 

from 52.2 to 59.8. 

• 	 In ELA, 52.0% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 in 

contrast to 38.3% of all students achieving these categories in 2000.  
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• 	 In ELA, 10.3% of all students scored at the ‘Warning/Failing’ category in 2003 in contrast to 

24.7% of all students scoring in this category in 2000. 

• 	 In math, 28.3% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

in contrast to 23.7% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000.  

• 	 In math, 32.6% of all students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category in 2003 in contrast to 

46.4% of all students scoring in this category 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, Haverhill’s aggregate student achievement figures for FRL/N and 

Hispanic-American students all improved by less than the state average in both ELA and 

math.  

• 	 Between 2000-2003, Haverhill’s aggregate student achievement figures for regular education 

students and FRL/Y students all improved by more than the state average in ELA and less 

than or equal to the state average in math. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, Haverhill’s aggregate student achievement figures for special 

education, African-American, and White students all improved by more than the state’s 

averages in both ELA and math. 
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Figures 11A-D: Proficiency Index Trend Data (by subgroup) MCAS 2001, 2002, and 2003 

Haverhill Trend by subgroup graphs (ELA and math) vs. state. 

GRAPHIC Format: (bars = Haverhill; dots = State) 
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Analysis of Figures 11A-B: 

• 	 In ELA, over this three-year period, students in all categories maintained or closed 

the gap with state performance averages. In math, with the exception of students with 

disabilities, the performance gap increased over the three-year period. 
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Analysis of Figures 11C-D: 

• 	 In ELA over this three-year period, all racial groups with the exception of Hispanic-

American students maintained or closed the gap with state performance averages. In 

math, with the exception of Hispanic students, the performance gap was maintained 

over the three-year trend. 
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Table 12: Proficiency Index Trend Data (by subgroup) MCAS 2001, 2002, and 2003 
TABLE Format: 

Trend Data by Subgroup (Haverhill.) Trend Data by Subgroup (State) 
ELA Math 

ALL ‘01 75.2 57.9 
‘02 77.7 57.1 
‘03 78.3 59.8 

Regular ‘01 80.1 62.5 
‘02 83.5 61.4 
‘03 83.3 63.9 

Disability ‘01 47.2 32.4 
‘02 50.1 32.6 
‘03 55.7 38.9 

FRL/Y ‘01 59.1 42.1 
‘02 61.8 43.0 
‘03 65.6 45.3 

FRL/N ‘01 81.2 63.9 
‘02 83.7 62.4 
‘03 83.9 65.8 

Afr.-Amer. ‘01 62.8 45.9 
‘02 71.8 38.5 
‘03 72.5 49.3 

Hispanic-Am. ‘01 57.6 40.0 
‘02 59.4 36.5 
‘03 59.4 39.8 

White ‘01 79.2 62.0 
‘02 81.4 62.0 
‘03 82.7 64.1 

ELA Math 
ALL ‘01 79.5 67.3 

‘02 81.6 67.0 
‘03 82.2 69.3 

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

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

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 

Afr.-
Amer. ‘01 61.8 45.6 

‘02 64.2 44.4 
‘03 67.1 48.6 

Hispanic-
Am. ‘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 12: 

• 	 In Haverhill, between 2001-2003, all students increased by 3.1 Proficiency Index points in 

ELA and 1.9 points in math, as compared with increases of 2.7 and 2.0 points statewide. 

• 	 In Haverhill, between 2001-2003, regular education students increased by 3.2 Proficiency 

Index points in ELA and 1.4 points in math, as compared with increases of 3.1 and 2.6 points 

statewide. 

• 	 In Haverhill, between 2001-2003, special education students increased by 8.5 Proficiency 

Index points in ELA and 6.5 points in math, as compared with increases of 6.7 and 2.9 points 

statewide. 
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• 	 In Haverhill, between 2001-2003, FRL/Y students increased by 6.5 Proficiency Index points 

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

• 	 In Haverhill, between 2001-2003, FRL/N students increased by 2.7 Proficiency Index points 

in ELA and 1.9 points in math, as compared with increases of 3.7 and 3.2 points statewide. 

• 	 In Haverhill, between 2001-2003, African-American students increased by 9.7 Proficiency 

Index points in ELA and 3.4 points in math, as compared with increases of 5.3 and 3.0 points 

statewide. 

• 	 In Haverhill, between 2001-2003, Hispanic-American students increased by 1.8 Proficiency 

Index points in ELA and decreased by 0.2 points in math, as compared with increases of 4.5 

and 3.7 points statewide. 

• 	 In Haverhill, between 2001-2003, White students increased by 3.5 Proficiency Index points 

in ELA and 2.1 points in math, as compared with increases of 2.6 and 1.7 points statewide. 
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5. 	 Participation and Access: Are all eligible students attending and participating in all        
required programs and assessments? 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 Overall, almost all eligible students were participating in both ELA and math assessments at 

required levels. 

Table 13: 
ELA Math 

Tested 95.4% 96.8% 
NTA 0.4% 0.5% 
NTM 0.5% 0.3% 
NTO 3.8% 2.5% 

Analysis of Table 13: 

• 	 On the 2003 MCAS test, Haverhill’s student test participation rates in ELA and math were 

95.4% and 96.8%, respectively. These figures were 0.4% and 1.8% above the state standard 

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

Domain A. Assessment and Evaluation 

Standards  

Domain A - Assessment & Evaluation 
S1 - Student Assessment 

Excellent 

Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total 

Satisfactory 1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

0 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

7 
0 

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

S2 - Participation 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 

Satisfactory 
Excellent 

1 
0 

0 
1 

1 
0 

1 
0 

0 
0 

1 
0 

0 
0 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

4 
1 

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

S3 - Evaluation Processes 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 

Satisfactory 
Excellent 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

3 
0 

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

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): 

• 	 For the period under examination, the district fully administered statewide assessments. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district did not disaggregate student assessment results by subgroups 

to improve student achievement results. 

• 	 In Haverhill, for the years under examination, the district’s staff did not have formal training 

in data analysis. 
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• 	 The Haverhill Public Schools used aggregated assessment results to improve curricula, 

instructional, and remedial programs. 

Indicators: 

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

classroom, school, district, and state assessment results. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district had clear assessment practices that included assessments at the 

classroom, building, and district levels. In addition to the MCAS test, the district used end of 

unit tests from textbooks, teacher generated assessments, and middle and high school finals. 

In addition, there was a district-wide assessment committee with broad representation that 

met four times a year.   

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: A district-level administrator met with all building administers with test 

administration responsibilities. The same administrator forwarded testing materials to all 

building administrators. There was further follow-up between district and buildings via e-

mails and telephone. 

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 
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Evidence: In addition to the MCAS test, the IOWA Test of Basic Skills, and the 

Developmental Reading Assessment, the district used the Marie Clay observational survey at 

Grade 1; Grades 6-10 used a holistic writing assessment; and students in Grades 1-5 

produced writing portfolios as part of the district’s writing across the curriculum program. 

The district’s curriculum for both ELA and math contained suggestions for assessments. The 

district also reviewed assessment results from the Advanced Placement (AP) tests and the 

Scholastic Assessment Tests (SAT). 

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: As a result of regular analyses of curricula, a new math series was piloted and 

introduced in 2001-2002 school year at the elementary and middle school levels. The 

instructional time for math at the elementary level was increased from 40 minutes to 90 

minutes. At the middle school level, the MCAS test instruction was provided, and at the high 

school, the MCAS test instruction was provided during the school day, after school, and in 

the evenings. Professional development included training in Reading First program, the 

Signatures and Trophies series, with a focus on phonemic awareness. The district purchased 

the new math series, Trail Blazers, for the elementary level and a Glencoe math text for the 

middle school level. 

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: A district administrator received assessment analyses and distributed them to 

building administrators and curriculum supervisors. In addition, at each grade level, there 

were assessment teams that met regularly throughout the year. 

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

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

services for all student populations. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district offered no formal training in data analysis for administrators or 

teachers. There was no evidence that for the time period under review that the district 

disaggregated the assessment data by subgroups. 

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

(CD) standard by their senior year. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district offered the MCAS test tutoring after school and in the evenings. The 

district offered additional classes for ELA and math instruction. The district had an MCAS 

test guidance counselor who worked with Grade 10 students who had failed the MCAS test. 

Further, the district had informational meetings for parents that explained the importance of 

state assessments and improving student achievement. 

On the MCAS retest administered in the spring of 2003, 96% of the Haverhill Class of 2003 

had earned a Competency Determination (CD), as compared to 95% of the statewide Class of 

2003. On the MCAS retest administered in the spring of 2003, 88% of the Haverhill Class of 

2004 had earned a Competency Determination, as compared to 89% of the statewide Class of 

2004. 
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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: At the time of the on-site review (fall 2003), the majority of teachers had 

participated in standards-based professional development in ELA and math. The district 

developed local benchmarks in 2002 and completed curriculum mapping linked with the state 

curriculum frameworks. Teachers were expected to access the curriculum maps, which were 

available online. Principals collected plan books monthly to monitor for lesson plans that 

were aligned with curriculum frameworks. 

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): 

• 	 The EQA team found that the district had polices, practices, and procedures to monitor 

participation in both state assessment and attendance. 

• 	 The district regularly monitored student attendance and evidenced a commitment to 

continuous improvement by funding two full-time, district-level attendance officers. 

• 	 During the period under examination, the district did not explore the connection between 

staff absences and student achievement. 

• 	 For a majority of the time under review, the district did not review disaggregated MCAS test 

data on subgroup achievement. 
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Indicators: 

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

practices that requires all students to attend and participate in all required assessments. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Between 2000 and 2003, the district had a district-level coordinator for attendance 

who was responsible for preparing DOE attendance reports. This official also had technical 

oversight for many aspects of the data management systems and tracking attendance systems. 

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

attendance. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: The district used the computer program NORDEX to monitor daily student 

attendance district-wide. The district had two full-time attendance officers, one who covered 

the high school and elementary schools, and the other covered the middle school and the 

alternative high school. The building administrators and computer reports monitored staff 

attendance. In addition, despite significant budget cuts over the past several years, the district 

maintained a solid commitment to monitoring and improving student attendance.   

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; and 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under examination, the district accurately maintained and 

monitored student attendance, suspensions, and discipline data. In addition, between 2000

2003 the district compiled student participation data. However, over the past two years the 

district became even more proficient in the analysis of that data. The district also used the 
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analysis to examine daily attendance and explore the linkages between student attendance 

and achievement. While the district did not specifically track dropout students, it did have a 

special program for transient students.         

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

expectations. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district utilized incentives at all grades levels to encourage high student 

attendance, which included certificates, monetary rewards, and, for the high school grades, 

access to student parking privileges. 

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, But Improving 

Evidence: In the recent past, the district began compiling student participation data. During 

the last several years under examination, the district became even more proficient in the 

analysis of that data. However, in the more recent years under review, the district had just 

begun to explore the relationship between student attendance and student achievement. The 

district collected and monitored staff attendance data, but it did not explore the connection 

between staff attendance and student achievement.   

6. 	 The district maintains clear and accurate records on: 

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The EQA found that the district’s test participation documentation was well 

maintained and accurate. Furthermore, the district filed the appropriate DOE paper work for 
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student waivers in LEP and alternative (ALT) status students. The district had one building 

administrator who was not licensed for the position. The district had 22 out of 596 teachers 

who were not licensed for their positions. In addition, 41 of the district’s 139 

paraprofessionals did not meet the federal definition of ‘highly qualified.’ However, the 

district’s professional development plan was focused towards teacher re-certification. 

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; and 

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

focuses on areas of needed improvement. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The EQA team found that since the district did not review disaggregated MCAS 

test data for educational subgroups until just recently (summer of 2003), it was not possible 

to focus on improving educational outcomes for ELL students. However, during the time 

under examination the district did maintain adequate records for these students. Also, the 

district did collect and review data from standardized tests, attendance, suspension, 

discipline, and dropout records. 

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

development and usage 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): 

• 	 During the period under examination, the district had an evaluation process for 

administrators, which was tied to student achievement. 
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• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district’s evaluation for professional status teachers was not aligned 

with the requirements of the Massachusetts Education Reform Act.  

• 	 The Haverhill Public Schools did on-going program evaluations to inform changes and 

revisions to curriculum and instruction. 

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; and 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For part of the time under review, the district offered merit pay to building 

principals, and this merit pay was tied to student achievement on the MCAS test. Also, under 

this merit pay system the administrators had to receive a rating of ‘Commendable’ on their 

evaluations to be eligible for this incentive. The district evaluated the following programs: 

Title I; special education; early childhood education; professional development; and the ELA 

and math programs. All but one of the district’s administrators received training in the 

Skillful Leader. In addition, with the exception of two or three teachers, any professional staff 

member with responsibilities for supervision and evaluation also received training in the 

Skillful Leader. Sixty percent of the district’s teachers were trained in Research for Better 

Teaching (RBT). 

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The results of the evaluations of the district’s elementary and middle school math 

programs and its district-wide John Collins writing program informed both programmatic 

modifications and instructional staff assignments. 
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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: The district used a variety of committees, including an assessment committee, 

ELA and math steering committees, and a professional development committee to monitor 

and evaluate curriculum and instruction programs. 

4. 	 The district’s evaluation procedure for administrators complies with the requirements of the 

Massachusetts Education Reform Act. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: An examination of the administrators’ evaluations by the EQA team determined 

that administrators were not evaluated on a yearly basis. Some of the administrators’ 

evaluations, selected in a random sample, were not signed by the concerned parties. At least 

one administrator had not been evaluated since being appointed to a district office position 

over two years ago. 

5. 	The district’s evaluation procedure for teachers complies with the requirements of the 

Education Reform Act. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s evaluation document contained the required components of the 

Education Reform Act. However, a random sample of 54 teacher evaluations (approximately 

10%) revealed that over half of those in the sample had not been evaluated in a timely 

manner. Despite the fact that the district believed that its evaluation cycle conformed to the 

requirements of the Massachusetts Education Reform, it did not.  
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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 resources to improve achievement levels for all student populations. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district evaluated ELA and math scores to identify specific strengths and 

weakness in curriculum and instruction, set priorities for professional development, and 

reallocate resources. However, improved achievement for all student populations did not 

occur. 
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Domain B. Curriculum and Instruction 

Standards  Indicators  
Domain B - Curriculum & Instruction 
S4 - Curriculum 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S5 - Instruction:  Expectations & Policies 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S6 - Access To Quality Education Programs 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S7 - Professional Development & Training 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

1 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

2 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

1 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
1 

3 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

4 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

5 6 7 8 9 10 Total 

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

0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 
1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 4 
0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1 
0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 

1 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A 2 
0 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A 4 
0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 
0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 

0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
0 1 1 N/A N/A N/A 4 
1 0 0 N/A N/A N/A 2 
0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A 1 

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

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

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

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

all who administer and teach in the district. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 For the period under review, the district’s curriculum was aligned with the state curriculum 

frameworks. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district evidenced a commitment to providing support for 

curriculum development by providing funding for curriculum leadership and continued 

development and/or revisions. This included using teachers in the curriculum development 

and revision process. 
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• 	 In the Haverhill Public Schools, the curriculum revisions did not result in equitable 

improvement across all student subgroups. 

Indicators: 

1. A curriculum leader is assigned to and active in every school in the district. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the time under review, the district’s curriculum model included assistant 

principals whose title and role was co-instructional leader. In addition, the district had 

curriculum supervisors for ELA and math across the levels and an ELA and math steering 

committee that met once per month.    

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 

Evidence: The teachers in the district were provided with copies of the state curriculum 

frameworks. Teachers gained access to the current district curriculum guides, the district 

posted monthly maps on the website, and the maps were aligned with the current state 

curriculum frameworks. The district provided training to the curriculum supervisors, and new 

teachers were provided training through the mentoring program. The district periodically 

collected student work to ensure that teachers were delivering standards-based instruction. In 

addition, building administrators collected lesson plan books and were visible in the 

classrooms. Building administrators met regularly with teachers and there was a literacy team 

at every school. 

3. The district has an established, well-documented process involving teachers in the annual 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: The district’s philosophy was that teachers needed to be involved in curriculum 

revisions in order for it to be successful. The district recruited teachers to serve on curriculum 

committees and accepted recommendations from building administrators. The district 

described its revision process as a grass-roots initiative under the leadership of curriculum 

supervisors. The district analyzed results from MCAS tests, IOWA Test of Basic Skills 

(ITBS), Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) and Reading First assessments, as well 

as end-of-level assessments provided by textbook manufacturers.   

4. Modifications and/or revisions to curricula are: 

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

student populations; and 

b. 	 revised as necessary and disseminated to staff. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: The district evaluated the curricula for effectiveness and disseminated the 

revisions to the appropriate staff members. For the time under review, however, there was 

little evidence that these curriculum revisions led to immediately improved student 

achievement across the district’s student subgroups. 

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

a. horizontal instructional program articulation throughout the system; and 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district used vertical alignment teams in ELA, science, and math that met on 

a monthly basis. The teams were sent to Maine to learn how to plan for and implement 

vertical alignment for Grades K-12. In addition, at the upper elementary level, some grade 

level teams had common planning times. However, EQA interviews indicated that the 

process at the middle school was not as clearly defined or implemented. Contractually, 

teachers were required to stay thirty minutes beyond the student dismissal time. 
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6. 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: Satisfactory 

Evidence:  The district met the state requirements for instructional time in the content areas. 

In order to meet the instructional needs of students, the district increased time on learning in 

math at the elementary level from sixty to ninety minutes. At the middle school level, math 

instructional time was increased based upon the students’ needs at each building.   

7. 	 Staffing levels are adequate to deliver the district’s curriculum to all students and student 

subgroups. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence:  Interviews with district administrators indicated that the district attended job fairs 

and had comprehensive recruitment practices that included job listings in local and regional 

newspapers and posting positions on their website. However, despite these efforts the district 

officials reported that they had had difficulties in providing adequate staffing levels to certain 

subgroups. This was due to an inability to find prospective candidates who were qualified.   

Standard 5. INSTRUCTION: EXPECTATIONS AND POLICIES: The district uses the 

analysis of student achievement data to develop policies and documents that express high 

expectations for student achievement, the employment of quality faculty and staff, and clear 

expectations of the use of effective instructional methods strategies and practices to teach all 

students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district’s documentation revealed that it had both policies and 

practices, which evidenced high expectations for student achievement. 
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• 	 For the period under examination, the district was proactive in its efforts to recruit and 

maintain highly qualified staff. 

• 	 The district’s initiatives to improve instruction and the modest increases in student 

achievement did not meet the district’s own goals and expectations. 

Indicators: 

1. 	 The district has implemented instructional programs that: 

a. 	 are designed to meet the assessed needs of its students; and 

b. 	 include the practices, resources and procedures needed to support the 


 instructional programs.


EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Between 2000 and 2003, the district had a policy that directed the instructional 

staff to keep current with new ideas and practices that would improve student achievement. 

Other district policies stated the expectation that the curriculum would be supported with 

instructional materials and that it would be aligned with student outcomes and monitored by 

administrators.  

Interviews with district administrators indicated that the district had recently purchased a new 

math series. In 2001-2002, the district’s math scores still had not shown the improvement 

that was expected by district administrators, so the district added additional training for staff 

in the implementation of the math program. District curriculum guides for math contained 

guided questions that were designed to offer teachers new to math and to those with limited 

math experience—a focus for preparing lesson plans and units. Curriculum guides for ELA 

in Grades 1-5 contained strategies for teaching, reading, and writing.  Curriculum guides in 

ELA for Grades 6-12, while aligned with the state curriculum frameworks, did not contain 

instructional strategies. 

In addition, the district had district-level curriculum committees and steering committees for 

ELA and math that met regularly during the period under review. Despite the district’s 
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initiatives in enhancing instruction, student achievement scores for all student populations 

indicated only modest increases.  

2. 	 Improving and/or sustaining student achievement is the shared responsibility of: 

a. the district; 

b. 	 each of its schools; 

c. the students; 

d. 	 their parents; and 

e. the community. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In addition to school committee’s various subcommittees, for the time under 

review, the district had many district-level committees to address curriculum, assessment, 

articulation, mentoring, and professional development. The composition of these committees 

included parents, staff, and school committee representation. District policies and student and 

staff handbooks clearly presented expectations for student achievement and behavior.   

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. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district increased instructional time at the elementary and middle levels to 

promote improved student achievement in math. In addition, at the high school level, extra 

time was added to the day to provide supplemental instruction to those students who had 

failed either the ELA or math portion of the MCAS test. 

4. 	 The district employs highly qualified faculty that are certified in the area(s) of their primary 

assignment or responsibility. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: Of the 596 teachers that the district employed, 574 were certified in their 

discipline. Twelve teachers were teaching out of their discipline for more than one period a 

day. Of the 40 administrators that the district employed, one was not licensed for the job he 

or she held. Of the 98 paraprofessionals that the district employed, only 41 met the federal 

definition of “highly qualified.” The district was in the process of providing 

paraprofessionals with opportunities to meet the federal definition of “highly qualified.” 

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: Turnover was not an issue in the district for the time under review. The district 

was proactive in sending representation to various job fairs to recruit highly qualified 

personnel resulting in over 400 applicants in one year. Further, the district provided new 

teachers with a comprehensive resource manual. The district had established mentoring 

program and a mentor/mentee committee. 

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): 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district employed a coordinator to monitor transition management. 

• 	 During the period under examination, the district monitored attendance and provided 

alternative dropout prevention programs. 

• 	 The district lacked a comprehensive, Grades K-8 policy on retention practices. 
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• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district suspension and exclusion rates were comparable to the 

state averages. 

Indicators: 

1. 	 District and school policies and practices require all staff and students to be in attendance. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district requirements were precise regarding authorized and unauthorized 

absences. The policies and practices for Grades K-8 were subject to individual school 

interpretation. The district used a district-wide automatic call system for all Grades K-12. 

The middle school and high school also employed attendance officers. Regarding teacher 

attendance, a recent study was done by the local newspaper in which Haverhill was found to 

have the best attendance rate for teachers in its area. 

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; and 

b. dropout prevention. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: The district conducted an orientation for all students, specifically the Grade 8 

students transitioning to the high school. The attendance officers did extensive follow-up 

work on dropout prevention. The district utilized a grant and a privately funded coordinator 

to track transient students. 
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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: The district used Advanced Placement Vertical Teams to prepare students for the 

Advanced Placement courses. Guidance counselors were assigned to students alphabetically 

at all levels. The district newsletters, websites for all schools, and site council plans all 

emphasized student achievement. 

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: 

a. retention; and 

b. suspension/exclusion.

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under examination, each school handbook clearly stated 

policies regarding student behavior. However, there was no retention policy at the K-8 grade 

levels. Specifically, the issue of student retention was specifically an issue at the high school. 

For the time under review, the district’s out-of-school suspensions were approximately the 

same as the state’s out-of-school suspensions rate among educational subgroups. In 

Haverhill, the in-school suspensions were equal to or less than the state’s rates among 

subgroups. 
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5. 	 The district has policies and programs in place to address the needs of transient or mobile 

students, which promotes their involvement in high quality and challenging programs.  

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: The district had a coordinator who monitored transient and homeless students.  A 

grant, the United Way, and private donations funded this position. The coordinator provided 

after school programs, additional tutoring, and extra meals for the transient and homeless 

students. 

6. 	The district has policies and practices that assign faculty to students and courses that 

maximize all faculty talents and skills and promote high levels of student achievement. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The high school faculty had little turnover, which resulted in a senior level faculty 

at those grade levels. The middle schools experienced difficulties in hiring certified math 

teachers. However, the district did provide training for the staff who were responsible for the 

Advanced Placement courses. 

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): 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, a broad-based council that had representation from teachers, 

administrators, and parents formulated the district’s annual professional development plan. 

• 	 In the Haverhill Public Schools, there were few identifiable linkages between professional 

development and the evaluation of the faculty and administrators.   
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• 	 For the four years under review, the district did not meet the state guidelines for spending in 

professional development. 

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: For the time under review, the district’s professional development for teachers 

included, the following: curriculum mapping, training in the John Collins writing program, 

study skills, running records, guided reading, study groups, and MCAS test analysis. 

Professional development that was specific to administrators included, training grant 

coordinators, teacher observation and conferencing for new administrators, and supervising 

meetings. In addition, the district offered training for their ELA and math steering 

committees and training in web design for teachers. Paraprofessionals and teaching assistants 

also had access to professional development. 

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: A review of the district’s End of Year Pupil and Financial Report Schedule 8 

indicated that the district did not meet the state-mandated professional development 

requirements. For the fiscal years under examination, the district did not meet the state 

requirement by an approximate average of $380,000 per year. 
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3. 	 The district’s Professional Development program is informed by the following: 

a. 	 analysis of student assessment data disaggregated by student subgroup populations; 

b. 	 evaluation results of programs and services; and 

c. evaluations of professional staff and administrators. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: There was little evidence that for the period under review the district 

disaggregated MCAS test data by student subgroup populations. The district did, however, 

evaluate its elementary math and writing programs, which resulted in additional professional 

development from the math textbook supplier. Further, the district evaluated its Title I, 

special education programs. However, since evaluations were not conducted on a timely 

basis, the district did not use information from them to inform its professional development 

program.    

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: The district had a district steering committee comprised of staff, school committee 

members, and parents. This steering committee was responsible for providing district-wide 

training for all school councils. Most recently, the training included an overview of the 

responsibilities for school councils. Curriculum supervisors and mentors provided training to 

teachers in the use of the district’s curriculum guides. 

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: For the time under review, the district provided little formal training in data 

analysis for its staff. The district officials also reported that it was difficult providing training 

in accommodating diverse learning styles because it was challenging to find a presenter. 

However, the district staff did provide some limited training in this area. The district had a 

District Curriculum Accommodation Plan for the time under review, but it was not aligned to 

professional development. 

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: Between 2000-2003, building principals and a district administrator examined 

requests for professional development and approved those that were related to staff 

assignments. 

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: For the period under examination, the district had a professional development 

council that met approximately eight times a year, depending on the number of initiatives 

being offered. The district’s professional development plan was committed to professional 

development that addressed the District Improvement Plan curriculum goals of: developing 

standards-based instruction; utilizing technology to access curricula information; providing 

forums for utilizing teachers’ expertise; and providing opportunities for teachers to learn 

more about mapping. In addition, the DIP also addressed essential questions, rubric scoring, 

and new teaching strategies. 
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Domain C: Student Academic and Support Services

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
D

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 1 1 1 0 1 4 
1 1 0 0 0 1 0 3 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Standards Indicators Total 
omain C - Academic Support Services 

S8 - Student Academic Support Services 
Excellent N/A N/A N/A 
Satisfactory N/A N/A N/A 
Poor N/A N/A N/A 
Unsatisfactory N/A N/A N/A 

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): 

• 	 For the period under examination, the District Curriculum Accommodation Plan (DCAP) 

was in alignment with state guidelines. 

• 	 For the time under review, the administration and teachers in the schools did not 

systematically utilize the DCAP. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district engaged in supplementary remedial services in the form of 

the alternative high school, alternative program offerings, and other grant-funded programs. 

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 
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Evidence: During the period under examination, the district adopted a District Curriculum 

Accommodation Plan. However, the evidence and district documentation revealed that it was 

not systemically implemented across the district. 

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: In the Haverhill Public Schools, the DCAP was designed to assist the teachers in 

their work with alternative learning styles and academic support services. However, there 

was little evidence that the faculty was analyzing the data and accommodating for diverse 

learning styles. Appropriate services and support were addressed in the DCAP, but there was 

little evidence of it used in the classroom. 

3. 	 Components of the DCAP include the following: 

a. 	 direct and systematic instruction in reading; 

b. 	 provision of services to address the needs of students whose behavior may interfere with 

learning; 

c. provisions encouraging teacher mentoring and collaboration and parental involvement; 

and 

d. 	 assistance to classroom teachers, such as professional development, to help them analyze 

and accommodate the needs of students. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under examination, the EQA found that the district’s DCAP 

contained both the necessary and state-required elements. This included: instruction in 

reading; services for student with behavior issues; teacher mentoring; direction in parental 

involvement; and professional development aligned with students’ needs.  
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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: Between 2000-2003, the district conducted a formal and comprehensive analysis 

of student assessment results and students’ needs. Various grant and supplemental programs 

had specific criteria to address student eligibility for academic support services. The wide 

scope of the district’s academic support services was able to accommodate its alternative 

education programs. 

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. 

*These indicators are not applicable to secondary and vocational-technical schools and 

districts. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: For the period under examination, the district conducted prescreening at the 

Kindergarten level. The district’s end of the year testing protocol was also done. The analysis 

of student performance was more apparent to the EQA team at the primary level than at the 

secondary level. 

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.* 

* These indicators are not applicable to secondary and vocational-technical schools and 
districts. 
EQA Rating: Poor 
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Evidence: In the Haverhill Public Schools between 2000-2003, there was a comprehensive 

set of primarily grant-funded early intervention reading programs. However, the district’s 

Grade 4 ELA scores on the MCAS test did not indicate that these programs had been 

effective. For example, the district’s Proficiency Index for Grade 4 ELA in 2003 was 74.8, 

which was the lowest Proficiency Index score in the district in ELA for all the grades tested.    

7. 	 The district develops Student Success Plans for all students who qualify for them, and the 

Plans contain the components required by statute. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under examination, student success plans existed for the 

eligible students across the district. In the EQA team’s interviews with school and district 

officials it was unclear among the district officials whether the classroom teachers used these 

to plan for instruction. However, the building principals reported that these student success 

plans were used in the appropriate classrooms.  
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Domain D: Leadership and Governance

 Standards   Indicators  
Domain D - Leadership, Governance, 
& Organization 
S9 - Organizational Leadership:  Direction, 

Goal Setting, Policies & Planning 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

S10 - Organizational & Human Resource 
Management 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 

1 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 

2 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

3 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

4 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

5 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

6 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

7 

0 
1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 

8 9 10 Total 

0 N/A N/A 0 
1 N/A N/A 7 
0 N/A N/A 1 
0 N/A N/A 0 

0 N/A N/A 0 
1 N/A N/A 7 
0 N/A N/A 1 
0 N/A N/A 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): 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district’s mission statement was not current. In addition, the 

Haverhill Public Schools did not have an articulated district vision statement. 

• 	 The individual school improvement plans had mission statements that were aligned with the 

district’s goals and objectives. 

• 	 For the period under examination, the evaluations of the superintendent and principals 

included specific references to student achievement, as well as the district’s goals and 

objectives as developed by the school committee. 

64




Indicators: 

1. 	 The district provides and maintains thorough, complete, and informative documentation on 

past and current initiatives, practices, policies, procedures, and achievements of the district 

and its students. This documentation is accessible and well organized. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Regular meetings between the superintendent and administration occurred during 

the period under review. The superintendent had his own monthly television show on the 

local access station. Each year, the superintendent provided the local newspaper with a 

“Report Card for Haverhill Schools” that enumerated the district’s goals, objectives, and 

current district initiatives. 

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: Poor 

Evidence: There was an absence of an updated district mission/vision statement to inform 

the district’s programs. The existing mission statement dated back to several previous 

administrations and was not in use, and there was no district vision statement between 2000

2003. The DIP included only a few policy statements and district goals and objectives, which 

were developed by the school committee and superintendent. 

In Haverhill, there was a statement of quasi-core values that was put together in 2000 with 

participation and input from the district stakeholders. There was a document called the 

Expectations for Student Achievement that portrayed the benchmarks for Haverhill’s students 

in many areas of attainment. This document was the culmination of an 18-month effort of 

many participants. Additionally, the school committee put forward goals to direct the work of 

the district and the superintendent’s goals mirrored the school committee objectives.  
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3. 	The school improvement plan (SIP) for every school is aligned with the district’s mission 

statement and the analysis of student achievement data drives the development, 

implementation, modification of educational programs, services, and practices.   

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under review, in the absence of a district mission statement 

each school had developed its own mission and vision statements, which were stated in every 

school improvement plan. In addition, the analysis of student achievement data focused on 

the following: standardized tests, the MCAS test, SAT test scores, and AP test scores.  

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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The values and objectives of the district improvement plan prompted the district 

to continuously monitor student achievement. The Proficiency Index trend data for the 

MCAS test for the years under examination indicated slightly improved student achievement 

in ELA and math between 2000-2003.  

5. 	 All of the district’s administrators are appropriately certified in their area(s) of responsibility. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: In the Haverhill Public Schools, in the period under examination, all district 

administrators, except one, were certified in their areas of responsibility. 
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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: The superintendent reported annually to the school committee regarding the goals 

and objectives set forward for the previous year. As part of the superintendent’s evaluation, 

the school committee evaluated the superintendent according to each goal and objective. The 

community was informed about the goals by the yearly “Report Card for Haverhill Schools” 

and the superintendent’s monthly television show. The administrative team met weekly to 

review progress on the goals and objectives. 

7. 	The superintendent is evaluated annually on the districts 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: During the period under examination, the superintendent was evaluated annually 

based on the criteria presented in the DIP. These evaluations also served to inform 

subsequent evaluations. For this period, the district superintendent was working under a 

series of one-year contracts, which were renewed based on performance. 

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: Between 2000-2003, the principals were evaluated on the implementation of their 

respective school improvement plans. A review of the principals’ evaluations indicated that 

the district’s evaluation tool, “Principles of Effective Leadership,” was not explicitly 

67




addressed in the written evaluations. Nevertheless, the principals’ evaluations were used to 

advise job performances.   

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): 

• 	 For the period under examination, the Haverhill superintendent’s organizational priority was 

to delegate the management and operational responsibilities of the schools to the directors 

and principals. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the district’s hiring process and faculty mentoring program resulted in 

low employee turnover. 

Indicators: 

1. 	The superintendent, in regular meetings with administrators and members of the school 

committee, develops a coherent vision statement and DIP designed to achieve it. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: There were regular meetings between the school committee, superintendent, and 

the district and school administrators, which was in accordance with the schedule provided to 

the EQA by the district. However, the DIP was based on the school committee’s goals and 

objectives rather than a coordinated and comprehensive statement of the district’s vision. 

2. 	 The superintendent delegates the educational and operational management of the schools to 

the building principals and program directors. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: During the period between 2000-2003, the EQA found through documentation 

and interviews that the district’s principals and administrators were responsible for the 

management and organization of their respective schools. Furthermore, the principals and 

administrators both thought and managed in a manner that indicated that the district 

administration was supportive of principals working and managing in this capacity.  The two 

areas that demonstrated the principals’ authority were staff selection and hiring budget 

development.  

3. 	 The district leaders ensure that: 

a. 	 all principals have an opportunity to discuss 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 principals had a policy sub-committee to provide input to existing district 

policy and new policies proposed. There was no centralized information system that provided 

communication to the faculty and staff across the district. Communication via electronic mail 

was the primary means of transmitting information within the Haverhill Public Schools. 

4. 	The district publishes a current organizational chart that indicates clear lines of 

responsibility. Job descriptions for all personnel on the organizational chart are published and 

available to all faculty and staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, the district organizational charts were complete with job 

descriptions and were accessible to the entire staff. However, there were some minor gaps in 

clarity regarding the responsibilities of the administration. 
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5. 	 The district has a process for the recruitment and hiring of staff, which 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: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district conducted yearly job fairs that were successful in attracting 

candidates to the school system. The personnel hiring packet was comprehensive and 

detailed. The interview and hiring process was thorough and well coordinated. Nevertheless, 

the district still found it difficult to employ a sufficient quantity of qualified candidates. 

6. 	The district ensures that all personnel records are carefully compiled, maintained, and 

available to all appropriate faculty and staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The EQA found that the district’s personnel records and documentation were well 

organized, accessible to the appropriate staff, and properly maintained by the central office. 

This personnel records system included a color-coded system that made it functional and 

easily understood. 

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: Between 2000-2003, the district’s faculty mentor program was comprehensive 

and detailed. This program offered new, seasoned, and professional faculty members the 

opportunity to interact with one another in a cooperative and instructive manner.   
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8. 	The district routinely recognizes the accomplishments of its professional and support staff 

and has low rates of employee turnover, especially among qualified staff with professional 

status. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district did not have a program that recognized the faculty for professional 

achievements. However, each individual school did have a recognition program. The local 

newspapers provided recognition and credit to the teachers in the school system whenever 

the district provided the information to them. The district experienced low turnover rates 

during the period under examination. 
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Domain E: Business and Financial Management 

Standards
Domain E - Business & 
 Financial Management 

  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total 

Satisfactory 

S11 - Budget Preparation & Development 
Excellent 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

0 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

9 
0 

Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

S12 - Financial & Capital Asset Management 
Excellent 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Satisfactory 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 8 
Poor 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Haverhill’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, Haverhill met the 

state mandated Net School Spending Requirement. For the period between FY1993 and FY2003, 

Chapter 70 Aid to Haverhill increased 197.4% (from $11,382,164 to $33,849,328.) Haverhill’s 

Required Local Contribution increased 35.2% (from $18,191,048 to $24,588,697.) However, 

Haverhill’s Actual Local Contribution to meet the Net School Spending Requirement for the 

same time period increased 35.9% (from $18,191,048 to $24,730,144.) For the period since the 

Education Reform Act, Haverhill received a total of $275,940,463 in Chapter 70 Aid and was 

required to raise locally $226,992,187. From 2000 to 2003, Chapter 70 Aid was $132,246,615 

and the Required Local Contribution was $93,195,754. For the period between FY1993 and 

FY2003, Haverhill’s foundation enrollment increased 18.1% and its student headcount increased 

9.3%. Between FY2000 and FY2003, its foundation enrollment decreased 1.0% and its student 

headcount declined 3.3%. 

Standard 11. BUDGET PREPARATION AND DEVELOPMENT: The district has a budget 

preparation and development process that ensures full consideration and effective use of 

available resources essential for district and school operations focused on student achievement. 

The school committee, superintendent, administrators, faculty, staff, parents, and members of the 
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community meet their responsibility to ensure that the school budget and appropriation meet the 

educational and achievement needs of all students. 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the budget preparation documents and procedures were well 

documented and comprehensive. 

• 	 Selected initiatives, for example, the school lunch program, the alternative high school, and 

special education tuition, were analyzed and restructured to be more efficient and to better 

serve the students. 

• 	 For the period under review, local funding limitations resulted in staff reductions and 

programs being curtailed. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, the state-mandated professional development requirement was not met. 

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: The school committee had comprehensive policies regarding the budget 

development process. The school committee started the budget development by setting non

monetary guidelines regarding student achievement and class size. There was a shared 

database between the principals and central administration regarding the budget building 

process. Site-based councils played a significant in budget development role at the school 

level. 
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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: There was a clear focus on class size and student achievement, but the district did 

not perform a systemic analysis of student performance that was well documented and clear. 

3. 	The district’s budget process is clear and well -documented and integrates district and school 

improvement plans, long-term goals, and action plans. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The school committee had a clear and comprehensive policy regarding the budget 

process. The hearings on the budgets were held, and the executive director of business gave a 

detailed presentation regarding the budget components and funding sources. The budget 

booklet provided several years of detail and budget versus actual detail for every line item. 

4. 	The district allocates its resources to accomplish targeted initiatives and objectives at the 

district and school levels to improve student achievement for all student populations. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Based on an analysis of various programs, the district changed its operation to 

accomplish targeted district-wide initiatives. Specifically, the district changed its food service 

delivery program. The district established an alternative high school program, and it 

restructured its special education delivery to reduce its out-of-district tuition expenses. 

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: The district reviewed programs for cost effectiveness. In addition to the 

alternative high school, special education tuition analysis, and school lunch program analysis, 
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the district analyzed the school choice program, instituted user fees, and began to do energy 

management audits and facility audits. 

6. 	 The district’s budget document is clear, complete, current, and understandable and provides 

accurate information on all fund sources as well as previous history and trends. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The budget booklet was clear and complete. The executive director of business 

provided thorough details on funding sources, required local contribution, budget and actual 

expenditure history, and the programs and initiatives that the district was funding. 

7. 	The budget and district’s expenditures are adequate to provide for appropriate levels of 

staffing, professional development, materials, supplies, and equipment. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Evidence: Based on the End of Year Pupil and Financial Report Schedule eight, the district 

did not meet the state-mandated professional development requirement. For the fiscal years 

under examination, the district did not meet the requirement by an average of approximately 

$380,000 per year. The district’s financial data indicated that approximately one-half of the 

required amount was spent, mostly on salaries for professional development leadership. In 

addition, during the last two years under examination, significant amounts of professional 

development funds were classified as being spent on “other expenses.” Furthermore, between 

2000-2003 the professional development that occurred in the district was funded primarily 

from grant-funded programs. 

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: Between 2000-2003, the City funded the school system at the required minimum. 

There was an agreement to allow the district to use the Medicaid funds received by the 

schools. The City paid for the renovation of several of the school buildings. 
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9. 	Financial and audit reports are prepared and submitted in a timely manner to appropriate 

agencies. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: During the period under examination, an audit of the school department was done 

as part of the City audit. There were no issues or troubles regarding the timeliness of the 

audit and the end-of-year financial report audit. 

10. Decisions resulting in changes in budget appropriations are made based on the analysis of 

student data to maximize the opportunities for the achievement of all students. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district developed an alternative high school. The Haverhill Public Schools 

implemented Title I schools and changed programs based on an analysis of class size 

throughout the district. This analysis combined with the budget constraints resulted in the 

closing of six school buildings within the district. 

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): 

• 	 During the period under examination, the school committee policies and procedures were 

detailed and aligned with budget priorities. 

• 	 Financial reports to the administrators were detailed and effective in assisting budget 

decisions to be made. 
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• 	 Between 2000-2003, there was no long-term district maintenance program. 

• 	 Between 2000-2003, despite a focus on student achievement, data was neither disaggregated 

nor analyzed regarding district finances.  

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 had clear policies and procedures regarding the processing 

of expenditures (see policy DBJ, budget transfer authority; Policy DJA, purchasing authority; 

DJF, local competitive purchasing; and DKC, expense authorization/reimbursement). 

However, budget transfers were handled differently than the stated district policy.  

2. 	 Regular, timely, accurate, and complete financial reports are made to the school committee 

and the public. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s monthly reports were prepared and timely. However, due to 

expenses being classified incorrectly for both the budget and the grants, the accuracy of the 

reports was an issue at times. The issue of expense classification was cited in the audits in 

FY2001 and FY2002 and also cited in the review of the End of Year Pupil and Financial 

Report. 

3. 	 Required local, state, and federal financial reports and statements are filed in a timely and 

accurate manner. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

Evidence: The necessary local, state, and federal reports were filed in a timely and accurate 

manner. 
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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 Unifund for its financial accounting system. This was being 

upgraded and integrated with the City’s accounting system to become more efficient. This 

process started in 2001. 

5. 	 The district reviews student achievement data and the reviews are reflected in its financial 

decisions. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

Evidence: Between 2000-2003, there was no significant evidence that student achievement 

data was analyzed and reviewed in the financial decisions of the district. The district 

administration stated that the two primary factors in the financial decisions of the school 

system were the financial capabilities of the City and class size as determined by the school 

committee. Any analysis completed was adjusted or tabled based on the financial constraints 

of the City, which allowed for only a minimal implementation of the necessary changes. 

6. 	 The district regularly employs: 

a. 	 certified business officials, 

b. 	 purchasing agents with MCCPO credentials, 

c. 	appropriate independent financial auditing services and implements their 

recommendations to ensure efficient and quality financial systems. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The executive director of business was state certified. The school purchases were 

handled and reviewed by the City for compliance with all bidding laws. The school was 
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subject to yearly audits as a department of the City each year. The required review of the 

end-of-year pupil and financial reports were also completed and the findings were addressed. 

7. 	 The district uses reliable forecast mechanisms and control procedures to ensure that spending 

is within fiscal budget limits. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The executive director of business reported monthly to the school committee. 

These reports included detailed projections regarding funding sources, uses, and projected 

balance or deficit. The school committee had a policy regarding budget transfers. 

8. 	 The district has a system in place to: 

a. 	 ensure that that state bidding laws are followed; 

b. 	 monitor special revenue funds, revolving accounts, and fee structures related to them to 

ensure that they are well-managed and efficiently used; 

c. 	 monitor and track instructional assets such as texts, materials, supplies, and equipment to 

ensure efficient and maximum utilization; and 

d. 	 track its assets in accordance with GASB No.34. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: The district’s purchases were processed and reviewed for compliance by the 

City’s procurement officer. The school committee had several policies regarding the 

purchasing and approval of various services. The district business office examined the 

operations of the district’s food service revolving account due to deficits and operational 

issues. After this internal review, the district contracted out to a private food service 

contractor. The accounting standard, GASB No. 34, was implemented through the facilities 

manager’s office in conjunction with the City. 

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 
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Evidence: Between 2000-2003, there was no preventive maintenance program. There were 

new construction and schools renovations in the district. Recently, the maintenance 

responsibility was transferred from the City’s oversight to the oversight of the school facility 

manager. From fiscal year 2001 to 2002, based on the end-of-year pupil and financial report 

schedule one, the maintenance expenditures decreased by 33%, the lowest amount in the last 

five years. The district began a computerized work order system to track repairs and 

maintenance. 

10. Educational and program facilities are of adequate size, clean, safe, well-lit, well 

maintained, and conducive to promoting the learning process. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

Evidence: Based on site visits to six of the district’s buildings, the EQA team found the 

schools to be well lit and clean despite the fact that the district did not have a long-term 

capital maintenance program. 
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Appendix A: Proficiency Index 

The Proficiency Index is a metric used to measure and compare all schools and school districts 

regarding their performance on each of the MCAS tests. There are three indices:  The Average 

Proficiency Index (API), the English Language Arts Proficiency Index (EPI) and the Math 

Proficiency Index (MPI). The index is developed as follows: 

The Proficiency Index is a measure of the level of achievement a district, school, grade, or 

subgroup has made in relation to the proficiency achievement level on the annual MCAS test. The 

Proficiency Index is calculated as follows: 

Percentage of students scoring 200-208 on test       x 0 = A 

Percentage of students scoring 210-218 on test        x 25 = B 

Percentage of students scoring 220-228 on test        x 50 = C 

Percentage of students scoring 230-238 on test        x 75 = D 

Percentage of students scoring 240 or more on test  x 100 = E 


The Proficiency Index (PI) equals the sum of  A + B + C + D + E = PI 

Example: The Governor Ambrose High School had the following results for the 2001 MCAS 
test: 

12% of all students scored 200-208; therefore, 12% x 0 = 0 
15% of all students scored 210-218; therefore, 15% x 25 = 3.75 
21% of all students scored 220-228; therefore,  21% x 50 = 10.5 
34% of all students scored 230-238; therefore, 34% x 75 = 25.5 

            18% of all students scored 240 or more; therefore, 18%  x 100 = 18.0 

The Proficiency Index is calculated by adding:  0 + 3.75 + 10.5 + 25.5 + 18 = 57.75 

     The Proficiency Index for the Governor Ambrose High would be:  57.75 
     The MPI would use the same calculation for all students taking the math exam. 
     The EPI would use the same calculation for all students taking the ELA exam. 

The 100 point Proficiency Index is divided into six Proficiency Categories as follows: 90-100 is 

‘Very High’ (VH), 80-89.9 is ‘High’ (H), 70-79.9 is ‘Moderate’ (M), 60-69.9 is ‘Low’ (L), 40-

59.9 is ‘Very Low’ (VL), and 0-39.9 is ‘Critically Low’ (CL). 
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Appendix B: Haverhill Chapter 70 Funding and Net School Spending FY1993-2003 
 

Foundation Pct Foundation Pct Required Pct Chapter 70 Pct Required Pct Actual Dollars Pct 

Enrollment Chg Budget Chg Local Chg Aid Chg Net School Chg Net School Over/Under Over/  
FY 

         Contribution       Spending (NSS)   Spending Requirement Under 

FY93 6,950  38,445,230  18,191,048  11,382,164  29,573,212  29,573,212 0 0

FY94 7,222 3.9 40,052,329 4.2 17,811,576 -2.1 13,563,007 19.2 31,374,583 6.1 31,621,707 247,124 0.8

FY95 7,419 2.7 42,471,502 6 18,577,123 4.3 17,186,764 26.7 35,763,887 14 36,157,094 393,207 1.1

FY96 7,671 3.4 44,667,114 5.2 18,977,976 2.2 20,431,913 18.9 39,409,889 10.2 39,515,080 105,191 0.3

FY97 7,863 2.5 46,756,367 4.7 19,619,951 3.4 23,950,104 17.2 43,570,055 10.6 43,570,055 0 0

FY98 8,181 4 49,991,377 6.9 19,732,963 0.6 27,313,813 14 47,046,776 8 47,112,307 65,531 0.1

FY99 8,203 0.3 51,793,561 3.6 20,885,796 5.8 29,866,084 9.3 50,751,880 7.9 51,087,320 335,440 0.7

FY00 8,285 1 52,977,406 2.3 22,148,735 6 31,548,692 5.6 53,697,427 5.8 54,018,016 320,589 0.6

FY01 8,289 0 54,356,831 2.6 22,738,331 2.7 32,999,267 4.6 55,737,598 3.8 56,151,082 413,484 0.7

FY02 8,336 0.6 56,814,003 4.5 23,719,991 4.3 33,849,328 2.6 57,569,319 3.3 58,886,933 1,317,614 2.3

FY03 8,205 -1.6 57,430,698 1.1 24,588,697 3.7 33,849,328 0 58,438,025 1.5 58,579,472* 141,447 0.2
  

Chapter 
70 Aid as           

FY Dollars per Foundation Enrollment   Percentage of Foundation 

Pct of 
Actual 
NSS           

  Fnd Budget Ch 70 Aid Actual NSS   Ch 70 Required
NSS

Actual NSS  
          

FY93 5,532 1,638 4,255   29.6 76.9 76.9 38.5           
FY94 5,546 1,878 4,379   33.9 78.3 79 43.2           
FY95 5,725 2,317 4,874   40.5 84.2 85.1 48.1           
FY96 5,823 2,664 5,151   45.7 88.2 88.5 51.8           
FY97 5,946 3,046 5,541   51.2 93.2 93.2 55           
FY98 6,111 3,339 5,759   54.6 94.1 94.2 58.1           
FY99 6,314 3,641 6,228   57.7 98 98.6 58.8           
FY00 6,394 3,808 6,520   59.6 101.4 102 58.8           
FY01 6,558 3,981 6,774   60.7 102.5 103.3 59.2           
FY02 6,815 4,061 7,064   59.6 101.3 103.6 58.8           

FY03 6,999 4,125 7,139   58.9 101.8 102
57.9  

           


