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Executive Summary 
 

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

Schools in mid-February of 2004. During 2000-2003, it was among the ‘Very High’ 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:
• Harvard’s Average Proficiency Index (API) was 91.9, which was based on the 2003 MCAS 

results. The state average for the API was 75.7 in 2003. This placed Harvard among the 
‘Very High’ performing academic school districts in the Commonwealth. In ELA, the 
district’s ELA Proficiency Index (EPI) was 95.1, and the state average for EPI was 82.2. In 
math, the district’s math Proficiency Index (MPI) was 88.8, and the state average for MPI 
was 69.3. 

 
• On the 2003 MCAS test, 80% of the students in Harvard scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories. This figure was 28.2 percentage points higher than the state average 
percentages. 

 
• On the 2003 MCAS test, in ELA, 88.1% of the students in Harvard scored in the ‘Advanced’ 

and ‘Proficient’ categories, 27.6 percentage points higher than the state’s average 
percentages.  

 
• In math, 72.2% of the students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 29.4 

percentage points higher than the state’s average percentages. 
 
• On the MCAS retest administered in the spring of 2003, 99% of the Harvard Class of 2003 

earned a Competency Determination (CD), as compared to 95% of the statewide Class of 
2003. 

 
• On the MCAS retest administered in the spring of 2003, 99% of the Harvard Class of 2004 

earned a Competency Determination, as compared to 89% of the statewide Class of 2004. 
 
Equity of Achievement/Proficiency: 
• In Harvard there were too few special education, Asian-American, or Hispanic-American 

students enrolled in 2003 to significantly determine their performance relative to regular 
education and White students. 

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

with little overall improvement in each of the four years. This trend was prevalent in math 
and in ELA. 
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• In Harvard, 5.3% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000 and 2.7% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 
 
• In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index increased by 2.4 

points and, in math, by 2.2 points. 
 
• In ELA, 7.6% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000 and 1.1% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 
 
• In math, 3.5% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000 and 4.3% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 
 
Equity of Improvement: 
• In Harvard there were too few special education, Asian-American, or Hispanic-American 

students enrolled from 2000-2003 to determine their improvement in performance relative to 
regular education and White students. 

 
Participation and Access: 
• Overall, 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 three, ‘Satisfactory’ on fifteen, and 

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

•  In Harvard, during the period under review, the district administered standardized tests, in 
addition to MCAS tests, to measure student performance. 

 
• For the period under review, Harvard Public Schools’ students were successful in meeting or 

exceeding the state competency determination (CD) standard. 
 
• In Harvard, during the period under review, the district did not have a formal school 

committee policy on attendance, but its practices resulted in student attendance rates that 
exceeded the state average for every year under review. 
   

• During the 2003 MCAS testing, 99.7% of students participated in both the ELA and math 
MCAS test administrations. 

 
• During the period under review, the district did not formally analyze data on student and staff 

attendance. 
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• During the period under review, the district did not conduct evaluations of central office 
administrators, principals, assistant principals, or coordinators.   
 

• During the period under review, the district did not conduct timely evaluations of teachers in 
accordance with their negotiated teacher’s contract or the requirements of the Massachusetts 
Education Reform Act. 
 

• During the period under review, the district did not have a formal system in place for 
program evaluation. 

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

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

 
• During the period under review, the Harvard Public Schools had aligned its curriculum with 

the state frameworks through the use of curriculum maps. 
  
• During the period under review, in Harvard, the district engaged in an informal process for 

revising curriculum during faculty, department, and grade level team meetings. 
 
• In the 2003-2004 school year, budget cuts were made that directly affected the level of 

personnel, programs, and services available to students. 
 
• During the 2002-2003 school year, 100% of the district’s professional teaching staff held the 

appropriate certifications for their assignments. 
 

• During the period under review, all stakeholders in the school community were responsible 
for promoting high expectations for student achievement. 

 
• In the Harvard Public Schools, remedial services and support programs for students to 

succeed in programs were reduced or eliminated. 
 
• Between 2000-2003, the district’s professional development plan was a disconnected series 

of activities that were not directly linked to an analysis of student achievement data.  
 
• In Harvard, the district’s allocation of time, early release days, and tuition reimbursement 

were all evidence of a commitment of financial resources to support professional 
development. 

 
• In Harvard, there was a lack of broad-based planning and coordination of professional 

development opportunities and programs at the district level. 
 
Student Academic Support Services: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on three and ‘Poor’ on four of the 

seven performance indicators in this domain. 
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• Harvard did not meet the state requirement to have a District Curriculum Accommodation 

Plan (DCAP), nor were the components of the DCAP in any other district policy. 
 
• For the period of time under review, Harvard did not provide adequate support services for 

students who were struggling academically at the high school level. 
 
Leadership and Governance: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on eleven and ‘Poor’ on five of the 

sixteen performance indicators in this domain. 
 
• In Harvard, between 2000-2003, the school committee rewrote its mission statement and 

intended to develop a timeline to complete a strategic plan. 
 
• In Harvard, the district had several formats for the analysis of assessment scores, school 

improvement plans (SIPs), and budget development that were not interrelated. 
 
• During the period under examination, there were minimal written examples of 

communications to the staff and community regarding the implementation of the DIP, the 
SIPs, policy adoption, and the budget. 

 
• For the period under review, the district’s administrative organization was small in structure 

with administrators performing a variety of functions with few written procedures. 
 
• The district was in the midst of significant administrative turnover, during wherein, a three-

year window, both principal positions and the superintendent’s office would likely have new 
leadership. 

 
• Between 2000-2003, the selection and employment of high quality staff continued to be of 

the highest priority and the district’s ability to retain these staff was an emerging challenge. 
 
Business and Finance: 
• The EQA examiners rated the district as ‘Satisfactory’ on twelve, ‘Poor’ on five, and 

‘Unsatisfactory’ on three of the twenty performance indicators in this domain.  
 
• During the period under examination, in Harvard, there was no systemic linkage between the 

budget planning process and student achievement data. 
 
• In Harvard, the required compliance review by an independent auditor was conducted in a 

timely manner for one of the fiscal years under review. 
 
• In Harvard, in the latter years under review, town-wide financial constraints impacted 

significant changes in program offerings and reliance on outside funding sources. 
 
• In Harvard, there was a gap between the school committee’s fiscal policies and the practices 

of the administration regarding transfers and reporting requirements. 
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• During the period under examination, the Town and school finance offices were using a 

variety of platforms and programs for monitoring finances. 
 
• In Harvard, the state-required End-of-the-Year (EOYR) compliance report was completed for 

one of the fiscal years under review. 
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Part I: Overview of the EQA Review Process and the District 
 

On February 10-12, 2004, the EQA conducted an independent examination of the Harvard Public 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

Harvard is a small town located in Worcester County in central Massachusetts. Professional, 

scientific, and management services are the largest sources of employment in Harvard, followed 

by manufacturing. According to the 2000 U.S. Census, it has a population of 5,981 people and a 

median family income of $119,352, while the median family income in Massachusetts is 

$61,664. Harvard has a Town Meeting/Board of Selectmen form of government and a five-

person school committee. The Harvard Public Schools have two schools serving Grades K-12. 

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

1,221 students enrolled in the district on October 1, 2003. The demographic/subgroup 

composition in the Harvard Public Schools is: 93.4% White, 4.3% Asian-American, 0.9% 

African-American, 1.5% Hispanic-American, Limited English Proficiency (LEP), 0.1%; Free or 

Reduced Lunch/Yes (FRL/Y), 0.7%; and Special Education (SPED), 11.7%. During the ten 

years of education reform in Massachusetts, Harvard’s state Chapter 70 Aid increased by 157% 

from $556,838 in FY1993 to $1,431,925 in FY2002. For the fiscal years under review, 2000-

2003, Harvard received $1,087,243; $1,277,118; $1,431,925; and $1,431,925 for a total of 

$5,220,211 in state Chapter 70 Aid.  

 

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

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

Since 2000, Harvard has also demonstrated slight improvements on its ‘Very High’ MCAS test 

scores, and in the 2003 administration of the MCAS test, 80% of its students scored above 

standard. 

 

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

Harvard’s MCAS test results (2000-2003) is framed by the following five essential questions: 

 

1. Proficiency/Achievement: To what extent is the MCAS test performance of all of the 

district’s students meeting or exceeding state proficiency standards? 

 

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

student subgroups? 

 

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

over time? 

 

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

subgroups changed over time? 

 

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

required programs and assessments?  

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

A discussion of the analyses follows: 

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

 
Harvard’s totals vs. Harvard’s subgroups: 
• In Harvard there were too few special education, Asian-American, or Hispanic-American 

students enrolled in 2003 to determine their performance relative to regular education and 

White students. 

 

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, 80% of the students in Harvard scored in the ‘Advanced’ and 

‘Proficient’ categories. This figure was 28.2 percentage points higher than the state average 

percentages. 

 

• On the 2003 MCAS test, in ELA, 88.1% of the students in Harvard scored in the ‘Advanced’ 

and ‘Proficient’ categories, 27.6 percentage points higher than the state’s average 

percentages.  

 

• In math, 72.2% of the students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories, 29.4 

percentage points higher than the state’s average percentages. 
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Figure/Table 1: 

 MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level 
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  Advanced 14.2 31.1 
  Proficient 37.6 48.9 

  Needs Improv. 32.2 17.8 
  Warning/Failing 16.0 2.1 

 

 

 

 

Analysis of Figure/Table 1:  

• Harvard had 16.9% and 11.3% more students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories than the state on the 2003 MCAS test. 

 

• Harvard’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category exceeded that of the 

state’s students by more than two times, 31.1% to 14.2%. 

 

• Harvard had 14.4% and 13.9% fewer of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

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

 

• Harvard’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category was less than 

one-seventh that of the state’s students, 2.1% to 16.0%. 
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Figure/Table 2: 
 

MCAS 2003 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level by Subject and Grade 
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  Advanced 12.1 32.1 15.9 30.1 
  Proficient 48.4 56.0 26.9 42.1 

  Needs Improv. 30.2 10.9 34.1 24.6 
  Warning/Failing 8.9 1.0 23.1 3.2 

 

 

 

 

Analysis of Figure/Table 2: 

• Harvard had 20% and 7.6% more students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories in ELA than the state on the 2003 MCAS test. 

 

• Harvard’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Advanced’ category in ELA exceeded that 

of the state’s students by more than two times, 32.1% to 12.1%. 

 

• Harvard had 19.3% and 7.9% fewer of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

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

 

• Harvard’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category in ELA was 

almost one-ninth that of the state, 1% to 8.9%. 

 

• Harvard had 14.2% and 15.2% more students score in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ 

categories in math than the state on the 2003 MCAS test. 
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• Harvard had 9.5% and 19.9% fewer of its students score in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and 

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

 

• Harvard’s percentage of students scoring in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category in math was less 

than one-seventh that of the state’s students, 3.2% to 23.1%. 

 

Table 3: 

Proficiency Index (MCAS 2003) by Grade 
 ELA Math 

Harvard 95.1 88.8 
Grade 04 90.3 84.2 
Grade 07 97.1 NA 
Grade 08 NA 86.5 
Grade 10 97.9 96.1 

 

Analysis of Figure/Table 3: 

• On average, in Harvard, the math PI was 6.3 points less than 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 2.0 and 2.8 points higher than the 

district average and, in Grade 4, it was 4.8 points lower than the district average. 

 

• In math, the Proficiency Index in Grade 10 was 7.3 points higher than the district average and 

in Grades 4 and 8 they were 4.6 and 2.3 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): 

• In Harvard there were too few special education, Asian-American, or Hispanic-American 

students enrolled in 2003 to significantly determine their performance relative to regular 

education and White students. 
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Table 4:  

N-values by category 
   ELA Math 

Harvard Advanced 97 93 
 Proficient 169 130 
 Needs Improv. 33 76 
 Warning/Failing 3 10 

Regular Advanced 96 92 
 Proficient 154 116 
 Needs Improv. 18 55 
 Warning/Failing 0 5 

Disability Advanced 1 1 
 Proficient 15 14 
 Needs Improv. 15 21 
 Warning/Failing 3 5 

Asian-American Advanced 3 2 
 Proficient 4 2 
 Needs Improv. 2 4 
 Warning/Failing 1 1 

Hispanic-American Advanced 2 1 
 Proficient 2 3 
 Needs Improv. 2 1 
 Warning/Failing 0 0 

White Advanced 91 90 
 Proficient 162 124 

  Needs Improv. 29 70 
  Warning/Failing 2 8 
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3. Improvement:  How has MCAS performance for all students in the district changed 

over time? 

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

with little overall improvement in each of the four years. This trend was prevalent in math 

and in ELA. 

 
• In Harvard, 5.3% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000 and 2.7% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

 

• In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index increased by 2.4 

points and, in math, by 2.2 points. 

 

• In ELA, 7.6% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000 and 1.1% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 

 

• In math, 3.5% more students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 

than in 2000 and 4.3% fewer students scored in the ‘Warning/Failing’ category. 
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Figure/Table 5: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

MCAS 2000 - 2003 Data 
Percent of all students at each proficiency level
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 Advanced 22.2 26.8 34.3 31.1 

  Proficient 52.5 52.5 46.7 48.9 

  Needs Improv. 20.5 18.4 17.4 17.8 
  Warning/Failing 4.8 2.5 1.6 2.1 

 
 

 

Analysis of Figure/Table 5:  
• In Harvard, 80.0% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 

2003 in contrast to 74.7% of all students achieving these categories in 2000.  

 

• In Harvard, 19.9% of all students scored at the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ 

categories in 2003 in contrast to 25.3% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000. 
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Figure/Table 6:  
 

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

Prof. Index Trend Data
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  2000 2001 2002 2003 2000 2001 2002 2003 
Advanced 13.9 22.7 31.9 32.1 30.6 30.8 37.0 30.1 
Proficient 66.6 63.3 54.5 56.0 38.1 41.6 38.5 42.1 

Needs Improv. 17.1 13.6 13.0 10.9 23.8 23.1 22.0 24.6 
Warning/Failing 2.1 0.4 0.7 1.0 7.5 4.6 2.6 3.2 

 

Analysis of Figure/Table 6:  
• In ELA, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index increased by 2.4 

points, from 92.7 to 95.1. 

 

• In math, performance ratings from 2000-2003 on the Proficiency Index increased by 2.2 

points, from 86.6 to 88.8. 

 

• In ELA, 88.1% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003 in 

contrast to 80.5% of all students achieving these categories in 2000.  

 

• In ELA, 11.9% of all students scored at the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ 

categories in 2003, in contrast to 19.2% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000. 
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• In math, 72.2% of all students scored in the ‘Advanced’ and ‘Proficient’ categories in 2003, 

in contrast to 68.7% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000.  

 

• In math, 27.8% of all students scored in the ‘Needs Improvement’ and ‘Warning/Failing’ 

categories in 2003, in contrast to 31.3% of all students scoring in these categories in 2000. 

 

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

subgroups changed over time? 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• In Harvard there were too few special education, Asian-American, or Hispanic-American 

students enrolled from 2000-2003 to determine their improvement in performance relative to 

regular education and White students. 

 

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

required programs and assessments? 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 
• Overall, eligible students were participating in both ELA and math assessments at required 

levels. 

 
Table 7: 

 ELA Math 
Tested 99.7% 99.7% 
NTA 0.0% 0.0% 
NTM 0.3% 0.3% 
NTO 0.0% 0.0% 

 
 

Analysis of Table 7: 
• On the 2003 MCAS test, Harvard’s student test participation rates in both ELA and math 

were 99.7%. These figures were 4.7% higher than the state’s standard for test participation, 

which is 95%. 
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Part III: Summary and Preliminary Findings by Domain 
  

Domain A: Assessment and Evaluation 
 
 Standards            Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total
Domain A – Assessment & Evaluation                   
S1 - Student Assessment                   
  Excellent 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 
  Satisfactory 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 5 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
S2 – Participation          
  Excellent 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 1 
  Satisfactory 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 N/A 6 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
S3 - Evaluation Processes          
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
  Satisfactory 0 1 1 0 0 1 N/A N/A 3 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 0 
  Unsatisfactory 1 0 0 1 1 0 N/A N/A 3 
 
Standard 1. STUDENT ASSESSMENT: District and building administrators carefully 

administer statewide assessments and teachers regularly assess the performance of their 

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

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

supplementary and remedial programs.   

 
Preliminary Finding(s): 

• In Harvard, during the period under review, the district administered standardized tests, in 

addition to MCAS tests, to measure student performance. 

 

• For the period under review, Harvard Public Schools’ students were successful in meeting or 

exceeding the state competency determination (CD) standard.   
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Indicators: 

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

classroom, school, district, and state assessment results. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: The district maintained a testing program policy (File 7.14, adopted July 22, 

1991), which “support[ed] the use of multiple measures of student skill acquisition and 

curricular effectiveness, including both standardized testing and performance assessment.”  It 

further stated that, “Information from assessments would be utilized in combination with 

other data to determine individual pupil and curricular strengths and weaknesses.”  

 

At the classroom level, curriculum maps were developed in every content area and defined 

what students should know and be able to do. The curriculum maps contained strands that 

were aligned with the state standards, as well as topic and test items, which were linked with 

the MCAS tests at various grade levels. Rubrics were developed along with curriculum 

outcomes, which guided the evaluation of both the classroom and individual student 

performance. During interviews with district administrators, it was indicated that assessment 

practices were linked with the “Harvard Education Plan” goals that drove school and district 

evaluation. 
 
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: At the Bromfield School (grades 6-12), the associate/assistant principal was 

responsible for the oversight of the MCAS test preparation, organization, administration and 

collection. The associate/assistant principal devised testing schedules, including schedules 

for students with testing accommodations, through collaboration with the special education 

staff.  The development of the testing schedule included setting aside classrooms clustered in 
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one area. These testing areas were separated distinctively from the regular school setting.  

Administration information was communicated to department leaders and training sessions 

were held for all teachers responsible for test administration. During the period under review, 

the assistant/associate principal attended the DOE sponsored workshops on the MCAS test 

administration.  In Harvard, the Principles of Test Administration were followed. 

 

At the Harvard Elementary School, the guidance counselor and the assistant principal were 

primarily responsible for all aspects of the MCAS test administration.  The elementary school 

principal attended the DOE sponsored MCAS test administration workshops and reported 

back the necessary information from these workshops to the appropriate staff.  The guidance 

counselor and assistant principal met with grade level teams to review the procedures for test 

administration. All test materials were secured in the principal’s office and were accounted 

for at the end of the test administration. 

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

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

populations.  

EQA Rating: Excellent 

 
Evidence: The district administered a variety of assessments district-wide in addition to the 

MCAS test.  All Kindergarten students were screened using the First Steps assessment in the 

spring of their Kindergarten year. The Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test was administered in 

the spring to all Grade 1 students for the identification of students who might require 

additional reading support.  This test was administered for the majority of time under review.  

The district did not administer the Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test in the spring of 2003 

due to financial constraints. However, district administrators indicated that the test would 

again be administered in the spring of 2004, because the staff thought that the data from this 

test was helpful. In addition, the district had an internal assessment system in place for its 

reading program, grades K-5. Teachers were required to complete running records of all 

students three times per year, using the Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) to 

identify students’ reading levels. The results of the DRA were tracked in the students’ 

cumulative folders. The IOWA Math test was administered to all Grade 6 students to assess 
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their basic math skills and provide information for appropriate math placement the following 

year. Students in grades 7-12 were also required to participate in a summer reading program. 

Upon their return to school in September, the students were administered a test relative to 

their summer reading work which was used as a diagnostic assessment for the English 

language arts department.  The district also administered the Preliminary Scholastic 

Assessment Test (PSAT), Scholastic Assessment Test (SAT), ACT, and Advanced 

Placement (AP) exams at the high school level. 

 
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: The Harvard Public Schools frequently analyzed assessment results to inform 

improvements to all aspects of the educational program.  For example, the ELA department 

performed an item analysis on the Grade 7 ELA MCAS test to determine how many students 

in the aggregate answered correctly or incorrectly to each test item. As a result of this 

analysis, the ELA department found that the students had lower performance on topics 

pertaining to the use of literary devices and techniques. Immediate changes were made to 

course expectation, syllabi, and curriculum maps.  Similarly, the math department conducted 

an item analysis of the Grade 8 math MCAS test and found that the students demonstrated 

weaknesses in box and whisker plots. As a result of this, more units on probability and data 

statistics were added to the eighth grade math program.   

 

The ELA department also reviewed test data from the Grade 4 and Grade 7 ELA Long 

Composition Test and found that the students needed more instruction in sophisticated 

writing techniques. For example, a review of the elementary curriculum determined that 

students received instruction mainly in expository and descriptive writing, but that students 

were required to write persuasive compositions on the state exams.  Therefore, the writing 
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curriculum and instructional practices were adjusted to include a greater variety of writing 

techniques beginning at the third grade level. Further, a Grade 6 technical writing program 

was added, which required all content area teachers to provide writing across the curriculum 

instruction. Grade 6 students received narrative and descriptive writing instruction in their 

social studies and English classes; technical writing instruction in their math classes; and 

persuasive and technical writing in their science classes.  
 

During the period under review, the district analyzed various standardized assessment scores 

(the MCAS tests, Stanford Diagnostic Reading test) and student performance on class 

assessments to identify students who needed additional support in ELA and math. The 

Stanford Diagnostic Reading test was used to identify students who needed additional 

reading support provided by the reading specialist.  Further, students who had weaknesses in 

other areas were scheduled to participate in the computerized Success Maker program, which 

was used for remediation for most of the period under review.  In the FY2004, funding for 

the Success Maker program was cut due to financial constraints. 

 

The math department annually reviewed the results of the AP calculus tests to determine 

areas of strength and weakness. Overall, the district thought that students’ results on the AP 

calculus test could be stronger. Therefore, the district provided professional development for 

the AP pre-calculus teacher to receive training in a three-credit AP calculus course. The 

district thought that this would provide better vertical articulation and understanding of 

expectations from the pre-calculus course to the calculus course and ultimately improve 

student achievement on the AP calculus exam.   

 

As a result of analyzing student performance on the Grade 10 Math MCAS test, the district 

determined the need to add an additional course to its math program to better support 

students who had difficulty in achieving all math concepts, particularly geometry concepts, in 

conjunction with the sequencing of courses that were in place. Therefore, the district 

established a three-year integrated math course which offered algebra and geometry skills in 

grades 7-9 so that students had received sufficient instruction in these concepts at their level 

by grade 10.  The typical class size for the integrated math course was 8-12 students. This 
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course was supported through the purchasing and provisioning of a new text, which aligned 

well with the design of the program.   

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

regular intervals.  

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: At the Bromfield School (grades 6-12), assessment analyses were disseminated to 

appropriate staff at department meetings by department leaders who were responsible for 

preparing reports and conducting item analyses. Department meetings were held monthly at 

the Bromfield School, but district administrators also indicated that a large amount of 

communication took place informally on a daily basis and that much of these conversations 

focused on data driven decision-making. At the Harvard Elementary School, the principal 

disseminated assessment results to staff at faculty meetings. The analyses contained item 

analysis reports that reviewed each test item against the learning strands identified in the state 

curriculum frameworks.   
 

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

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

services for all student populations. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The associate principal at the Bromfield School received training in the TestWiz 

program and prepared reports for teachers to review. The department leaders and curriculum 

coordinators also disseminated test analysis reports at department meetings and reviewed 

percentiles in relation to correct and incorrect answers and highlighted learning standards that 

aligned with each answer. In addition, time was allocated during early release days, 

approximately twice a year, to analyze assessment results for improvement to instructional 

programs and services. Based on conversations with district administrators during the on-site 

review, assessment reports were mainly analyzed for the aggregate student population in 

relation to curriculum and instructional practices.   
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7. The district educates all of its students to meet or exceed the Competency Determination 

(CD) standard by their senior year. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

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

(CD), released by the DOE in 2003, 99% of the Class of 2003 earned a Competency 

Determination, and 99% of the Class of 2004 earned a Competency Determination.  

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Harvard, The district began to coordinate its curriculum and align it with the 

state standards beginning in the 2001-2002 academic year. To accomplish this goal the 

district participated in curriculum mapping, which included teachers identifying skills, 

objectives and concepts for each course and content area by grade level. Teachers met in 

grade level team meetings to participate in this process. They reviewed the state learning 

strands and curriculum frameworks, as well as national learning standards, for each content 

area. This resulted in the establishment of monthly curriculum maps by topic, which 

identified what students should know and be able to do.  Benchmarks were also developed by 

grade at the elementary level. The curriculum maps did not specifically identify assessments 

for each content area; however, district administrators believed that assessment standards 

were embedded throughout the curriculum maps.   
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Standard 2. PARTICIPATION: The district and all of its schools have documented policies, 

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

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

and opportunity for all students and all subgroups. 

 
Preliminary Finding(s): 

• In Harvard, during the period under review, the district did not have a formal school 

committee policy on attendance, but its practices resulted in student attendance rates that 

exceeded the state average for every year under review. 

   

• During the 2003 MCAS testing, 99.7% of students participated in both the ELA and math 

MCAS test administrations. 

 

• During the period under review, the district did not formally analyze data on student and staff 

attendance. 

Indicators: 

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

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

assessments. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

 
Evidence: For the period under review, despite the lack of a formal school committee policy 

on attendance for mandatory assessments, the district attained a 99.7% participation rate in 

all ELA MCAS tests administered in the spring of 2003 and a 99.7% participation rate in all 

math MCAS tests administered in the spring of 2003. Only .03% of students did not 

participate in the MCAS tests in 2003 due to medical reasons. Both schools in the district had 

an attendance policy in their student handbooks and sent out a calendar in the late summer 

for the upcoming academic year. At the elementary school, a second mailing was sent out to 

inform families of the MCAS testing schedule during the school year.  The mailing addressed 

the expectation of student attendance for the assessments. At the high school, the principal 

met with each grade to articulate expectations. 
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2. The district and all of its schools regularly monitor and evaluate data on student and staff 

attendance. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The district used the state approved Rediker Odyssey System Administration Plus 

to maintain student attendance records. Teachers sent in daily attendance to the office.  

Students who were late were required to report to the office to get a tardy slip. During the 

period under review, the student attendance rates of 95.8% in 2000, 96.1% in 2001, and 

95.9% in 2002 exceeded the state attendance rates.   

 

Staff attendance records were kept on Microsoft Access and sent to the business office 

weekly for payroll purposes. Principals also received monthly staff attendance reports from 

the superintendent. Although the district had the capacity to analyze attendance data through 

its software, no analysis of attendance data was done during the time under review.   

  

The building principal and immediate supervisors monitored attendance.   

During interviews, district administrators indicated that staff attendance was not a concern in 

the district. If a problem occurred, the superintendent might ultimately become involved.  

The average number of days absent for teachers during the 2002-2003 school year was 7.5 

days per year. This figure included days absent for long-term illness (.14 days per year), 

short-term illness (3.8 days per year), professional development (2.0 days per year), jury duty 

and military service (.003 days per year), and days absent for other reasons (1.5 days per 

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

dropouts by student subgroup populations and frequently:  

a. analyzes these records;   

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: For the time under review, during on-site interviews, district administrators 

indicated that analyzing data district-wide was not a practice during the time under review, 

although the software system had the capacity to prepare analysis reports. At the time of the 

on-site visit in February 2004, there were no ELL students enrolled in the district. Assistant 

principals at the high school and middle schools were responsible for maintaining discipline 

records. Between 2000-2002, the district’s three-year rates for exclusions, out-of-school 

suspensions, and in-schools suspensions were 1.2%, 0.5%, and 1.7%, respectively. When a 

student dropped out of school, the guidance department would arrange a mailing to discuss 

alternatives and reasons for absences. Students would be kept on the roster until a written 

decision was made. The district did not track dropouts afterwards.  The dropout rate in the 

district during the time of the review was low, 0.3 in 2000; and 0.2 in 2001. 

 

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

expectations. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: During the time under review, the district maintained high student attendance 

rates of 95.8% in 2000, 96.1% in 2001, and 95.9% in 2002. All parents and students received 

copies of the appropriate student handbook, which included a section on attendance 

requirements. Parents and students were required to sign a form acknowledging receipt of the 

handbook.  

 

The Bromfield School Student-Parent Handbook stated policies on unauthorized absences. 

Teachers were not required to provide make-up work for students who had unexcused 

absences. The handbook included a detailed section on detention, suspension, and expulsion. 

 

The guidance counselor at the elementary school was responsible for looking at patterns of 

attendance. If patterns emerged, the guidance counselor attempted to find the cause through 

inquiry and outreach. Students were expected to make up any missed work. At the high 

school, the principal received a monthly attendance report so that chronic attendance 

problems could be identified. The chronic absenteeism rate for Grade 12 students in 2002 
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was 16.7%. At the high school, the issue of tardiness had been addressed. If students were 

more than a half hour late to school, they could not participate in extra-curricular activities 

for the day. Further, if students were tardy three or more times in a semester, they received a 

thirty-minute detention.   
 
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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: During the period under review, district administrators thought that students 

receiving tutoring at home due to medical reasons were not achieving as well as the students 

who regularly attended school. There was no direct academic penalty for excessive absences, 

such as the automatic lowering of academic grades. Students who were tardy three or more 

times in a semester had mandatory detentions. District administrators did not believe that 

attendance issues were significant in the district during the time under review.     

 

Staff attendance was also not considered a significant area of concern. During interviews 

with district administrators, it was indicated that teachers at the high school were typically 

not absent more than four or five times per year.  District-wide, the actual number of average 

days absent for teachers during the 2002-2003 academic year was 7.5 days per year. A 

district administrator did acknowledge, however, that, in one instance, a teacher’s extended 

absence had a negative impact on student achievement because the curriculum was not 

documented appropriately. 

 
6. The district maintains clear and accurate records on: 

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 
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Evidence: For the period under review, the district did not have any ELL students who were 

granted waivers. During the 2002-2003 school year, three students took the LAS-R/W test 

and one student participated in the alternate assessment. During the 2002-2003 school year, 

the district employed 90 teachers, all of whom held appropriate certification for their 

teaching assignments. Copies of staff certification were kept in staff members’ personnel 

files in a clearly organized fashion. 

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

proficiency for all English language learners  (ELL) and: 

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

learners; 

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

discipline, and dropout records; 

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

focuses on areas of needed improvement. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: At the time of review in February 2004, there were no ELL students enrolled in 

the district for that school year. In the 2002-2003 school year, there were three ELL students 

enrolled in the district. The director of special education was responsible for maintaining all 

records of ELL students. A special education team process was used to identify these 

students’ needs. The district hired a certified ELL tutor who met with the ELL students 

several times each week. The school committee had a policy requiring the building principal 

to inform the school committee about the number and nature of expulsions and suspensions 

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

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

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

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

 
Preliminary Finding(s): 

• During the period under review, the district did not conduct evaluations of central office 

administrators, principals, assistant principals, or coordinators.   

 

• During the period under review, the district did not conduct timely evaluations of teachers in 

accordance with their negotiated teacher’s contract or the requirements of the Massachusetts 

Education Reform Act. 

 

• During the period under review, the district did not have a formal system in place for 

program evaluation. 

 

Indicators: 

1. The district employs a system of: 

a. school evaluation that focuses on accountability for administrators; 

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

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

staff. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

 
Evidence: For the period under review, the Harvard Public Schools did not employ an 

effective or formal accountability system for administrators and staff regarding school and 

program evaluation. Although the contract between the Harvard School Committee and the 

Harvard Teachers’ Association (September 1, 2003 through August 31, 2006) stated, “The 

evaluation procedure and instrument dated August 2000, was hereby incorporated by 

reference into this Agreement” and the district maintained an extensive teacher evaluation 

program document (August 2000) during the period under review, the EQA team found that 

the district was either not conducting evaluations of staff or not conducting them in 
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accordance with its negotiated evaluation procedures and cycle.  An on-site examination of 

personnel evaluations revealed that approximately 80% of the teacher evaluations sampled 

were not current. Further, formal evaluations of the special education staff were not done.  

Therefore, this system was ineffective in focusing on accountability for staff because it was 

not carried out in accordance with the district’s own negotiated agreement.   

 

Administrators did not receive performance-based pay. Principals received three-year 

contracts with pre-determined salaries, which was the longest-termed contract allowed by the 

state. During the entire period under review, none of the building principal or central office 

administrators received formal evaluations that focused on accountability. The school 

committee, however, evaluated the superintendent annually and held him accountable for 

school improvement. The school committee discussed the superintendent’s goals at an open 

meeting.   

  

Goals for departments were set at the beginning of each year. Department heads worked with 

teachers to develop individual goals, which may be interdisciplinary.  Teachers’ goals were 

aligned with the Harvard Education Plan and department goals. Goals also took the 

requirements of re-certification into consideration. 

 
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: In Harvard, when a gap in the curriculum was suspected, analysis began at the 

department level. A team meeting was held to discuss the gap, as well as possible solutions.  

Summer workshops were also held to discuss new approaches. Solutions might include 

professional development, using different textbooks, trying different instructional practices, 

or increasing time on a particular aspect of the curriculum. Changes were implemented the 

following school year and student achievement was monitored. Recent changes that were 

made as a result of this process included developing interdisciplinary projects for ELA and 
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social studies in grades 7 through 10 and incorporating technology into the foreign language 

curriculum. There was also some focus on vertical coordination of curriculum.  
 

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: At the Bromfield School (grades 6-12), programs were monitored by analyzing 

test results.  Departments would examine testing specific to their disciplines.  Analyses were 

done on the results of AP, SAT II, and other standardized tests. The effectiveness of course 

curriculum was also measured against national standards such as the National Science 

standards. In addition, formal assessments were used to identify gaps in relation to the state 

frameworks. Staff would also rely on anecdotal evidence. Due to the small size of the school, 

reflection on program content occurred through one-on-one conversations in the science 

department or in department meetings. In the foreign language department, the American 

Council of Foreign Language standards and the Massachusetts frameworks were used to 

design curriculum, and review textbooks and ancillary materials. Fourth and fifth year 

students took the national exam in French and Spanish. The department also analyzed SAT 

scores and AP scores for strengths and weaknesses in the curriculum.  Changes were then 

made and monitored the following year. The social studies department ran summer 

workshops to align the curriculum to the frameworks. The departments analyzed MCAS test 

scores through item analysis. 
 
4. The district’s evaluation procedure for administrators is aligned with the requirements 

of the Massachusetts Education Reform Act. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

 

Evidence: In Harvard, based upon a review of all administrators’ evaluations during the on-

site visit in February 2004, there was no evidence that the two principals, the associate 

principal or the assistant principal, had received formal written evaluations during any of the 
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years under review. There was also no evidence that any central office administrator had 

received a formal written evaluation during any of the years under review, except the 

superintendent.   
 

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

Education Reform Act. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

 
Evidence: During the on-site visit in February 2004, 80% of the professional status teacher 

evaluations sampled filed late or non-existent of the remaining 20% of the of professional 

status teacher evaluations sampled, all were completed in a timely manner and signed by 

both parties. None of these evaluations contained the Principles of Effective Teaching. 

Rather, the evaluations contained the following categories: list of annual goals, commentary 

of evaluator, teacher comments, and recommendations for teacher status for the following 

school year.   
 

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

scores to: 

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

strengths and weaknesses in curriculum and instruction,  

b. set priorities for professional development, and  

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Harvard, the district relied on the disaggregated data provided by the DOE for 

conducting MCAS test analysis. Administrators stated that, due to the small size of the 

district (1,221 students in 2003) and the statistically insignificant subgroup populations 

(including special education students), test data could vary widely from one year to the next 

making it difficult to establish a pattern.   
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A coordinated program review was completed for the district in 2000. The district 

implemented the “Systems Thinking Project” and the use of graphing visuals was added.  

The results of these changes were currently being monitored.   

 

In the high school, leveling in biology was eliminated and the course was restructured about 

three years ago. As a result, teachers were given professional development in differentiated 

instruction. Teachers in the foreign language department attended AP workshops. 

 

Resources were reallocated for special education on an on-going basis. Tutors were hired 

depending on the needs of individual students. The district supplied equipment, such as 

voice-activated recorders, as needed. Psychology courses were offered for juniors and seniors 

and money was made available to purchase substitute textbooks for special needs students 

who found the regular text too difficult. In the science department, when the biology course 

was changed from a leveled to a non-leveled course, money was made available for a new 

textbook series.   
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Domain B: Curriculum and Instruction 
 
 Standards                  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 5aVoc. 6 7 8 9 Total

Domain B –Curriculum & Instruction                   
S4 – Curriculum                       
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
  Satisfactory 1 1 0 1 1 N/A 0 N/A N/A N/A 4 
  Poor 0 0 1 0 0 N/A 1 N/A N/A N/A 2 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
S5 - Instruction: Expectations & Policies                      
  Excellent 0 1 0 1 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 2 
  Satisfactory 1 0 1 0 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 3 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 
S6 - Access To Quality Education 
Programs                      

  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
  Satisfactory 1 1 1 1 1 N/A 1 N/A N/A N/A 6 
  Poor 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 
S7 - Professional Development & 
Training                      
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 1 0 N/A N/A 1 
  Satisfactory 1 1 0 0 0 N/A 0 1 N/A N/A 3 
  Poor 0 0 0 1 1 N/A 0 0 N/A N/A 2 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 1 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A N/A 1 
 
Standard 4. CURRICULUM: The district, each of its schools, and programs utilize curricula 

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

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

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

who administer and teach in the district. 

 
Preliminary Finding(s): 

• During the period under review, the Harvard Public Schools had aligned its curriculum with 

the state frameworks through the use of curriculum maps. 

  

• During the period under review, in Harvard, the district engaged in an informal process for 

revising curriculum during faculty, department, and grade level team meetings. 
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• In the 2003-2004 school year, budget cuts were made that directly affected the level of 

personnel, programs, and services available to students. 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In the Harvard Public Schools, curriculum leadership was the shared 

responsibility of all the personnel. The principals, assistant principals, and associate 

principals served as the instructional leaders for their buildings by determining areas of need 

for professional development at monthly faculty meetings and during early release in-

services.  The district also employed department leaders in grades 6-12 for each of the 

content areas in math, English, science, social studies, and foreign language. During 

interviews with district administrators, it was indicated that department leaders were the 

people who knew and drove the curriculum and provided leadership specific to curriculum in 

their content areas at regularly scheduled department meetings and one-to-one meetings with 

individual teachers.  At the elementary level, there were curriculum coordinators for math, 

science, social studies, and ELA who provided support to classroom teachers and 

administration. During the time under review, a science leadership team was established to 

review the science curriculum at the elementary level. This team consisted of four classroom 

teachers from different grades at the elementary level who met on a monthly basis. The main 

goal of the science leadership team was to update and review initiatives and report back their 

findings to all appropriate staff members.   

 
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: In the Harvard Public Schools, all teachers were given copies of curriculum maps, 

programs of studies, curriculum guides and the state curriculum frameworks. Further, 

department leaders at the Bromfield School provided samples of how curriculum was 
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organized in past years to new teachers that were relative to their teaching assignments and 

course loads.   

 

During part of the period under review, the district had a mentoring program in which 

teachers new to the district were assigned a mentor who received compensation in the 

amount of $1,000. This formal mentoring program was cut during the latter years under 

review due to budget concerns. Therefore, the district relied on its department leaders to meet 

one-on-one with new teachers and review curriculum unit-by-unit. Much of the training the 

teachers received was gained in grade level team meetings or through informal conversations 

with their colleagues.    

 

Some formal curriculum training was provided to district teachers during the period under 

review. Elementary teachers received training in the TERC Investigations math program, in 

which on-going support was provided in methods of instruction related to strands in the state 

curriculum frameworks. In-service trainings were also offered on running records to 

elementary classroom teachers and some Saturday and weekend workshops were held on 

various curriculum topics. 

 

The district monitored the teachers’ use in the planning and delivery of instruction through 

numerous ways. Department leaders at the Bromfield School were visibly present in 

classrooms on a regular basis.  They also reviewed materials teachers were using, analyzed 

copies of their tests, and requested copies of introductory packets for units of instruction.  

Some department leaders also collected plan books regularly. All department leaders had 

formal evaluative and supervisory responsibilities. Curriculum coordinators at the Harvard 

Elementary School were also present in classrooms when their schedules allowed.  This was 

often difficult, however, because the elementary curriculum coordinators carried full teaching 

loads. Often, they would have to request substitute coverage for the purpose of visiting 

teacher classrooms. Curriculum coordinators provided supervision and evaluation through 

peer evaluations. At the elementary level, the principal visited classrooms regularly by 

setting aside one week at a time to observe classes by following a strand of the curriculum 

through all grade levels. This allowed the principal to look at student work, observe lessons, 
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and review plans to assess the level of consistency within a content area. The high school 

principal and associate principal had developed a schedule for formal evaluations of teachers.  

They also monitored curriculum and teacher performance through regular meetings with 

department leaders. 

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

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

EQA Rating: Poor 

 
Evidence: During the time under review, the district maintained a school committee policy 

(File 7.6, adopted September 17, 1990) concerning the development of curriculum. The 

policy stated, “Teachers have professional responsibilities to the school program beyond 

regular classroom duties. These responsibilities might include work on curriculum 

committees.”    

 

During the 2002-2003 school year, the Bromfield School was engaged in the NEASC process 

and had reviewed curriculum maps in conjunction with the state frameworks. As a result, 

courses were added to the math program, such as AP Calculus. Teachers were given the 

opportunity to make suggestions for developing a new curriculum map for this course.  

Teachers at the Bromfield School were further involved in curriculum revision during 

departmental meetings and summer workshops.  

 

District administrators also indicated that standards drove the curriculum in the Harvard 

Public Schools.  For example, the epic, Beowulf, had historically been taught at Grade 12, but 

the Grade 10 ELA MCAS test addressed Anglo-Saxon literature questions. Therefore, the 

English department analyzed their curriculum maps to determine when classics, Greek tragic 

terms, and epic terms were taught. Through this process, it was determined that classics with 

modern connections were taught at Grade 10, which paralleled the concepts taught through 

Beowulf. As a result, adjustments were made and Beowulf was added to the Grade 10 World 

Circuit unit and transitioned out of the Grade 12 curriculum. 
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During interviews, district administrators indicated a weakness existed at the Harvard 

Elementary School for involving teachers in the annual review of curriculum based upon 

student assessment results. During the period under review, the elementary program was at 

the initial stages of being reevaluated.  The building principal conducted item analyses of test 

data and shared them with staff at faculty and grade level team meetings. If changes to 

curriculum were needed based upon the item analysis reports, grade level teachers made the 

decision to adapt their curriculum. However, district administrators indicated that curriculum 

revision in relation to student assessment results was not a driving force in the district during 

the period under review. 

 
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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: During the time under review, the district maintained a school committee policy 

(File 7.5, adopted September 17, 1990) for the evaluation of instructional programs. The 

policy stated, “The school committee consider[ed] comprehensive and objective evaluations 

of the effectiveness of the curriculum to be of primary importance. The superintendent 

[would] provide for the translation of the stated instructional goals into objectives and for the 

appraisal of their implementation.”  The policy also included a list of the evaluation process 

and stated that, “An evaluation of the curriculum and its effectiveness would be made 

periodically and reported to the committee by the superintendent.”  The district also had a 

policy for the selection of instructional materials (File 7.11, adopted September 17, 1990), 

which indicated that, “instructional materials must allow flexibility for meeting the special 

needs of individual students and groups of students.” 

 

The actual procedure for making modifications and/or revisions to curricula was informal.  

One example, cited by district administrators, was a change made to special education 

students’ eleventh grade curriculum as a result of parents bringing a concern forward.  

Parents indicated that the novels taught in Grade 11 were too difficult for some special 
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education students. Therefore, the English department allowed special education students to 

read Catcher in the Rye, which they considered to be at a college preparatory level, rather 

than the more advanced requirement of a Nathaniel Hawthorne novel. 

 

At the elementary level, modifications were made in order to ensure that special education 

students had access to the regular education curriculum. Most of the accommodations 

included small group work, the re-teaching of concepts, and modifications to the expectations 

for assignments.   

 

In terms of the dissemination of curriculum revisions, district administrators simply indicated 

that teachers would be aware of any changes to the curriculum because they would have been 

a part of the team responsible for making the revision.   

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

a. horizontal instructional program articulation throughout the system, and  

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

– K–12. 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The 2003-2004 Harvard Elementary School Improvement Plan contained an 

objective for improving student learning through the coordination of the core curriculum 

experiences and skills from class to class within a grade, and from grade-to-grade within the 

school, and through articulation with department heads. During interviews with district 

administrators, it was revealed that this goal was being addressed through grade level team 

meetings in which elementary teachers were looking at consistency in programs at the same 

grade level. Curriculum coordinators also met with elementary grade level teams during early 

release in-service days and horizontal articulation was discussed at some of these meetings.  

At the high school level, district administrators indicated that there was no need for the 

horizontal articulation of curriculum because only one teacher had the responsibility of 

teaching each course. 
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The vertical articulation of curriculum was achieved through the district’s curriculum 

mapping and sequencing of learning goals and expectations, grades K-12. At the time of the 

on-site review in February 2004, the district’s curriculum was aligned with the state 

frameworks in the core content areas, grades K-12. This was achieved through the use of 

early release days that focused on curriculum mapping, subject by subject. 

 

5a. VOC:  In vocational schools and districts, the district implements an established, well-

documented process to ensure: 

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

technology into each occupational area, 

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

the next  - 9-12. 

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

9-12. 

EQA Rating: N/A 

 
Evidence: N/A 

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

subgroups. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

 
Evidence: District administrators believed that staffing levels were adequate in the district 

during the majority of the time under review, but expressed concern for the 2003-2004 

academic year. For example, district administrators did not think that the remedial 

component at the elementary school was sufficient to meet the needs of struggling students.  

The district was relying mainly on the use of the software program, Success Maker, to 

provide math and language arts remediation for individual students. However, budget cuts 

had resulted in the loss of the staff person who had been trained in overseeing the Success 

Maker program, which included setting up individual student profiles, analyzing reports, and 

printing reports for classroom teachers. As a result, the program became ineffective because 

classroom teachers neither had the training nor the time to manage the program for students 
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who needed it. In addition, class size had increased during the 2003-2004 school year, 

particularly in grades 4-5, which had an average class size of 26-27 students, according to 

district administrators. Other budget cuts included the loss of regular education tutors at the 

elementary level and the loss of a guidance counselor at the elementary level, which 

impacted the level of support available to fifth grade students. At the high school, department 

leaders had to add an additional class to their schedules in the 2003-2004 school year and the 

funds for textbooks and instructional materials were tightened.   

 
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): 

• During the 2002-2003 school year, 100% of the district’s professional teaching staff held the 

appropriate certifications for their assignments. 

 

• During the period under review, all stakeholders in the school community were responsible 

for promoting high expectations for student achievement. 

 
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: Satisfactory 

 

Evidence: During interviews, district administrators indicated that a variety of assessments 

were used to determine instructional programs and methodology that met the needs of a 

diverse student population. Some internal assessments included end-of-year tests, end-of-

year unit assessments, IOWA test scores, running records, anecdotal records, and projects.  In 
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particular, IOWA test scores were administered in grade six to determine students’ placement 

in math classes, such as integrated math, math 7 and pre-algebra, and algebra I. At the 

elementary level, running records were administered three times a year to determine 

students’ reading levels and appropriate placements in flexible reading groups.   

 

During the period under review, the school committee maintained a policy on class size (File 

IAA, adopted August 5, 1995), which outlined targets for class size, grades K-12. In addition, 

the 2003-2004 Harvard Elementary School Improvement plan listed an objective to 

“continually monitor class size in adherence to the school committee policy.” These 

examples reflected the district’s goal of preserving low class sizes to support instructional 

programs. However, budget cuts in the FY2004 budget had begun to impact the district’s 

philosophy of small class size.   

 

The district had also begun to cluster students at the high school level who required more in-

class support in an inclusion model. At the time of review in February 2004, the district had 

both inclusion and pull out models in place to support special education students.   

 

During the period under review, the district implemented a new math program at the 

elementary level, because student performance results indicated that students were having 

difficulty grasping some math concepts that appeared on the MCAS test. The adoption of the 

new program was supported through funds from the National Science Foundation (NSF). 

Further, the district offered professional development for teachers to support the new math 

program; which teachers could receive three graduate credits for completing the course. 

 

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

the district, each of its schools, the students, their parents, and the community. 

 EQA Rating: Excellent 

 
Evidence: During the period under review, the district focused on sustaining student 

achievement through sponsored open houses and curriculum nights. The superintendent 

regularly communicated the expectation of high levels of student achievement. Specifically, 
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the superintendent spoke to high school students about high expectations for college 

acceptances and constantly reiterated that the Bromfield School (grades 6-12) had three 

tracks: college preparatory, honors, and advanced placement.  

 

The two schools in the district worked in concert with their school advisory councils to 

promote student achievement. For example, the Harvard Elementary School Council 

advocated for an elementary curriculum coordinator for three consecutive years by including 

it in the school improvement plan as one of their goals. 

 
3. The district has allocated sufficient instructional time in the core content areas to promote 

academic achievement and a level of proficiency for all students. Instructional time in each 

content area:  

a. meets state requirements at each level, and 

b. meets the educational needs of students as determined through an analysis of student 

achievement data. 

 EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: During the period under review, the Harvard Public Schools met the state 

requirement of 900 minutes of instructional time at the elementary and middle school levels 

and 990 minutes of instructional time at the high school level.  The high school had a practice 

of granting seniors independent time for a senior humanities project, which was referred to as 

‘990.’ The theory behind this was that seniors would use some of their 990 minutes of 

instructional time for independent study to complete the humanities project. At the beginning 

of the year, parents had to sign a consent form which explained what the senior student 

would do with their ‘990’ time to support the humanities project. This time could be spent 

working on this project at home or in study hall. It was unclear to what extent the ‘990’ time 

was actually monitored by the district to determine if it was actually being used as 

instructional time and if it counted. 

 

The district engaged in an analysis of student test scores and achievement of alumni during 

their first year of college to inform their instructional programs. As a result of alumni 

answering the question of how well prepared they were in their first year of college, the 
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district changed its eighth grade math program to algebra I. At the elementary level, it was 

determined that the students were not able to learn all the objectives or grasp the content of 

the new math program in the historical 45 minute periods that were in place. Therefore, math 

instructional time was increased to 60 minutes per day. In addition, as indicated in the 

Harvard Elementary School Improvement plan, the Grade 5 program was redesigned to 

increase math instruction from 200 to 300 minutes per week.   

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

assignment or responsibility. 

EQA Rating: Excellent 

 
Evidence: During the 2002-2003 school year, the district employed 90 teachers, all of whom 

held appropriate certification for their teaching assignments. District administrators described 

the recruitment process as thorough, which included the advertising of vacancies in the 

Boston Globe. The district was committed to only hiring teachers who held certifications for 

their respective teaching assignment. Further, finalists were expected to teach a lesson to a 

group of students as a part of the interview process. 

 
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: For part of the time under review, the district had a formal mentoring program in 

place that supported new teachers. After budget cuts eliminated this program in 2002, 

however, teachers continued the program on their own despite the lack of compensation. 

Such examples of staff camaraderie and collegiality were cited as reasons why personnel 

remained in the district’s employ.  In addition, teachers were provided with continual support 

from the curriculum coordinators. District administrators believed that teachers were treated 

with professionalism, which led to a feeling of empowerment.   

 

District administrators also stated that teachers in the district took their profession seriously 

and, at times, teachers in their first, second, or third year in the district chose to leave because 
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they did not want to work as hard as was expected in the Harvard Public Schools.  However, 

district administrators also stated that if a teacher stayed for five years, they stayed for life. 

 

Standard 6. ACCESS TO QUALITY EDUCATION PROGRAMS: District and school 

policies and practices require all faculty, staff and students to be in attendance.  Retention, 

suspension, transition management, and dropout prevention policies and programs encourage and 

support equitable participation in quality educational programs for all students. 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• In the Harvard Public Schools, remedial services and support programs for students to 

succeed in programs were reduced or eliminated. 

 

Indicators: 

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: For the time period under review, school committee policy 8.3 stated the student 

attendance policy.  It was also stated in the student handbook. At the high school level, 

attendance was also connected to participation in extracurricular activities, including 

athletics. At the elementary school level, a parent volunteer or a secretary called all absent 

students. A secretary at the Bromfield school called the absent students in grades 6-12.  Daily 

attendance lists were provided to each teacher district-wide. Due to the size of the student 

population, patterns of absence were determined from these lists and not monitored by any 

computerized attendance program. In 2002, at the Grade 12 level, 16.7% of the students were 

chronically absent. 

 

The Harvard Elementary Staff handbook explained the school year for teachers as 180 days 

plus five additional days. Each elementary teacher was required to maintain a “substitute 

folder” for the times when he/she was unexpectedly absent. A phone number was published 

for teachers to call when absent. The handbook also referenced the contract provisions 

regarding attendance. 
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The Bromfield School Staff Handbook also explained the school year for the staff as 180 

days plus five additional days. Teachers were also required to call a phone number to report 

his/her absence. It was suggested that teachers who were going to be absent should also 

contact their department leader. Substitute folders were also required at this level.   
 
2. The district has well-documented policies and practices that support equitable participation in 

quality educational programs for all students. The policies, procedures and practices address: 

a. transition management, 

b. dropout prevention. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: For students entering the Kindergarten program, an evening meeting was held for 

parents in April. At this meeting a slide show was presented about the Kindergarten program 

and talks were given by the guidance counselor and the principal. In late May, school 

visitation occurred, including building tours, a story, a snack, and a ride on a yellow school 

bus.  The transition from Kindergarten to Grade 1 began in the spring with visits by the 

guidance counselor to each Kindergarten class. Students visited Grade 1 classes and teachers.  

From grades 5-6, the Grade 5 teachers and the guidance counselor talked with the Grade 5 

students in the spring.  The Grade 5 students met the Grade 6 teachers and toured the 

Bromfield School. In the early spring, the parents of Grade 5 students were invited to attend 

an Open House Orientation Program describing the Grade 6 program. Throughout the school 

year, there were several meetings/consultations with the guidance counselor and the Grade 5 

team to prepare students for the Bromfield School. Coffee meetings and parent nights were 

also held on a regular basis. Due to the fact that the middle school program and high school 

program were in the same physical location, transition from the middle school to the high 

school was handled internally with no specific practice. Dropout prevention was handled on a 

case-by-case basis because there were so few instances when this occurred. 
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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: In the Harvard Public Schools, the expectations for the entire educational 

community were stated in the “Harvard Educational Plan.” The mission statement of this 

plan stated: “The Harvard Public Schools [were] dedicated to giving every student the 

opportunity and means to acquire essential and applicable knowledge in the content areas, 

and command of the critical reasoning and higher order thinking skills requisite for problem-

solving, research, and continuous learning.” The expectation to succeed was stated in each 

school handbook as well; in the core values at the elementary school and the restatement of 

the mission statement in the Bromfield School Student-Parent Handbook.  The expectations 

were reflected in the yearly “Brag Sheet” distributed by the central office detailing the 

successes of the students in all areas. 

 

The Bromfield School encouraged participation in challenging courses by offering a variety 

of alternative educational opportunities. They offered independent studies with the possibility 

of course credit. Courses could be taken for credit outside of the Bromfield School program 

with prior approval of the principal. The levels of courses at the Bromfield School were 

college preparatory (the lowest); honors (the middle); and advanced placement (the highest). 

As stated earlier, the “Brag Sheet” detailed the successes of the students in the offerings both 

in and out of the classroom (including SAT scores, success on the AP exam.)  At the 

elementary level they held a “Math Olympiad” before school for students who excel in math. 

They also participated in the “Odyssey of the Mind” and “Destination Imagination” programs 

from the grades 3-12. 
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The budget constraints that Harvard was under for the years under review have lead to the 

reduction or full elimination of remedial programs district-wide. Any support for students 

was handled through office hours, in-class tutoring, or assisting the parents in finding private 

tutoring when needed. The Bromfield School also had a Peer Tutoring Program. At the 

Harvard Elementary School, they purchased the “Success Maker Computer Program.” This 

program was designed to provide additional computer assistance to grade 5-6 students who 

needed help in math and ELA. The district had a program called “Teachers Serving 

Teachers.”  This program was designed to help teachers develop programs or some form of 

assistance for individual students who might be having some problem in any area. 

 

Advanced placement courses were offered in biology, calculus, and English. Participation in 

these courses required prerequisite courses to be taken. Waivers of the prerequisites could be 

obtained. When waivers were obtained, the student was responsible for an improvement plan 

and for taking additional tests, or outside courses to demonstrate that he/she had the ability to 

succeed in the AP classes. 

 

4. The district has well-documented policies and practices that respond to student behavior and 

support student needs in an equitable manner. The policies, procedures, and practices address 

issues in the areas of discipline, retention, suspension, and exclusion. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The Harvard Elementary School handbook stated the expectations for student 

behavior. The elementary school instituted a “school-wide bully program.”  When an 

incident occurred, an Incident Report Form was completed. The student responsible for the 

inappropriate behavior was required to complete a “Think About It” Worksheet.  After one or 

two incidences, a meeting was held with the parents.   

 

Retention at Harvard Elementary School was handled on an individual case-by-case basis.  

When an incident of retention might occur, a meeting was held with the parent/guardian and 
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the guidance counselor and principal. If the parent/guardian chooses against retention, a letter 

was signed and placed in the students cumulative folder.   

 
The Bromfield School 2004 Student-Parent Handbook explained the school’s discipline 

practices in the section “Disciplinary Offenses.” It explained the consequences for academic 

violations, drugs, weapons, assaults, etc. For the years under review, the suspensions of 

students were related to truancy and attendance. All discipline-related issues and figures were 

lower than the state averages. 

 

Retention at the Bromfield School for high school level students was determined by 

graduation requirements. The Bromfield School 2004 Student-Parent Handbook stated that 

“The Principal will determine whether a student had earned sufficient course credits to 

advance to the next level (pg. 5).” A student retention had not occurred at the Bromfield 

School in the 2001 and 2002 school years. In 2000, one student was retained at the Grade 12 

level. In order to avoid retention, students were able to take courses over the summer at local 

colleges, community colleges, and via the Internet. Individualized programs were also 

developed for students in order to avoid retention.   

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

students. These policies, and programs promote transient student involvement in high quality 

and challenging programs. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: At the elementary school, interviews were conducted with the parents of in-

coming students to determine the placement for these students. Kindergarten students were 

given an assessment to determine their strengths and weaknesses. At the middle/high school 

level, every effort was made by the guidance staff to match incoming students with 

compatible programs. Some students would take classes on a pass/fail basis to determine 

where to be placed afterwards. Options were offered regarding programs and levels.  

Mobility and transiency was not perceived as an issue in Harvard.   
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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 department leaders completed the faculty assignments at the Bromfield 

School.  Every effort was made to assign the appropriate staff to the appropriate class based 

on faculty skills and talents. Budget constraints led to some assignments occurring solely for 

enrollment purposes. At the middle school, the program made it difficult to change faculty 

assignments. There was only one team at each middle school level. The Harvard Elementary 

School held placement meetings with the guidance counselor and the principal. At these 

meetings, every student was placed based on the best match of their learning styles to the 

staff strengths. Parents were sent a letter regarding their child’s assignment and requests for 

changes could be made. 

 
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, the district’s professional development plan was a disconnected series 

of activities that were not directly linked to an analysis of student achievement data.  

 

• In Harvard, the district’s allocation of time, early release days, and tuition reimbursement 

were all evidence of a commitment of financial resources to support professional 

development. 

 

• In Harvard, there was a lack of broad-based planning and coordination of professional 

development opportunities and programs at the district level.  
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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: In Harvard, the teachers’ labor union contract provided for 20 early release days 

at the elementary level and 16 release days at the secondary level. The elementary SIP 

referenced specific program professional development for the TERC Investigations math 

program, TERC science program, and reading components. There was also an overall district 

perspective to professional development, except for a few basic programs such as restraint 

training. Needs were more often identified at the school level than at the district level. The 

high school SIP did not specifically reference 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: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: Between 2000-2003, there was a significant allocation of professional 

development time for teachers through the early release day program. There was some 

funding of summer workshops. In addition, there was funding for the tuition reimbursement 

program for teachers. Group planning time was provided to teachers. The district irregularly 

established district professional development plans. Declining fiscal resources impacted 

professional development. In some years under review, the district did not meet the annual 

expectations for funding professional development by a minimal amount. 
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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: Unsatisfactory 

 
Evidence: Until 2003, a detailed analysis of student achievement data was not evident and 

did not drive professional development programs. There was also minimal evaluation of 

programs and services leading to professional development activities. There was very little 

evidence of teacher or administrator evaluations and, therefore, these did not inform the 

professional development programs. 

 

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: Poor 

 
Evidence: In Harvard, the professional development program did not evolve directly from 

the initiatives of educational reform. There was evidence that the curriculum frameworks 

directly impacted curriculum mapping and course sequence, particularly in science. 

Participatory decision-making was not an integral part of the governance style, although the 

small administrative council did seem to review all matters of importance. Community and 

parental involvement are rarely referenced in the context of professional development. 

 

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: The school district offered minimal training to staff on data analysis. There was 

some reference to TestWiz for administrators, but, generally speaking, professional 

development did not address data analysis skills for staff. The school district did not have a 

district curriculum accommodation plan and, therefore, did not base professional 

development plans on the DCAP.  

 

Accommodations for diverse styles of learning were an integral part of the curriculum for the 

majority of the high performing students, but there was a notable lack of opportunity for 

students who needed minimal assistance, such as tutoring, or even more dramatic assistance 

needed by special needs students. As the professional development plan was actually a loose 

compilation of activities, it was difficult to attribute specific strands to the existing activities. 

 

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: Excellent 

 
Evidence: In Harvard, the district fully funded a tuition reimbursement plan, which allowed 

for professional growth and also could meet the need to provide a path to re-certification. It 

represented a substantive cost and commitment by the district. The district also offered 

professional development point (PDP) credits for district activities. In addition, funds and 

opportunities for attendance at workshops outside the school district were provided. 

 

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: Between 2000-2003, the overall commitment of early release time and tuition 

reimbursement created a broad structure, which addressed and sustained the goals of the DIP 

and SIPs. There was an identifiable need to coordinate these efforts into a professional 

development plan with organization and purpose. 
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Domain C: Student Academic Support Services 
 

 Standards             Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total
Domain C - Academic Support Services                   
S8 - Academic Support Services                   
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 
  Satisfactory 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 N/A 3 
  Poor 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 N/A 4 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 

 
Standard 8. STUDENT ACADEMIC SUPPORT SERVICES: The district provides 

appropriate academic support services in ELA, math, and other core content areas for students 

that are not meeting state performance expectations.  The district engages in a comprehensive 

analysis of the results from student performance assessments and student needs in order to 

determine the content and scope of academic support services that are offered. 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• Harvard did not meet the state requirement to have a District Curriculum Accommodation 

Plan (DCAP), nor were the components of the DCAP in any other district policy. 

 

• For the period of time under review, Harvard did not provide adequate support services for 

students who were struggling academically at the high school level. 

 

Indicators: 

1. The district has adopted and is implementing a District Curriculum Accommodation 

Plan (DCAP), which may be a component of the District Improvement Plan (DIP), to 

assist principals in ensuring that all efforts have been made to meet students’ needs in 

regular education.   

EQA Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: The Harvard Public Schools did not adopt a district curriculum accommodation 

Plan (DCAP) and there was no evidence of any other written plan in the district addressing 

the components of the DCAP. The district used instructional support teams at the elementary 

level that worked to address the needs of students who were not in special education. 

Teachers Supporting Teachers (TST) included the principal and assistant principal. If a 

  57



parent initiated the TST process, the parent would have to go to the principal’s office to fill 

out a parent referral form, thus providing opportunity for discussion. At this point, informal 

solutions might have been tried. In grades 6-9, grade level teams met during common 

planning time, which was scheduled daily. Meetings were informal. Specific referral forms 

were not used. There were no support teams at the middle school level. In grades 10-12, staff 

met informally.  Teachers in Grade 9 met one day in the seven-day cycle. Participants might 

have included the classroom teacher, special education teachers and guidance counselors. 

 

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: The Harvard Public Schools had not adopted a district curriculum accommodation 

plan (DCAP) and there was no evidence of any other written plan in the district addressing 

the components of the DCAP. In the elementary school, if a teacher had concerns he/she 

would fill out a Teachers Supporting Teachers (TST) referral form, which would be given to 

the principal. The team met once every other week and included the principal, assistant 

principal and curriculum coordinators. The parent could participate in the process.  After 

referral, the principal would gather background information and observations.  The team 

would then brainstorm. The TST had been in place for the entire time period under review. 

There were special education team meetings on referrals once a week, before or after school. 

These meetings would include regular and special education staff, specialists, such as 

occupational therapists and speech therapists, and other “targeted” people. According to 

administrators, there was a steady stream of referrals. 

 

There were fewer referrals at the high school. Parents would often refer their children for 

evaluations. At the high school, the principal, special education staff, guidance counselor and 

specialists would meet at least once a week to discuss individual education plans, three year 

re-evaluations and any new concerns. Parents would go to the guidance counselor to make 
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new referrals. At the high school, there were also grade level meetings. According to a 

district administrator, in Harvard, most parents circumvent the pre-referral system and go 

directly through the special education referral process. 

 

According to district administrators, there were no remedial services so most students were 

referred for special education. Although, it was emphasized that all students in special 

education were students with disabilities. Administrators said it was difficult for regular 

education to “deliver diversity.” The district had plans to offer an in-service session on 

differentiated instruction on its next early release day. 

 

There was no differentiated instruction at the high school. Rather, special education teachers 

would make modifications in the curriculum and develop study guides for special education 

students. Content support for special education students was built into the seven-day 

schedule. Students could get support from one to seven days in the cycle. 

 

3. Components of the DCAP include the following:  

a. direct and systematic instruction in reading; 

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

learning;  

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

and  

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

and accommodate the needs of students. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

 
Evidence:  In Harvard, while the Harvard Public Schools did not have a formal written 

DCAP, there were some procedures in place to direct reading instruction, and address 

students’ behavioral issues.  

 

In first grade, the reading specialist screened students to identify those with reading 

problems. Students were pulled out for remedial reading programs, which were not 
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considered part of special education. Remedial reading programs used assessments such as, 

the Marie Clay, observation survery, running records, observations, and phonological 

assessments. The use of these programs and assessment continued into the second grade. Exit 

was fluid and was based on when the student was close to the appropriate reading level and 

would be able to be self-sustaining. If there were reading issues the students would be 

watched during the second grade. If the gap continued after second grade the student would 

be referred for a special education evaluation. The district used to have two reading teachers, 

but one was cut in the FY2004 budget5 due to financial concerns. As a result, the amount of 

time for remedial reading was reduced. The reading specialists use to conduct weekly 

instructional training sessions on reading techniques, such as guided reading groups, for 

regular education teachers, but this was cut when the reading position was eliminated. Most 

individual education plans included reading support. 
 

For students in grades 6-12, the district used Project Read. At the high school, the full-time 

reading teacher position was cut in half. In an interview with administrators, one person 

stated that, although Harvard did not have a formal language based program at the high 

school, staff tried to “piece one together.” It was noted that, recently, more students with 

reading issues in grades 6-12 were staying in the district. Administrators expressed the need 

to develop a reading program for the upper grades. 

 

In interviews, high school staff stated that discipline was not a major issue at the school. At 

the elementary school the guidance counselor handled any incidents that might arise. The 

school implemented Open Circle lessons once per week and expanded its anti-bullying 

program in 2003. There were also social skills groups that were not limited to special 

education students. 

 

Outside consultants were hired to help with behavior problems within the special education 

student population. The consultant was used to develop behavior plans. In interviews, it was 

noted that no students at the high school had behavior plans for the current school year. 
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At the time of the on-site visit, there was no formal mentoring program in the district, 

although there had been a program for teachers new to the district a few years earlier.  This 

mentoring did not include mentoring on differentiated instruction.   

 

Parents were involved in special education parent advisory committees in grades 6-8.  

Parents of all Grade 8 students were invited to information nights to prepare for transition to 

high school. The high school held college-planning sessions for the parents of juniors and 

seniors. The high school principal hosted coffee hours and the elementary school principal 

held office hours for parents. There were curriculum nights at both schools, as well as a high 

school open house night. 

 

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: In Harvard, between 2000-2003, the district administered the IOWA tests in 

grades 3 and 6, although only the math portion was administered to sixth graders.  This math 

test was used to determine the math placement in Grade 7. Grade one students were given the 

Stanford Reading assessment. The elementary school kept Running Records on all students.  

 

At the high school, tests were reviewed over the summer and changes were made in the 

curriculum as a result of this review. For example, a change was made in the integrated math 

program at the high school and a lower level math program was introduced. The district’s 

Individualized Student Success Plan (ISSP) stated that “committees comprised of elementary 

school curriculum coordinators and high school department leaders [would] meet and 

analyze district results in each topic domain and determine if performance weaknesses reflect 

local curriculum issues, instructional issues, or student issues.” 
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5. Beginning at the Kindergarten level, the district uses data available from classroom teachers 

and standardized tests to*:  

a. identify all students who are not meeting grade-level performance expectations; and 

b. provide these students with sufficient supplementary and/or remedial services.  

EQA Rating: Poor 

 
Evidence: The district used observation, parent referral and score analysis to identify 

concerns. Harvard provided related services to students in local nursery schools. In 

Kindergarten, teachers used informal checklists, letter identification First Steps, and referrals 

to the TST team to identify concerns. 

 

In Harvard, the Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test, Running Records (three times a year), and 

the IOWA test for math placement were all administered. The district did not prepare a 

response to the New England Association of Schools and Colleges (NEASC) 

recommendation in 2002 to “formalize the process by which Bromfield’s student support 

programs [were] regularly evaluated to enhance student learning.” In an on-site interview an 

administrator stated that there were not “a lot of modifications” made. 

 

Although the district used these measures to identify students who were not meeting grade 

level performance expectations, they did not provide sufficient supplementary and/or 

remedial services to address the needs of these students. For example, family consumer 

science and industrial technology were eliminated during the time under review. District 

administrators indicated that by the time some struggling students became seniors, there were 

no courses available for them which they could access besides English. In these cases, the 

district recommended out-of-district programs. A district administrator indicated that, due to 

a lack of remedial services at the high school, parents accessed remedial services by paying 

for private tutors. 
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6. Early intervention reading programs are provided at the primary level to ensure that by the 

end of Grade 3 students are reading at the Proficiency level on the MCAS test. * 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Harvard, the district put a focus on reading in Grade 1, but there was no 

standard reading program used across grade level. Each teacher developed her/his own 

program. Administration did not provide guidelines on which methodology to use. Direct 

instruction in reading stopped half way through elementary school because students had 

reached levels of proficiency. During the 2003, administration of the Grade 3 MCAS 

Reading test 86% of all the district’s student achieved a level proficiency. 
 
7. The district develops Student Success Plans for all students who qualify for them, and the 

Plans contain the components required by statute. 

*These indicators are not applicable to secondary and vocational schools and   districts. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence:  Between 2000-2003, district-wide, the ISSPs contained all components required 

by state statute. Student success plans could be used for students “who demonstrate[d] poor 

academic skills.” The guidance counselor was responsible for the ISSPs. There were few of 

these plans in the district, because most tenth and eleventh grade students met the state 

competency requirement. In the past, students received services without actually having a 

written plan. The middle school began writing plans during the 2003-2004 school year. 
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Domain D: Leadership and Governance 
 

 Standards                  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total
Domain D - Leadership, Governance, & Organization                   
S9 - Organizational Leadership:  Direction,                  
  Goal Setting, Policies & Planning                   
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Satisfactory 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 5 
  Poor 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 3 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
S10 - Organizational & Human Resource           
  Management          
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Satisfactory 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 6 
  Poor 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 2 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 
Standard 9. ORGANIZATIONAL LEADERSHIP: DIRECTION, GOAL SETTING, 

POLICIES AND PLANNING: The district and each of its schools and programs implement 

improvement plans that are based on the analysis of recent and long-range student performance 

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

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

its students. District leaders provide clear direction for student, school, and district performance.   

Implementation of improvement plans is consistently assessed and modified based on ongoing 

analyses of student achievement data. 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• In Harvard, between 2000-2003, the school committee rewrote its mission statement and 

intended to develop a timeline to complete a strategic plan. 

 

• In Harvard, the district had several formats for the analysis of assessment scores, school 

improvement plans (SIPs), and budget development that were not interrelated. 

 

• During the period under examination, there were minimal written examples of 

communications to the staff and community regarding the implementation of the DIP, the 

SIPs, policy adoption, and the budget. 
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Indicators: 
1. The district provides and maintains thorough, complete, and informative documentation on 

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Harvard, the district had a policy manual that was substantially outdated. Staff 

handbooks and the Harvard Educational Plan provided direction for this district’s work. 

During the budget periods, the achievements were highlighted in a summary handout. The 

initiatives of the school district were handled more in an informal manner than through 

written documents. 

 

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: In 2003-2004, the Harvard School Committee adopted a revised mission 

statement, which was written at their level without involvement from the staff or community. 

They intended to develop a timeline in March for the completion of a strategic plan. The 

Harvard Education Plan was a more comprehensive document that involved broad-based 

participation. The current documents included little or no specific focus on the analysis of 

student achievement data. 

 

3. The School Improvement Plan (SIP) for every school is aligned with the district’s mission 

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

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

EQA Rating: Poor 

 
Evidence: For the period of time under review, in Harvard, the SIPs at both school levels 

were written independent of the district’s direction. The SIPs were developed in the late fall 
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after the MCAS test results were received, but there were few linkages between the data and 

the SIP at either level. There was also little evidence that the SIPs were linked to the budget 

development process. 
 

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: In the Harvard Public Schools, there was an ongoing series of reports about the 

MCAS test results. A 2003-2004 report disaggregated the test scores. The report offered 

several perspectives to include internal standards and comparisons to the state and 

comparable districts. A District Report Card that was in the developmental stages (and was 

substantially complete) offered a comprehensive analysis of the MCAS test data, plus data on 

SATs, AP tests, college acceptance, and a financial overview of the district. 
 

5. All of the district’s administrators are appropriately certified. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: For the time under review, the documentation that was completed by the 

superintendent’s office indicated that five of the six administrators were appropriately 

certified for the positions they held. 

 

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: There was little in the way of formal reporting regarding the DIP and SIPs. The 

emergence of the District Report Card now in a draft stage would address this issue when 

completed. The MCAS Report that was dated January12, 2004 specifically offered 

perspectives in reading, math and science. In particular, it analyzed performance at the 
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advanced level. The report reviewed test data in the most recent test and also trends over 

time. 

 

7. The superintendent is evaluated annually on the district’s state assessment results and 

implementation of the DIP.  This performance evaluation serves as the basis for improving 

the future job performance of the superintendent. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: For the period under review, the superintendent received a public evaluation in the 

last year. The evaluation template for 2003/2005 was subtitled “Improving student 

achievement through standards, assessment, and accountability.” It included three basic focus 

areas: communication; improved instruction; and the district report card. There followed 

eleven specific goals and indicators of goal achievement 

 

8. Principals are evaluated annually on school state assessment results and the implementation 

of their respective SIPs.  These performance evaluations serve as the basis for improving 

future job performance of the principals. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

 
Evidence: For the time under review, simply stated, no written evaluations for principals had 

been completed during the period of the review, nor in the years immediately preceding the 

review. 

 

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 review, the district’s administrative organization was small in structure 

with administrators performing a variety of functions with few written procedures. 
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• The district was in the midst of significant administrative turnover, during wherein, a three-

year window, both principal positions and the superintendent’s office would likely have new 

leadership. 

 

• Between 2000-2003, the selection and employment of high quality staff continued to be of 

the highest priority and the district’s ability to retain these staff was an emerging challenge. 

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

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

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In the Harvard Public Schools, the common practice of the superintendent was to 

meet with his administrative team every two weeks. In 2003, it was modified to meet 

approximately every three weeks. The agenda was primarily set by the superintendent, but 

was open to topics from all administrators. There was, additionally, an annual retreat that was 

facilitated by a consultant. The school committee developed the district’s mission statement 

with input at the administrative team level.  

  

2. The superintendent effectively delegates the educational and operational management of the 

schools to the building principals and program directors. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Harvard, interviews indicated that operational management was delegated to 

the buildings. Until this year, the superintendent was also the high school principal during the 

period under review and, so, there was no delegation necessary in one of the two buildings. 

During the hiring of personnel, principals identified candidates, established the interview 

process, and recommended finalists to the superintendent, who almost always concurred with 

the recommendation. During the budget process, the administrative team identified focus 

points, the most recent involving areas of program and/or personnel reductions due to fiscal 

restraints. 
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3. The district leaders ensure that:  

a. all principals are aware of and understand published policies and district improvement 

plans; and 

b. the district uses system-wide and intra-district communication systems to keep all faculty 

and staff well informed and to provide avenues for response.  

EQA Rating: Poor 

 
Evidence: In Harvard, policies and published improvement plans were not prevalent 

practices during the period of review.  There were indications that the few instances of policy 

development, such as the writing of the mission statement, did not center on inclusive 

processes.  

 

In the district, there was little evidence of systematic written communication systems. One 

exception occurred during budget time, when the brochure served to highlight the 

achievements of the district and its students. There were some school newsletters and the 

handbooks do communicate information. 
 

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

responsibility. Job descriptions for all personnel on the organizational chart are current, 

published and available to all faculty and staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In the Harvard Public Schools, during the time period under review, the 

organizational chart was a traditional line of authority indicator of job responsibilities. The 

administration in total was small. For example, a Town employee de facto served as the 

school business administrator in many of the key functions. Some positions were unfilled, 

such as the secondary guidance coordinator and the director of fine arts.  

 

Curriculum leadership came from subject leaders (e.g. department heads) who also taught a 

minimum of four classes. For the 2003-2004 school year, these leaders were teaching five 

classes due to fiscal restraints and, in return, they would not be involved in evaluating 
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teachers and other duties. Job descriptions were constantly evolving, were not always clear, 

and illustrated the idea that every person “wears many hats.” 

 

5.  The district has a process for the recruitment and hiring of staff that involves  appropriate 

administrative and staff participation. The process is perceived as fair and open and focuses 

on identifying and acquiring the most qualified individuals for each position. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: For the period under review, in Harvard, the district recruited teachers in the 

traditional manner. It advertised in area newspapers and recruited from neighboring districts, 

as well as accepting applications from potential candidates. The school district relied heavily 

on its reputation as a high achieving school system and the vast majority of its teachers had 

preferred teacher status. There was a history of hiring qualified teachers and the process was 

open.  

 

The one emerging offset to this basic trend was a byproduct of the current fiscal restraints. In 

2003, the salary cost implications of hiring highly qualified candidates was of primary 

importance in the selection of new staff and there was a trend towards less experienced/less 

costly candidates in the hiring process. 
 

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

available to all appropriate faculty and staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In reviewing a sampling of records, the file contained all of the anticipated 

documentation with the exception of the staff evaluations, which were not available because 

they had rarely been completed. In addition to the general file, staff records regarding payroll 

and all of its related information was available in a second office. Records were available 

upon request during the workweek. Another staff member was present during the viewing of 

records. 
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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: In the Harvard Public Schools, there was a two-day orientation for new teachers. 

Presentations were made to the new teachers by all relevant staff, including the 

superintendent and Town representatives. A mentor program was historically in place, but 

was suspended in 2003-2004, due to fiscal restraints that eliminated the stipends for mentors. 

The small size of the district and its relative lack of complexity allowed for collegial 

approaches to mentoring without a formal program. 

  

8. The district routinely recognizes the accomplishments of its professional and support staff 

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

status. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

 

Evidence: For the time under review, there was minimal recognition of staff 

accomplishments. The one exception was the annual budget booklet that included lists of 

accomplishments by staff and students. There was relatively little turnover of staff who 

stayed for five-plus years. There was an increasing turnover of teachers with less than five 

years of service in Harvard. This was attributed, for the most part, to the lack of activity for 

young teachers in the community. Living in the community was expensive for teachers in the 

beginning stages of the pay scales. 
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Domain E: Business and Financial Management 

 

 Standards                  Indicators  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total
Domain E - Business & Financial Management                       
S11 - Budget Planning & Development                       
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Satisfactory 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 5 
  Poor 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 3 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 
S12 - Financial & Capital Asset Management            
  Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Satisfactory 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 7 
  Poor 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
  Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 

 
Harvard’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, Harvard met the 

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

Chapter 70 Aid to Harvard increased 157.2% (from $556,838 to $1,431,925). Harvard’s 

Required Local Contribution increased 22.8% (from $5,356,736 to $6,579,209). For the period 

since the Education Reform Act, Harvard received a total of $10,208,257 in Chapter 70 Aid and 

was required to raise locally $62,027,154. From 2000 to 2003, Chapter 70 Aid was $5,228,211 

and the Required Local Contribution was $25,868,165. For the period between FY1993 and 

FY2003, Harvard’s foundation enrollment increased 38.9% and its student headcount increased 

22.6%. Between FY2000 and FY2003, its foundation enrollment increased 9.8% and its student 

headcount increased 4.4%. 
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Standard 11. BUDGET PREPARATION AND DEVELOPMENT: The district has a budget 

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

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

The school committee, superintendent, administrators, faculty, staff, parents, and members of the 

community meet their responsibility to ensure that the school budget and appropriation meet the 

educational and achievement needs of all students. 

  

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• During the period under examination, in Harvard, there was no systemic linkage between the 

budget planning process and student achievement data. 

 

• In Harvard, the required compliance review by an independent auditor was conducted in a 

timely manner for one of the fiscal years under review. 

 

• In Harvard, in the latter years under review, town-wide financial constraints impacted 

significant changes in program offerings and reliance on outside funding sources. 

 

Indicators: 

1. There are clear, well-documented procedures for the development of the district’s budget to 

ensure input from all staff. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Harvard, the summer budget deliberations began with the school administrators 

participating in an administrative retreat. These budget discussions focused on broad topics 

and included a three-year forecast. In September, the administrative team began their budget 

discussions at their meetings. Also, in September, the school committee, Town finance 

committee, and the Town board of selectman held Saturday (in January and February) 

meetings to discuss town-wide budget needs and issues. In October, more detailed budget 

deliberations began. The superintendent met with each faculty (Harvard Elementary School 

and the Bromfield School) individually. The Harvard Teachers’ Association presented their 

opinion regarding budget reductions and alternatives yearly. In February, the school 
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committee voted a budget for presentation to the annual town meeting in March. Beginning 

after the town meeting and all through the summer, the budget was constantly adjusted for 

new hires and changes based on revisions in the operational needs of the district.  In the fall 

the school committee re-voted the budget. 
 

The Town’s finance director managed the business operations of the school system. The 

Town finance director served a dual role as Town finance director and school business 

manager. The central office had a school business coordinator. This person was the direct 

contact with the Town finance director. These two positions worked with the educational 

leaders to provide preliminary costs of proposed programs, alternatives for funding, and other 

financial models for budget development. 

 

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: Poor 

 
Evidence:   In Harvard, there was no systemic analysis of student performance data in the 

budget decisions of the district. Any analysis that had occurred had been solely due to lack of 

funding issues and on a case-by-case basis (for example, the middle school program concept, 

reading, and some special education offerings). The district saw their budget requests 

reduced, which led to program offerings being reduced or eliminated. When this occurred, 

the district had reduced the non-direct instructional programs first.   
 

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: Unsatisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Harvard, there was no formal connection between the budget, district 

improvement plans, school improvement plans, goals and action plans. The budget process 

was discussed, as mentioned earlier, at the administrative retreat. 
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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: The first reallocation of the budget occurred after the summer changes were 

addressed and re-voted by the school committee in the fall. This vote realigned the budget 

with the needs. The allocation occurred at the administrative level, specifically when 

reductions need to be made. These reallocations were not connected to systemic student 

achievement analysis. 

 

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 did do cost effective analyses for some programs in the district. 

During the years under review the district changed their food service operations from a 

contractor to an in-house program. Some areas of maintenance were analyzed to compare in-

house versus contracted maintenance operations. This resulted in the district contracting out 

their nighttime cleaning services. All extracurricular activities were fee-based, with no 

support form the local budget. Some of the instructional programs were reconfigured to 

maintain some semblance of a program. For example, the music program at the Bromfield 

School was restructured regarding personnel. The school system also analyzed the School 

Choice program yearly to assess its impact and funding. 

 

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 document was perceived by the administration to be user-friendly. It 

presented one year of history compared with proposed figures of expenditures, as well as 

revenue sources. It began with the “Harvard Educational Plan.”  This was a summary of the 
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community’s expectations for education.  It included a statement from the superintendent.  It 

presented budget data by cost center in total and line item detail. The cost centers were 

superintendent/central office, maintenance, elementary school, Bromfield School, pupil 

services, and technology. Each cost center had a written narrative accompanying it 

explaining the services provided and changes due to budget adjustments.   

 
The stakeholders (i.e. school committee, finance committee, board of selectman, and public) 

had no complaints regarding the document. In interviews with district administration it was 

stated that, due to the budget becoming more difficult, as a result of the reliance on outside 

sources for funding, the document has become more complex.   

 

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

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

EQA Rating: Poor    

 
Evidence: The staffing in the district for the years under review saw a reduction in the 

remedial service positions (except for special education) and the specialist educational 

positions (family and consumer science, industrial technology, and Latin).  In the last budget, 

the district reduced one of the two reading positions.   

 

In Harvard, programs were also reduced. As stated earlier, Latin, family and consumer 

science, and industrial technology were no longer offered at the Bromfield School. The 

reading recovery program was eliminated and class size at the Bromfield School reached an 

average of 27 students per class. In the district, remedial services district-wide were reduced 

or eliminated altogether. 

 

For the years under review, the Harvard Public School system met the state requirement for 

professional development expenditures in FY2000 and FY2001. The district did not meet the 

requirement in FY2002 (under by $12,328.) In FY2003, the district did not meet the 

professional development requirement by $13,255. 
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Materials and supplies were reduced for the years under review. For example, textbook 

purchases were deferred and the school district relied on the building projects for technology 

purchases.   
 

8. The community provides sufficient financial resources to ensure an educational program of 

quality, as evidenced by a sufficient district revenue levy. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: For the years under review, Harvard consistently exceeded the minimum Net 

School Spending (NSS) requirement. The schools and Town had an agreement regarding any 

new revenues. The schools and Town split revenues 70% to 30%, which formerly divided 

60% to 40%. The practice of the school for any unexpected major expenditures (primarily 

special education) was to ask the Town for the money from the Town’s reserve account.  The 

Town supported these transfers for the years under review.   

 
The Town experienced a decrease in state aid for the years under review.  This forced the 

school system to rely on outside sources for funding (school choice and user fees for 

extracurricular activities and school bus fees.) The outside sources of funding comprise 

approximately 17% of the funding for the school budget. 

 

9. Financial and audit reports are prepared and submitted in a timely manner to appropriate 

agencies.   

EQA Rating: Poor 

 
Evidence: In Harvard, George V. McKenna, CPA, conducted the audits for the school and 

Town. For the years under review, the audits were completed in a timely manner. Fiscal year 

2000 was the only year that the end-of-year audit compliance report was completed in a 

timely manner.   
 

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: Unsatisfactory 
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Evidence: The EQA’s examination of the data and interviews revealed that, in Harvard, 

there was no linkage between MCAS test analysis, school improvement plans, and the budget 

process, including changes in the budgetary appropriations. 

 

Standard 12. FINANCIAL AND CAPITAL ASSET MANAGEMENT: The district 

maintains adequate accounting and financial reporting procedures.  This is done to: inform 

district-level and school-level decision-makers; to ensure effective and efficient managerial 

control over the use of all funds; to acquire and efficiently manage supplemental funding; and to 

promote student achievement and accountability to the public. The condition, management, and 

maintenance of facilities encourage public support for education and are conducive to promoting 

high levels of student achievement. 

 

Preliminary Finding(s): 

• In Harvard, there was a gap between the school committee’s fiscal policies and the practices 

of the administration regarding transfers and reporting requirements. 

 

• During the period under examination, the Town and school finance offices were using a 

variety of platforms and programs for monitoring finances. 

 

• In Harvard, the state-required End-of-the-Year (EOYR) compliance report was completed for 

one of the fiscal years under review. 
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Indicators: 
1. School committee policies and administrative procedures are clear regarding the processes 

and expectations for expenditures, transfers, and investment of funds with the district’s 

budget and the expenditure of any district funds. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

 
Evidence: In Harvard, the school committee policy manual explained the financial policies 

of the district in Section 4 “Fiscal Management.”  Section 4.4, “Budget Planning,” explained 

the role of the school committee and the superintendent in the budget planning process. It 

stated, “The Superintendent [would] have overall responsibility for budget preparation, 

including the construction of an adherence to a budget calendar.” Section 4.7, “Budget 

Implementation/Budget Transfer Authority,” stated that the “school committee may require 

the administration’s approval in advance of the following…all transfers of funds from one 

budget line to another.” Section 4.10, “Depository of Funds and Fiscal Accounting and 

Reporting,” stated that, in regards to revolving accounts, the “school committee [would] 

receive monthly financial statements from the superintendent pertinent to each account.”  

Section 4.11, “Financial Reports and Statements,” stated that, “The Harvard School 

Committee shall receive at least once a month a financial statement, which the superintendent 

shall explain orally.”   
 

Regarding budgetary reporting and transfers, the practices of the Harvard School System 

differed from the policies. Transfers were presented to the school committee. All transfers 

were discussed and handled at the administrative level. The school committee’s role 

regarding budget transfers occurred in the fall after the changes that occurred over the 

summer were addressed.   
 

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

and the public. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Harvard, reporting to the school committee occurred near budget time and in 

the fall. Monthly reports regarding the budget were presented to the administration on 
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EXCEL spreadsheets developed by the Town finance director/school business manager and 

in conjunction with the school business coordinator. 

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

accurate manner. 

EQA Rating: Poor 

 
Evidence: In Harvard, the Town’s finance director/school business manager filed the End-

of-Year Pupil and Financial Report (EOYR) and grant reports in a timely manner. The 

EOYR compliance report was only completed in a timely manner for FY2000.   

 

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:  In Harvard, each secretary was responsible for a cost center in the school and used 

his/her own purchase order system (HELIX). This system operated on an Apple Macintosh 

platform. They also used a system for other financial related records called REDIKER. This 

system operates on a PC-based platform.  The Town used the MUNIS system for its financial 

accounting system. There was no connection between the systems, which resulted in a 

duplication of effort. The oversight of the school business operations was consolidated in the 

Town finance director/school business manager position. These coordination reports for the 

financial managers were compiled and completed on EXCEL spreadsheets. 

 

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

decisions. 

EQA Rating: Unsatisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Harvard, as stated earlier, there was no connection between student 

achievement data and the financial decisions of the district. 
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6. The district regularly employs: 

a. certified business officials,  

b. purchasing agents with MCPPO credentials,  

c. appropriate independent financial auditing services and implements their 

recommendations to ensure efficient and quality financial systems. 

d. Objective and independent treasurers and auditor.* 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Harvard, the business operations of the school system were consolidated into 

the Town finance director/school business manager position. This position was not a state 

certified position. There was no individual with the MCPPO certification.  The audits for the 

Town and school were completed by George V. McKenna, CPA. The audit findings were 

addressed by the Town finance director/school business manager and the school business 

coordinator. 

 

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

is within fiscal budget limits. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The Harvard Public Schools annually re-evaluated the budget needs throughout 

the summer, following the town meeting in March. Internal budget changes were made and 

then the school committee re-voted the budget in the fall. Monthly budget status reports were 

provided to the superintendent and administration. All purchase orders needed central office 

approval. Based on a review of the school committee minutes provided to the EQA team, the 

administration had instituted spending freezes as a control measure based on changes in 

budget forecasts (See school committee meeting minutes of January 27, 2003.)  The school 

system also increased user fees mid-year by $50.00 for spring sports and increased the price 

of school lunches for the remainder of the 2003 school year. 
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8. The district has a system in place to: 

a. ensure that that state bidding laws are followed; 

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

ensure that they are well-managed and efficiently used;  

c. monitor and track instructional assets such as texts, materials, supplies, and equipment to 

ensure efficient and maximum utilization; and 

d. track its assets in accordance with GASB No.34. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: The Town finance director/school business manager oversaw the state bidding 

laws. The school system was cited in the FY2000 management letter for a procurement issue 

regarding copy machine purchases. These were addressed by the school administration.  The 

school business coordinator, using the REDIKER system, monitored special revenue funds 

and revolving accounts. The inventory management of texts and computers occurred within 

the district as required by GASB No. 34. Due to budget constraints, these purchases were 

minimal. The GASB No. 34 will be implemented for the fiscal year 2003 audited financial 

statements. 

 

9. The district implements preventive maintenance programs for buildings and equipment that 

are reviewed on a regular basis and are related to the district’s long-term capital needs. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: During the period of time under review, the district contracted their cleaning 

services to an independent cleaning service.  The Town’s capital planning committee focused 

on Town-wide capital projects including school issues. The Town shared services with the 

school (e.g. plowing, grounds, and maintenance). Fiscal year 2004 was the fifth year of the 

revised facilities management program. The district met the maintenance requirement in 

FY2003. 
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10. Educational and program facilities are of adequate size, clean, safe, well-lit, well-maintained, 

and conducive to promoting the learning process. 

  * This portion of indicator 12-6 is applied to regional academic and vocational school districts. 

EQA Rating: Satisfactory 

 
Evidence: In Harvard, during the period under review, based on tours of the two school 

facilities (Harvard Elementary School and the Bromfield School) they were adequate in size, 

well lit, safe, and maintained to promote student learning in the district.   
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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: Harvard Chapter 70 Funding and Net School Spending FY1993-2003 

Foundation Pct Foundation Pct Required Chapter 70 Pct Required Pct Actual Pct Dollars Pct 

Enrollment Chg Budget Chg Local Aid Chg Net School Chg Net School Chg Over/Under Over/ 
FY 

         Contribution     Spending (NSS)   Spending   Requirement Under 

FY93 823  4,279,892  5,356,736 556,838  5,913,574  5,913,574    

FY94 842 2.3 4,384,818 2.5 4,610,280 598,943 7.6 5,209,223 -11.9 5,324,479 -10 115,256 2.2

FY95 846 0.5 4,532,191 3.4 4,828,954 620,093 3.5 5,449,047 4.6 5,591,696 5 142,649 2.6

FY96 875 3.4 4,772,933 5.3 5,051,132 685,718 10.6 5,736,850 5.3 5,720,674 2.3 -16,176 -0.3

FY97 942 7.7 5,256,737 10.1 5,252,290 756,368 10.3 6,008,658 4.7 6,012,684 5.1 4,026 0.1

FY98 995 5.6 5,714,324 8.7 5,342,455 830,993 9.9 6,173,448 2.7 6,496,168 8 322,720 5.2

FY99 1,001 0.6 5,957,822 4.3 5,717,142 931,093 12 6,648,235 7.7 7,161,207 10.2 512,972 7.7

FY00 1,041 4 6,099,114 2.4 6,066,394 1,087,243 16.8 7,153,637 7.6 7,911,785 10.5 758,148 10.6

FY01 1,085 4.2 6,600,465 8.2 6,430,363 1,277,118 17.5 7,707,481 7.7 8,601,728 8.7 894,247 11.6

FY02 1,143 5.3 7,280,949 10.3 6,792,199 1,431,925 12.1 8,224,124 6.7 9,137,754 6.2 913,630 11.1

FY03 1,143 0 7,443,040 2.2 6,579,209 1,431,925 0 8,011,134 -2.6 9,754,407 6.7 1,743,273 21.8

FY04 1,217 6.5 8,023,606 7.8 7,204,461 1,145,540 -20 8,350,001 4.2 9,665,115 -0.9 1,315,114 15.7

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 5,200 677 7,185   13 138.2 138.2 9.4           
FY94 5,208 711 6,324   13.7 118.8 121.4 11.2           
FY95 5,357 733 6,610   13.7 120.2 123.4 11.1           
FY96 5,455 784 6,538   14.4 120.2 119.9 12           
FY97 5,580 803 6,383   14.4 114.3 114.4 12.6           
FY98 5,743 835 6,529   14.5 108 113.7 12.8           
FY99 5,952 930 7,154   15.6 111.6 120.2 13           
FY00 5,859 1,044 7,600   17.8 117.3 129.7 13.7           
FY01 6,083 1,177 7,928   19.3 116.8 130.3 14.8           
FY02 6,370 1,253 7,995   19.7 113 125.5 15.7           
FY03 6,512 1,253 8,534   19.2 107.6 131.1 14.7           

85

 

  
 


	Office of Educational Quality and Accountability
	Educational Management Audit Council
	Robert B. Schwartz, Chairman
	Maura Banta
	Jeffrey P. Howard
	Visiting Panel


	Executive Summary
	Assessment and Evaluation:

	Part I: Overview of the EQA Review Process and the District
	Part II:  Tier I Analysis of Student Achievement and MCAS Te
	Assessment of MCAS Results 2000-2003
	Harvard
	Harvard
	Table 7:
	Tested




	Part III: Summary and Preliminary Findings by Domain
	Domain A – Assessment & Evaluation
	Domain B –Curriculum & Instruction

	Standard 4. CURRICULUM: The district, each of its schools, a
	The district has implemented instructional programs that:
	Domain C: Student Academic Support Services

	The district has a DCAP that is designed to assist the regul
	analyzing and accommodating diverse learning styles of all s
	providing appropriate services and support within the regula
	direct and systematic instruction in reading;
	provision of services to address the needs of students whose
	provisions encouraging teacher mentoring and collaboration a
	assistance to classroom teachers, such as professional devel
	identify all students who are not meeting grade-level perfor
	provide these students with sufficient supplementary and/or 


	Appendix A: Proficiency Index
	Appendix B: Harvard Chapter 70 Funding and Net School Spendi

