Honorable Peter McWalters

Commissioner of Education

Rhode Island Department of Education

Shepard Building

255 Westminster Street

Providence, Rhode Island 02903

Dear Commissioner McWalters:

During the week of April 23, 2007, a team from the U. S. Department of Education’s (ED) Student Achievement and School Accountability Programs (SASA) reviewed the Rhode Island Department of Education’s (RIDE) administration of the following programs authorized by the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), as amended by the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB):

· Title I, Part A (Basic); 

· Title I, Part B, Subpart 3 (Even Start);

· Title I, Part D (Neglected and Delinquent); and

· Title X, Part C, Subtitle B (McKinney-Vento Homeless Education Assistance Improvements Act of 2001).

Enclosed is a report based upon this review.

The 2006-2007 fiscal year begins the second full cycle of monitoring for these requirements under NCLB.  Based on three years of monitoring, we have learned significantly more about the status of states, districts, and schools in implementing the requirements of Title I.  For the first time, ED has collected data on critical compliance issues under NCLB in all States.  This knowledge has informed the current cycle of monitoring, and is  reflected in the procedures and monitoring protocols utilized in the onsite review process.  

The ESEA, as reauthorized as NCLB, has increased the emphasis on accountability for all students, and focused on States’ responsibilities to work with districts and schools to improve instruction and student achievement.  ED will continue to work closely with States to define their responsibilities in implementing the requirements of NCLB.  
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Monitoring for the Title I, Part A; Even Start; Neglected or Delinquent; and Homeless Education programs will continue to be conducted in three broad areas – accountability; program improvement, parental involvement and options; and fiduciary responsibilities.  Prior to, during, and following the onsite monitoring review, the ED team conducted a 

number of activities (described in the enclosed report) to verify compliance with the critical monitoring indicators in each of the three broad areas for all four programs.

The enclosed report contains a listing of the critical monitoring elements in each of the three areas for the four programs monitored, a description of the scope of the monitoring review, and the findings, required corrective actions and recommendations that the team cited as a result of the review.  Each State that participates in an onsite monitoring review and that has significant compliance findings in one or more of the programs monitored will have a condition placed on that program’s grant award specifying that the State must submit (and receive approval of) documentation that all compliance issues identified in the monitoring report have been corrected.  Following an onsite review, ED will issue a draft monitoring report within 35 business days of the team’s return.  The State educational agency (SEA) then has five days to review the report and provide technical comments, before the report is issued in final.  Following the issuance of the final report, the SEA then has 30 business days to respond to all of the compliance issues identified in that report.  

ED staff will review the SEA’s response for sufficiency and will determine which areas are acceptable and which will require further documentation of implementation.  ED will allow 30 business days for receipt of this further documentation, if required.  ED recognizes that some corrective actions may require longer than the prescribed 30 days, and in these instances, ED will work with the SEA to determine a reasonable timeline.  When the SEA believes that additional time is required to implement specific corrective actions, it must submit a request for such an extension in writing to ED, including a timeline for completion of all related actions.  In all cases, however, evidence of implementation of actions designed to correct all compliance issues identified in the monitoring report must be submitted and approved by ED prior to removing the condition on the State’s grant award(s).  

Please be aware that the issues presented in the enclosed report reflect the status of compliance in 2007 at the time of SASA’s onsite review.  The SEA may receive further communication from ED that will require you to address noncompliance occurring prior or subsequent to the onsite visit.

The ED team would like to thank Janet Carroll and her staff for their hard work and the assistance they provided prior to and during the review in gathering materials and providing access to information in a timely manner.  The ED team was 

impressed with the efforts of your staff to implement the many requirements of the four programs monitored. 
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We look forward to working further with your staff to resolve the issues contained in this report and to improve the quality of Title I programs in Rhode Island.






Sincerely,






Zollie Stevenson, Jr., Ph.D.






Acting Director






Student Achievement and

  School Accountability Programs

Enclosure

cc:
Janet Carroll, Title I Unit Director

Kim Chouinard, Title I Education Specialist, Part D and Homeless Education



Jacqueline Korengel, Even Start Coordinator


Rhode Island Department of Education

April 23-27, 2007

Scope of Review: A team from the U.S. Department of Education’s (ED) Student Achievement and School Accountability Programs (SASA) reviewed the Rhode Island Department of Education (RIDE) the week of April 23, 2007.  This was a comprehensive review of the RIDE’s administration of the following programs authorized by the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), as amended by the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB): Title I, Part A; Title I, Part B, Subpart 3; and Title I, Part D.  Also reviewed was Title X, Part C, Subtitle B of NCLB (also known as the McKinney-Vento Homeless Education Assistance Improvements Act of 2001).  

In conducting this comprehensive review, the ED team carried out a number of major activities.  In reviewing the Part A program, the ED team conducted an analysis of State assessments and State Accountability System Plans, reviewed the effectiveness of the instructional improvement and instructional support measures established by the State to benefit local educational agencies (LEAs) and schools, and reviewed compliance with fiscal and administrative oversight requirements required of the SEA.  During the onsite week, the ED team visited three LEAs (Providence Public Schools, Pawtucket School Department, and the Paul Cuffee Charter School in Providence) and interviewed administrative staff, and staff from eight schools in the LEAs that have been identified for improvement, and conducted two parent meetings.  The ED team then interviewed LEA personnel to confirm data collected in each of the three monitoring indicator areas.  As part of the expanded monitoring for public school choice and supplemental educational services (SES) portion of the review, the ED team reviewed only these requirements in the Central Falls School Department.

In its review of the Title I, Part B, Subpart 3 Even Start program, the ED team examined the State’s request for proposals, State Even Start guidance, State indicators of program quality, and the most recent applications and local evaluations for Dorcas Place and Pawtucket School Department Even Start projects located in Providence and Pawtucket respectively.  During the onsite review, the ED team visited these local projects and interviewed administrative and instructional staff.  The ED team also interviewed the Even Start State Coordinator to confirm information obtained at the local sites and to discuss State administration issues. 

In Providence and Pawtucket, the ED team reviewed the Title I, Part D program.  The ED team examined the State’s application for funding, procedures, and guidance for State Agency (SA) applications under Subpart 1, technical assistance provided to SAs and LEAs, the State’s oversight and monitoring plan and activities, SA and LEA subgrant plans, and local evaluations for projects.  The team interviewed administrative, program, and teaching staff in both LEAs.  The ED team also interviewed the Title I, Part D State coordinator to confirm information obtained at the local sites and discuss administration of the program.

In its review of the Education for Homeless Children and Youth program (Title X, Part C, Subpart B) at the North Providence, Pawtucket, and Warwick School Departments, the ED team examined the State’s procedures and guidance for the identification, enrollment and retention of homeless students.  The team also reviewed technical assistance provided to LEAs with and without subgrants, the State’s McKinney-Vento application, and LEA applications for subgrants and local evaluations.  The ED team visited the Rhode Island Family Shelter and interviewed the McKinney-Vento State coordinator to confirm information obtained at the local site and discuss administration of the program.

Previous Audit Findings:  None to report.

Previous Monitoring Findings:  ED last reviewed Title I, Part A programs in Rhode Island in May of 2004.  The subsequent monitoring report included compliance findings in the following areas:  parental involvement, schoolwide programs, provision of Title I services to eligible children attending private schools.  The RIDE subsequently provided documentation to ED sufficient to ensure that these issues were resolved.  ED hadn’t previously conducted a comprehensive review of the Even Start, Neglected/Delinquent or Education for Homeless Children and Youth programs in Rhode Island.

Overarching Requirement – SEA Monitoring

A State’s ability to fully and effectively implement the requirements of NCLB is directly related to the extent to which it is able to regularly monitor its LEAs and provide quality technical assistance based on identified needs.  This principle applies across all Federal programs under NCLB.  

Federal law does not specify the particular method or frequency with which States must monitor their grantees, and States have a great deal of flexibility in designing their monitoring systems.  Whatever process is used, it is expected that States have mechanisms in place sufficient to ensure that States are able to collect and review critical implementation data with the frequency and intensity required to ensure effective (and fully compliant) programs under NCLB.  Such a process should promote quality instruction and lead to achievement of the proficient or advanced level on State standards by all students.

Finding:  The RIDE’s procedures for monitoring its LEAs are insufficient to ensure that LEAs are operating in compliance with all ESEA requirements related to the Title I programs and the McKinney-Vento Homeless Program as reviewed by ED.  As a result of ED’s review of various types of plans required under ESEA and interviews with staff in the LEAs monitored, the ED team identified areas where the RIDE did not ensure compliance with the requirements of Title I programs reviewed.

Citation:  Section 80.40 of the Education Department General Administrative Regulations (EDGAR) requires grantees to monitor grant and subgrant activities to ensure compliance with applicable Federal requirements.

Section 9304(a) of the ESEA requires that the SEA must ensure that (1) programs authorized under the ESEA are administered in accordance with all applicable statutes, regulations, program plans, and applications; and (2) the State will use fiscal control and funds accounting procedures that will ensure the proper disbursement of and accounting for Federal funds.  

Section 722(g)(2) of the ESEA states that State plans for the education of homeless children and youth require the State to ensure that LEAs will comply with the requirements of the McKinney-Vento statute.

Section 1414(a)(1)(C)(i) of the ESEA contains assurances that programs assisted under Title I, Part D will be carried out in accordance with the State plan submitted by the SEA.

Further action required:  The RIDE must ensure that it has an effective method to monitor compliance with all requirements of Title I, Part A; Even Start; Neglected or Delinquent and the McKinney-Vento Homeless Education Programs, including procedures to identify and correct issues of noncompliance.  The RIDE must submit to ED its plan for monitoring compliance with the requirements in the Title I, Part A; Even Start; Neglected or Delinquent; and the McKinney-Vento Homeless Education Programs, including steps it will take to ensure that monitoring staff thoroughly understand the requirements being monitored and the criteria for determining compliance in each area.

As a part of this process, the RIDE should review its monitoring review forms to ensure that all critical components are addressed, including those related to school improvement plans, notices, and activities.

Overview of Public School Choice and SES Implementation
Based on preliminary Consolidated State Performance Report data, the RIDE reported that in the 2006-07 school year, 24 schools would be in different stages of improvement. Of these schools, one was in its first year of improvement, 10 were in their second year of improvement, and nine were in corrective action.  Additionally, two schools were in the planning year of restructuring and two schools were in the implementation of restructuring. 

Public School Choice

The RIDE has several resources online as part of the resource binder for Title I schools.  These tools are for LEAs and schools to access in implementing public school choice and include sample parent letters.

Supplemental Education Services (SES)

Through an application and review process, the RIDE approved 16 SES providers for the 2006-07 school year.  Within this list, each district had access providers on the approved list ranging from online programs, tutoring in the home programs, and programs based at the child’s school.

The RIDE has several resources online as part of the resource binder for Title I schools.  These tools are for LEAs and schools to access in implementing SES and include sample parent letters.  Additionally, the RIDE provided opportunities for SES provider meetings, debriefing meetings for Title I directors, and SES network information.  The RIDE also provided opportunities for SES providers to present data on student achievement in an effort to evaluate what SES providers should continue to provide services.

Title I, Part A 

Summary of Monitoring Indicators

	Monitoring Area 1, Title I, Part A:  Accountability

	Indicator Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

	1.1
	The SEA has approved systems of academic content standards, academic achievement standards and assessments (including alternate assessments) for all required subjects and grades, or has an approved timeline for developing them.  
	Finding

Recommendations
	4

	1.2
	The SEA has implemented all required components as identified in its accountability workbook.
	Finding

Recommendation
	5,6

	1.3
	The SEA has published an annual report card as required and an Annual Report to the Secretary. 
	Recommendation
	6

	1.4
	The SEA has ensured that LEAs have published annual report cards as required.
	Finding
	6

	1.5
	The SEA indicates how funds received under Grants for State Assessments and related activities (Section 6111) will be or have been used to meet the 2005-06 and 2007-08 assessment requirements of NCLB.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	1.6
	The SEA ensures that LEAs meet all requirements for identifying and assessing the academic achievement of limited English proficient students.
	Met Requirements
	N/A


Title I, Part A
Monitoring Area: Accountability
Indicator 1.1 – The SEA has approved systems of academic content standards, academic achievement standards and assessments (including alternate assessments) for all required subjects and grades, or has an approved timeline for developing them.

Finding:  State Limited English Proficient (LEP) Regulations, Chapter 16-54 (page 12) provide clear but fairly general criteria for students exiting the LEP program.  LEAs have complex and sophisticated exit criteria; however, those criteria differ from each other.  The RIDE permits LEAs to determine LEP exit criteria; consequently, the definition of the LEP accountability subgroup is not consistent from LEA to LEA.  The absence of uniform exit criteria permits LEAs to define this subgroup on the basis of accountability concerns rather than instructional needs based on English proficiency.

Citation:  Section 1111(b)(2)(C)(ii) of the ESEA requires that Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) shall be defined by the State in a manner that is statistically valid and reliable.  

Further action required:  The RIDE must provide LEAs with clear definitions of the data elements required for calculation of AYP, disseminate these definitions to all LEAs, and monitor the accuracy of implementation by LEAs.  The RIDE must provide ED with a plan and timeline to accomplish this task.
Recommendation:  It is recommended that the RIDE provide guidelines (at minimum several statements in the Test Administration Manual) to LEAs regarding migrant students in the NECAP tested grades.   

Recommendation:  The RIDE may consider additional support for assessing LEP students: develop and implement side-by-side English/Spanish versions of the math NECAP and/or provide audio-recorded test directions.

Indicator 1.2 – The SEA has implemented all required components as identified in its accountability workbook.

Finding:  The RIDE had a relatively small number of appeals, 12 in 2006, and 10 of the 12 appeals were coding issues and were appropriate.  Using the RIDE’s exact student roster tracking method, GED completers must count as enrollees (denominator) and not as graduates (numerator) in calculating graduation rates.  At least one appeal was granted when a GED completer was deleted from both the denominator and numerator.  Also, missing a target by only one student if that student is appropriately placed and coded should not be considered grounds for a sustained appeal.  

Citation:  Section 1116(b)(2)(B) of the ESEA specifies that if the principal of a school proposed for school improvement believes, or a majority of the parents of the students enrolled in such school believe, that the proposed identification is in error for statistical or other substantive reasons, the principal may provide supporting evidence to the educational agency, which shall consider that evidence before making a final determination. 

Further action required:  The RIDE must discontinue the practice of approving appeals on grounds other than identification errors for statistical or other substantive reasons.  The RIDE must provide ED with the justification for numbers and results of all 2006-07 appeals. 
Recommendation:  Given the substantive changes in the assessment system, it is suggested that the RIDE research the reliability and validity of its AYP decisions.

Indicator 1.3 – The SEA has published an annual report card as required. 

Recommendation:  Migrant status is a required reporting subgroup for Annual State Report Cards.  At a minimum, report cards should include a “placeholder” for migrant students with an explanation that there are fewer than 10 migrant students in the schools or districts.  The State Report Card 2006 meets this requirement. (See pages 18 and 19, Information Works 2006.)  The RIDE was not able to document the number of migrant students enrolled in schools or districts.  Migrant information is no longer gathered.  In order to document the number of enrolled migrant students and accurately complete the report card, it is recommended that the RIDE re-establish a process of gathering migrant status counts by school, district, and State. 

Indicator 1.4 – The SEA has ensured that LEAs have published annual report cards as required.

Finding:   The RIDE’s LEA report card does not include all of the required information needed by the statute.  The following were incomplete:

· comparison of the actual achievement levels of each group of students previously described in the State’s annual measurable objectives for each required assessment (migrant subgroup not located);

· information on the performance of the LEA regarding whether it made AYP and whether it has been identified for improvement, including the number and percent of schools identified for school improvement by name and how long the schools have been so identified (by name not specified); and

· professional qualifications of teachers in the LEA, including percentage of such teachers teaching with emergency or provisional credentials, and the percentage of classes not taught by highly qualified teachers in the aggregate and disaggregated by high-poverty compared to low-poverty schools.

Citation:  Section 1111(h)(1)(C)(ii, vii, viii) and section 1111 (h)(2)(B) of the ESEA require States to ensure that each local educational agency collects appropriate data and includes in the local educational agency's annual report the information described in paragraph (1)(C) as applied to the LEA and each school served by the LEA.

Further action required:  The RIDE must submit to ED a template of the LEA report card that includes all information required by the statute.  

	Monitoring Area 2, Title I, Part A:  Program Improvement, Parental Involvement and Options

	Indicator

Number
	Description


	Status
	Page

	2.1
	The SEA has developed procedures to ensure the hiring and retention of qualified paraprofessionals.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	2.2
	The SEA has established a statewide system of support that provides, or provides for, technical assistance to LEAs and schools as required.
	Met Requirements

Recommendation
	9

	2.3
	The SEA ensures that LEAs and schools meet parental involvement requirements.
	Finding
	9

	2.4
	The SEA ensures that LEAs and schools identified for improvement, corrective action, or restructuring have met the requirements of being so identified.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	2.5
	The SEA ensures that requirements for public school choice are met.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	2.6
	The SEA ensures that requirements for the provision of supplemental educational services (SES) are met.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	2.7
	The SEA ensures that LEAs and schools develop schoolwide programs that use the flexibility provided to them by the statute to improve the academic achievement of all students in the school.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	2.8
	The SEA ensures that LEA targeted assistance programs meet all requirements.
	Met Requirements
	N/A


Title I, Part A
Monitoring Area: Instructional Support
Indicator 2.2 – The SEA has established a statewide system of support that provides, or provides for, technical assistance to LEAs and schools as required.

Recommendation:  The RIDE should consider implementing a process to regularly monitor the implementation and effectiveness of the technical assistance provided by the statewide system of support.  Such monitoring would enable the RIDE to evaluate the effectiveness of the technical assistance delivery method as well as whether that assistance is leading to changes in teaching and learning that result in improved student achievement in client school districts.

Indicator 2.3 – The SEA ensures that the LEAs and schools meet parental notice and parental involvement requirements.

Finding:  The RIDE did not ensure that schools have school level parental involvement policies for the 2006-2007 school year.  Although schools had parental involvement action plans as part of their school improvement plans, these plans did not meet all of the content requirements for school parental involvement policies.  Many parents indicated that they did not know about school parental involvement policies.

Citation:  Section 1118(b) of the ESEA requires that each school served under Title I, Part A jointly develop with and distribute to parents of participating children a written parental involvement policy agreed on by the parents that describes the requirements of subsections (c) through (f).

Further action required:  The RIDE must develop guidance to support LEAs and schools in developing school level parental involvement policies.  The RIDE must provide ED with documentation that all LEAs receiving Title I funds have been informed that they must require schools to develop a school parental involvement policy developed with parents and disseminated to them.  The RIDE must also provide documentation of the steps the State will take to ensure the schools in the RIDE have school level parental involvement policies and guidance distributed to the LEAs and schools.

	Monitoring Area 3, Title I, Part A:  Fiduciary Responsibilities

	Indicator Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

	3.1
	SEA complies with—

· The procedures for adjusting ED-determined allocations outlined in sections 200.70 – 200.75 of the regulations.

· The procedures for reserving funds for school improvement, State administration, and (where applicable) the State Academic Achievement Awards program.

· The reallocation and carryover provisions in sections 1126(c) and 1127 of Title I statute.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	3.2
	SEA ensures that its LEAs comply with the provision for submitting an annual application to the SEA and revising LEA plans as necessary to reflect substantial changes in the direction of the program.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	3.3
	SEA ensures that all its LEAs comply with the requirements in section 1113 of the Title I Statute and sections 200.77 and 200.78 of the regulations with regard to (1) Reserving funds for the various set-asides either required or allowed under the statute, and (2) Allocating funds to eligible school attendance areas or schools in rank order of poverty based on the number of children from low-income families who reside in an eligible attendance area.
	Met

Requirements
	N/A

	3.4
	· SEA complies with the maintenance of effort (MOE) provisions of Title I.

· SEA ensures that its LEAs comply with the comparability provisions of Title I.

· SEA ensures that Title I funds are used only to supplement or increase non-Federal sources used for the education of participating children and do not supplant funds from non-Federal sources.
	Findings
	11

	3.5
	SEA ensures that its LEAs comply with all the auditee responsibilities specified in Subpart C, section 300(a) through (f) of OMB Circular A-133.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	3.6
	SEA ensures that its LEAs comply with requirements regarding services to eligible private school children, their teachers and families.
	Findings
	12

	3.7
	SEA complies with the requirement for implementing a system for ensuring prompt resolution of complaints.
	Met

Requirement
	N/A

	3.8
	SEA complies with the requirement to establish a Committee of Practitioners and involves the committee in decision-making as required.
	Met Requirement
	N/A


Title I, Part A
Monitoring Area: Fiduciary Responsibilities

Indicator 3.4 – Fiscal Requirements:  Maintenance of Effort, Comparability, and Supplement not Supplant---The SEA ensures that the LEA complies with---

· The procedures for ensuring maintenance of effort (MOE) as outlined in §1120A(a) and 9021 of the ESEA

· The procedures for meeting the comparability requirement as outlined in §1120A(c) of the ESEA

· The procedures for ensuring that Federal funds are supplementing and not supplanting non-Federal sources used for the education of participating children as outlined in §1120A(a) of the ESEA, §1114(a)(2)(B) of the ESEA, §115(b)(3) of the ESEA, and §1116 of the ESEA

Finding (1):  The RIDE does not require certification of personnel activity sheets to document the amount of time worked on any given activity throughout a pay period.  Such certification provides supervisors with evidence of how the staff time is distributed among various split-funded activities.  

Citation:  In accordance with OMB Circular A-87, Attachment B, paragraph 8.h(3) any employee who works on a single Federal program or cost objective (i.e., a single Federal program whose funds have not been consolidated) must furnish a semi-annual certification that he/she has been engaged solely in activities supported by the applicable funding source.  If an employee works on multiple activities or cost objectives (i.e., in part on a Federal program whose funds have not been consolidated and in part on Federal programs supported with consolidated funds or on activities funded from other revenue sources), the employee must prepare, in accordance with OMB Circular A-87, Attachment B, paragraphs 8.h(4), (5) and (6), a personnel activity report or equivalent document to support the distribution of his or her salary or wages among the programs or cost objectives.

Further action required:  The RIDE must develop and implement, at both the State and local levels, a duty-specific tracking instrument to track the duties of split-funded positions funded with Title I and non-Title I sources and provide this documentation to ED.  Further, the RIDE must provide to all its LEAs a copy of the written procedures for the implementation and use of a personnel activity report or its equivalent for staff working on multiple-funded activities and provide ED with a description of how and when this information was disseminated.

Finding (2):  The RIDE has not ensured that its LEAs use Title I funds to supplement not supplant local effort.  In discussions with the RIDE concerning the uses of Title I funds at the charter school, the ED team learned that, during the 2006-2007 school year,

Title I funds were used to pay for social workers/guidance counselors to serve all students who attended.  The charter school has been approved to operate as a schoolwide program; however, the plan will not be in effect until school year 2007-2008.  
Citation:   Section 1120A(b) of the ESEA requires a State educational agency or local educational agency to use Federal Title I funds only to supplement the funds that would, in the absence of such Federal funds, be made available from non-Federal sources for the education of students participating in programs assisted under Title I, and not to supplant such funds.    

Further action required:  The RIDE must provide documentation that, for the 2006-2007 school year, the charter school has put mechanisms in place to determine that the social worker/guidance counselor is only serving those students who are eligible to participate under the Title I, Part A program.  If the charter school has elected to stop funding the social worker/guidance counselor out of Title I, Part A funds, the RIDE must provide that evidence.

Indicator 3.6 – Services to Eligible Private School Children.  LEA complies with requirements in sections 1120 and 9306 of the Title I Statute, section 443 of GEPA, and §200.62-200.67, 200.77 and 200.78 of the regulations with regard to services to eligible private school children, their teachers, and their families.

Finding (1):  The RIDE has not ensured that the Providence Public Schools and the Pawtucket School Department correctly reserve the equitable portion of their applicable reservations (including carryover) for participating private school children, their teachers and families.

Citation:  Section 200.65 of the Title I regulations requires that from the applicable funds reserved for parental involvement and professional development, an LEA shall ensure that teachers and families of participating private school children participate on an equitable basis in professional development and parental involvement activities, respectively.  The amount of funds available to provide equitable services from the applicable reserved funds must be proportionate to the number of private school children from low-income families residing in participating public school attendance areas.  After consultation with appropriate officials of the private schools, the LEA must conduct professional development and parental involvement activities for the teachers and families of participating private school children either in conjunction with the LEA's professional development and parental involvement activities, or independently.

Further action required:  The RIDE must submit evidence to ED that it has revised its process for calculating equitable services set-asides and that this information has been shared with LEAs. 
Finding (2):  The RIDE did not have a policy for administering written complaint and appeal procedures for private school officials.  Documentation, such as a log or tracking controls to ensure that complaints were recorded, processed, and resolved, was not available at the RIDE.

Citation:  Section 1120(b)(5)(A) of the ESEA states, “A private school official shall have the right to complain to the State educational agency that the local educational agency did not give due consideration to the views of the private school official.”

Section 1120(b)(5)(B) of the ESEA further states, “If the private school official wishes to complain, the official shall provide the basis of the noncompliance with this section by the local educational agency to the State educational agency, and the local educational agency shall forward the appropriate documentation to the State educational agency.”

Section 9503 (a) and (b) of ESEA states, “the Secretary shall develop and implement written procedures for receiving, investigating, and resolving complaints from parents, teachers, or other individuals and organizations concerning violations of section 9501 by a State educational agency, local educational agency, educational service agency, consortium of those agencies, or entity.  The individual or organization shall submit the complaint to the State educational agency for a written resolution by the State educational agency within a reasonable period.”

Further action required:  The RIDE must provide to all its LEAs a copy of the written procedures for the receipt and resolution of complaints, and provide ED with a description of how and when this information was disseminated.  The RIDE must consider any advice from the Committee of Practitioners (COP) in carrying out this responsibility under NCLB.  The RIDE must review its guidance to LEAs to ensure that LEAs incorporate the elements required by NCLB for formal complaint procedures into local complaint procedure policies for private school participants and that the LEAs have issued appropriate guidance to private school officials.  The RIDE must submit its final complaint policy or procedures to ED and submit documentation of the issuance of guidance to the LEAs for developing such procedures.

Summary of Title I, Part B, Subpart 3 (Even Start)

Monitoring Indicators
	Monitoring Area 1, Title I, Part B, Subpart 3:  Accountability

	Indicator Number
	Description
	Status
	Page      

	1.1
	The SEA complies with the subgrant award requirements.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	1.2
	The SEA requires applicants to submit applications for subgrants with the necessary documentation.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	1.3
	In making non-competitive continuation awards, the SEA reviews the progress of each subgrantee in meeting the objectives of the program and evaluates the program based on the indicators of program quality, and refuses to award subgrant funds to an eligible entity if the agency finds that the entity has not sufficiently improved the performance of the program.
	Finding
	15

	1.4
	The SEA develops indicators of program quality for Even Start programs, and uses the Indicators to monitor, evaluate, and improve projects within the State.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	1.5
	The SEA ensures that projects provide for an independent local evaluation of the program that is used for program improvement.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	1.6
	The SEA reports to ED in a timely manner using the required performance measures and ensures that local projects are assessing the progress of their participants using those measures.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	1.7
	The SEA ensures compliance with all Even Start program requirements.
	Met Requirements
	N/A


Title I, Part B (Even Start)

Monitoring Area:  Accountability

Indictor 1.3 – In making non-competitive continuation awards, the SEA reviews the progress of each subgrantee in meeting the objectives of the program and evaluates the program based on the indicators of program quality, and refuses to award subgrant funds to an entity that has not sufficiently improved the performance of the program. 

Finding:  Neither local project staff nor the State coordinator could provide a written definition of  “sufficient progress” that was used by the RIDE to evaluate programs or make informed funding decisions on the basis of performance on the State indicators of program quality.  

Citation:  Section 1240 of the ESEA requires each State receiving Even Start funds to develop indicators of program quality and to use these indictors to monitor, evaluate, and improve Even Start programs in the State.  Section 1238(b)(3) of the ESEA requires States, in awarding mid-cycle non-competitive continuation funds, to review the progress of each project in meeting the objectives of the program and evaluate the program based on the State indicators of program quality.  Section 1238(b)(4) of the ESEA provides that a State may refuse to award mid-cycle continuation funding to a project if the State finds that the project has not sufficiently improved its program performance based on the State indicators of program quality after providing technical assistance and notice and an opportunity for a hearing.

Further action required:  The RIDE must develop a definition of “sufficient progress” that will enable it to evaluate programs and make informed decisions about which projects should receive non-competitive continuation funding.  The RIDE must provide this definition to ED. 

	Monitoring Area 2, Title I, Part B, Subpart 3:  Program Support

	Indicator Number 
	Description
	Status
	Page

	2.1
	The SEA uses funds to provide technical assistance to local projects to improve the quality of Even Start family literacy services and comply with State indicators of program quality.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	2.2
	Each program assisted shall include the identification and recruitment of eligible families.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	2.3
	Each program assisted shall implement all 15 program elements.
	Recommendation
	16

	2.4
	The SEA ensures that all families receiving services participate in all four core instructional services.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	2.5
	The local programs shall use high-quality instructional programs based on scientifically based reading research (SBRR) for children and adults.
	Recommendation
	16


Title I, Part B (Even Start)

Monitoring Area:  Program Support

Indicator 2.3 – Each program assisted shall implement all 15 program elements.

Element #1 --  Recruitment of most in need

Recommendation:  Although projects appear to have been serving families who are most in need of services, the two projects visited did not have a clear definition of those who are most in need.  The RIDE should work with projects to help them improve their record keeping regarding the documentation of the criteria used to determine whether a family qualifies as “most-in-need” based on low income.  The RIDE should also work with projects to improve their record keeping regarding the documentation of parents’ educational need, especially for those parents who have already attained a high school diploma.

Indicator 2.5 – The local projects assisted shall use high-quality instructional programs based on scientifically based reading research for children and adults.

Recommendation:  Several observations in the preschool classroom in Pawtucket suggested that educational services needed to have a stronger focus on language and literacy development and early reading skills.  While the preschool teacher indicated that a systematic program of instruction was used in the classroom, the lesson plan, weekly schedule, and the activities observed did not focus on language development or pre-literacy.  The RIDE should work with the project staff to use the time in the daily schedule more efficiently to address early literacy development.  

	Monitoring Area 3, Title I Part B, Subpart 3:  SEA Fiduciary Responsibilities

	Indicator Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

	3.1
	The SEA complies with the allocation requirements for State administration and technical assistance and award of subgrants.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	3.2
	The SEA ensures that subgrantees comply with statutory and regulatory requirements on uses of funds and matching.
	Findings
	17

	3.3
	The SEA complies with the cross-cutting maintenance of effort provisions.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	3.4
	The SEA ensures that grantees comply with requirements with regard to services for eligible private school children, their teachers, and their families.
	Finding
	19

	3.5
	The SEA has a system for ensuring fair and prompt resolution of complaints and appropriate hearing procedures.
	Met Requirements
	N/A


Monitoring Area:  Fiduciary Responsibilities

Indicator 3.2 – The SEA ensures that subgrantees comply with statutory and regulatory requirements on uses of funds and matching. 

Finding (1):  The RIDE did not require that split-funded staff in local projects complete a personnel activity report that documents the amount of time worked on any given program throughout the pay period that supports the staff’s payroll distribution among various funding sources.

Citation:  Applicable OMB cost circulars (A21, A-87, and A-122) require that projects support personnel charges to awards with time and effort records (personnel activity reports) for split-funded staff and only pay staff members from program funds (e.g., Even Start funds) for the time allocable to that program (OMB Cost Circular A-21, Section J.10.b. (1)(d) and (2); Cost Circular A-87, Attachment B, paragraph 8.h.; Cost Circular A-122, Attachment B, paragraph 8.m.).

Further action required:  The RIDE must ensure, through technical assistance, monitoring, and training, that local Even Start projects are aware of and abide by correct cost provisions and principles.  The RIDE must submit to ED a copy of any training agenda or guidance provided to projects addressing this topic.  

Finding (2):  The Dorcas Place Even Start project in Providence did not have an indirect cost rate; however, it had an administrative cost rate negotiated with the State that included several charges generally included under indirect costs (e.g. maintenance and utilities).  These charges were inappropriately charged to the Even Start program. 

Citation:  Section 1234(b)(3) of the ESEA prohibits the use of Even Start funds for the indirect costs of a local program.

Further action required:  The RIDE must require the Dorcas Place Even Start project to revise its budget to eliminate the charges that are included in the negotiated administrative cost rate and submit this revised budget to ED. 

Finding (3):  The Dorcas Place Even Start project in Providence (the lead applicant is a non-profit organization) was not aware of the depreciation and use formula that must be used to determine the appropriate rental value for space owned by the grantee or one of its partners (a less-than-arms-length transaction).  It appeared as though the project was applying the fair market value of the space toward the required in kind match, although it was owned by the community organization, a partner in the grant. 
Citation:  Section 76.530 of Education Department General Administration Regulations (EDGAR) designates the general cost principles that apply to State-administered Even Start subgrants, which, for expenditures by a non-profit organization, are incorporated in 34 CFR Section 74.27.  The applicable cost principles for non-profit organizations are found in OMB Circular A-122, which states in Attachment B, paragraphs 43 and 11 that the rental costs of buildings under less-than-arms-length transactions are allowable only up to the amount that would be allowed had title to the property vested in the non-profit organization, which includes expenses such as depreciation or use allowance, maintenance, taxes, and insurance.  In addition, 34 CFR Section 74.23 provides that any matching contributions must be allowable under the applicable cost principles.

Further action required:  The RIDE must ensure, through technical assistance, monitoring, and training, that local projects are aware of and follow the correct cost provisions and principles, particularly the provisions in the applicable OMB cost principles for rental or lease of space in the case of less-than-arms-length transactions.  The RIDE must submit to ED a copy of any guidance or an agenda for any training provided to local projects on this topic.  The RIDE must also require the Dorcas Place Even Start project to revise its budget and apply the appropriate amount toward the required match for the rental of space using the depreciation and use formula.  
Indicator 3.4 – The SEA ensures that grantees comply with requirements with regard to services for eligible private school children, their teachers, and their families.

Finding:   Neither project visited by the ED team served private school families.  Local project staff indicated that they had not consulted with private school officials about the availability of family literacy services although both projects served school age children.

Citation:  Section 9501 of the ESEA requires recipients of Federal funds to provide eligible school age children who are enrolled in private elementary and secondary schools, and their teachers or other educational personnel, educational services and benefits under those programs on an equitable basis.  Grantees must provide the equitable services after timely and meaningful consultation with the appropriate school officials. 

Further action required:  The RIDE must ensure that all Even Start projects meaningfully consult with private school officials in order to provide Even Start services and benefits to eligible private school students and their teachers or other educational personnel on an equitable basis.  The RIDE must provide ED with evidence it has provided guidance or training for all Even Start projects regarding this requirement.   If needed, the RIDE may refer to the Even Start guidance document for assistance on this topic.  

Summary of Monitoring Indicators

	Neglected, Delinquent or At-Risk of Dropping-Out Program

	Indicator

Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

	1.1
	The SEA has implemented all required components as identified in its Title I, Part D (N/D) plan.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	1.2
	The SEA ensures that State agency (SA) plans for services to eligible N/D students meet all requirements.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	1.3
	The SEA ensures that local educational agency (LEA) plans for services to eligible N/D students meet all requirements.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	2.1
	The SEA ensures that institutionwide programs developed by the SA under Subpart 1 use the flexibility provided to them by law to improve the academic achievement of all students in the school.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	3.1
	The SEA ensures each SA has reserved not less than 15 percent and not more than 30 percent of the amount it receives under Subpart 1 for transition services.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	3.2
	The SEA conducts monitoring of its subgrantees sufficient to ensure compliance with Title I, Part D program requirements.
	Recommendation
	22


Indicator: 3.2 – The SEA conducts monitoring of its subgrantees sufficient to ensure compliance with Title I, Part D program requirements.

Recommendation:  ED staff observed that the RIDE uses a combination of desk reviews and site visits that combine technical assistance with gathering information about compliance.  Monitoring visits are reported; however, written descriptions primarily discuss technical assistance and support.  ED recommends the RIDE monitoring and program evaluation be strengthened with the development of a more systematic approach to the protocol for compliance items and process for reporting to LEAs their compliance status.

McKinney-Vento Homeless Education Program

Summary of Monitoring Indicators

	McKinney-Vento Homeless Education Program

	Indicator Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

	Indicator 1.1
	The SEA collects and reports to ED assessment data from LEAs on the educational needs of homeless children and youth.  
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	Indicator 2.1
	The SEA implements procedures to address the identification, enrollment and retention of homeless students.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	Indicator 2.2
	The SEA provides, or provides for, technical assistance for LEAs to ensure appropriate implementation of the statute.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	Indicator 3.1
	The SEA ensures that LEA subgrant plans for services to eligible homeless students meet all requirements.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	Indicator 3.2
	The SEA ensures that the LEA complies with providing comparable Title I, Part A services to homeless students attending non-Title I schools.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	Indicator 3.3
	The SEA has a system for ensuring the prompt resolution of disputes. 
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	Indicator 3.4
	The SEA conducts monitoring of LEAs with and without subgrants, sufficient to ensure compliance with McKinney-Vento program requirements.
	Recommendation
	23


Indicator 3.4  - The SEA conducts monitoring of LEAs with and without subgrants, sufficient to ensure compliance with McKinney-Vento program requirements.

Recommendation:   ED observed that the RIDE has a comprehensive approach to desk monitoring, which guides its decisions about the provision of technical assistance that goes beyond the assistance that is provided routinely for all LEAs.  Site visits are frequent, and it appears that State officials are able to accomplish much of their responsibility for oversight through a combination of desk monitoring and technical assistance. 

ED recommends that the RIDE develop the monitoring process further to include documentation of follow-up with LEAs describing corrective actions resulting from monitoring.  A systematic approach to monitoring, apart from the provision of technical assistance, would further assist LEAs in understanding what is needed to correct any program deficiencies.


