Honorable Sandy Garrett 
Superintendent of Public Instruction 
Oklahoma State Department of Education 
Hodge Education Building 
2500 North Lincoln Boulevard 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73105-4599

Dear Superintendent Garrett:

During the week of December 3, 2007, a team from the U.S. Department of Education’s (ED) Student Achievement and School Accountability (SASA) Programs office reviewed the Oklahoma State Department of Education’s (ODE) 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 VII, Subtitle B, of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act (Education for Homeless Children and Youth) as amended by NCLB.

Enclosed is a report based upon this review.

The 2007-2008 fiscal year begins the second year of the second full cycle of monitoring for these requirements under NCLB.  Based on four 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 has 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.  The ODE has 30 business days from receipt of this report to respond to all of the compliance issues contained herein.  ED staff will review your 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 you to determine a reasonable timeline.  In those instances where additional time is required to implement specific corrective actions, you must submit a request for such an extension in writing to ED, including a timeline for completion of all related actions.

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.  When documentation sufficient to address all compliance areas has been submitted and approved, ED will then remove the condition from your grant award. 

Please be aware that the issues presented in the enclosed report reflect the status of compliance in Oklahoma at the time of SASA’s onsite review.  You 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 the ODE Title l 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 State’s staff to implement the many requirements of the four programs monitored. 

Page 3 - Honorable Sandy Garrett

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 Oklahoma.







Sincerely,







Zollie Stevenson, Jr., Ph.D.







Director







Student Achievement and

  
School Accountability Programs

Enclosure

cc:  
Gayle Castle, Title I, Int. Director


Even Start Coordinator


State Neglected and Delinquent Director


State Homeless Education Director

Oklahoma State Department of Education

December 3-7, 2007

Scope of Review: A team from the U.S. Department of Education’s (ED) Student Achievement and School Accountability Programs (SASA) Office monitored the Oklahoma State Department of Education (ODE) the week of December 3-7, 2007.  This was a comprehensive review of the ODE’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 the McKinney-Vento Homeless Education Assistance Improvements Act of 2001, as reauthorized by NCLB (McKinney-Vento).

In conducting this comprehensive review, the SASA team carried out a number of major activities.  In reviewing the Part A program, the SASA 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 State educational agency (SEA).  During the onsite week, the ED team visited two LEAs: Tulsa Public Schools (TPS) and Oklahoma City Public Schools (OCPS), interviewed administrative staff, examined implementation of Title I’s public school choice and supplemental educational services (SES) requirements, visited ten schools in the LEAs that have been identified for improvement, and conducted two parent meetings. The ED team then interviewed the ODE personnel to confirm data collected in each of the three monitoring indicator areas.

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 projects located in OCPS and Putnam City Public Schools (PCPS).  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 its review of the Title I, Part D program, the ED team examined the ODE’s application for funding, procedures and guidance for State Agency (SA) applications under Subpart 1 applications, technical assistance provided to the SA, the State’s oversight and monitoring plan and activities, SA subgrant plans and evaluations for the Oklahoma Departments of Corrections (DOC) and TPS and OCPS (Subpart 2).  The ED team interviewed administrative, program and teaching staff.  The ED team also interviewed the ODE Title I, Part D State coordinator to confirm information obtained at the State agency site and discuss administration of the program.

In its review of the Education for Homeless Children and Youth program (McKinney-Vento), the ED team examined the State’s procedures and guidance for the identification, enrollment and retention of homeless students, technical assistance provided to LEAs with and without subgrants, the State’s McKinney-Vento application, and LEA applications for subgrants and local evaluations for programs in TPS and OCPS.  The ED team also interviewed the ODE McKinney-Vento State coordinator to confirm information obtained at the local site and discuss administration of the program.

Previous Audit Findings:  None

Previous Monitoring Findings:  ED last reviewed Title I programs in the ODE during the week of October 24-28, 2005.  ED identified compliance findings in the following areas for Title I, Part A:  Overarching SEA monitoring requirements: The ODE’s procedures for monitoring its LEAs were insufficient to ensure that LEAs were operating in compliance with all ESEA requirements related to the Title I programs.  Both TPS and OCPS were monitored by ODE in May of 2005 and the monitoring reports, issued in June of 2005, indicated that the LEAs were in compliance with all areas reviewed.  Further during an interview with ODE officials, staff could not identify an instance where it had made any findings of noncompliance during its monitoring of its grantees.  Since the ED team identified a number of areas in both LEAs where the SEA did not ensure compliance with the requirements of Title I programs reviewed, the ED team concludes that ODE’s current procedures for monitoring its grantees are insufficient to ensure compliance with Title I requirements; (1) The ODE did not disaggregate student academic achievement data, did not conduct an analysis of adequate yearly progress (AYP) that included all the required student subgroups, and subsequently did not identify schools and local school districts in need of improvement in a manner that is consistent with the statute; (2) The ODE had not published an annual State Report Card nor had ensured that its LEAs publish an annual report card with all the required elements; (3) The ODE had not ensured that its LEAs and schools meet parental involvement requirements; (4) The schoolwide plan template used by the ODE did not contain all of the 10 required components ; (5) The ODE had approved waivers of the 15 percent carryover limitation for LEAs without requiring the necessary documentation that the requests were reasonable and necessary; (6) The ODE did not make annual determinations as to whether LEAs have complied with all basic Title I fiscal requirements; (6) The ODE had not ensured that schools identified for corrective action or restructuring received at least 85 percent of their allocation from the previous year; (7) The ODE had not ensured that its LEAs that receive a Title I allocation of at least $500,000 correctly calculate the required one percent for parental involvement activities and allocate at least 95 percent of that amount to schools; (8) The ODE had not ensured that its LEAs provide equitable services to the families of participating private school students; (9) The ODE had not ensured that its LEAs provide equitable services to the teachers of participating private school students; (10) The ODE had not ensured that schools and LEAs identified for improvement reserve at least 10 percent of their allocation for professional development; (11) The ODE did not provide guidance to the LEAs in the form of documented procedures for the preparation of corrective action plans and the timely completion of corrective actions to address audit findings; (12) The ODE did not complete timely corrective actions for recurring findings cited in the 2003 and 2004 A-133 Single Audits: (13) The ODE had not ensured that its LEAs had met the requirements for consultation and written affirmation and evaluation of the Title I program, including consultation regarding what constitutes annual progress for the Title I program serving eligible private school children;  (14) The ODE had not ensured that its LEAs exercise oversight of the Title I program being provided to eligible students attending private schools; (15) The ODE had not ensured that LEAs establish, in consultation with private school officials, multiple, educationally related objective criteria to identify private school students for services.

The following were previous findings for Title I, Part B:  (1) The Even Start program application did not include all statutory requirements; (2) Projects visited did not provide evaluations that included recommendations for program improvement;  (3) One of the projects visited served teen parents who did not have a participating child in the program; therefore, the parents was ineligible to participate in the program; (3) One of the projects visited served program participants who did not have children who participated in the program; (4) One of the projects visited did not provide transportation to program participants and used the lack of accessibility to transportation as a way of excluding eligible program participants; (5) One of the projects visited had two paraprofessionals in one classroom providing academic instruction; (6) Projects visited did not provide enrichment and instructional services year round.

The following were previous findings for Title I, Part D: (1) Long-term students at Lakeside Home in TPS are not assessed using the Oklahoma State accountability program; (2) The ODE had not conducted compliance monitoring of the DOC Part D, Subpart 1 program for Part D purposes. 

The following were previous findings for McKinney-Vento: (1) OCPS operated a separate school program for homeless students at Positive Tomorrows; (2) The ODE had not put into operation a technical assistance plan that was submitted to ED in 2002; (3) Title I school reservations for homeless students were not made by either TPS or OCPS; (4) The LEAs visited for review had not been monitored under NCLB for requirements of McKinney-Vento.

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 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.

Status:  The ODE requirement from ED’s 2005 monitoring report to ensure that it has an effective method to monitor for compliance with all requirements of Title I Part A, Part B, Part D and the McKinney-Vento Homeless Education Programs, including procedures to identify and correct issues of noncompliance remains an outstanding issue to be resolved.  

Overview of Public School Choice and SES Implementation

Public School Choice - For school year (SY) 2006-2007, 38 Oklahoma schools offered public school choice as a result of their improvement status.  In the previous school year, 47 schools offered choice.  The data show a slight reduction in the number of schools required to offer choice. 

In the 2006-2007 school year, there were 14,946 Oklahoma students eligible for public school choice. In the previous school year, 24,936 students were eligible for public school choice.  The data show a 41% reduction in the statewide number of students who could transfer to another school under the provisions of NCLB.  In FY 2007, LEAs in Oklahoma spent $859,541 on public school choice and 122 students (.8 %) took advantage of public school choice. 

In TPS there were 6,973 students eligible for choice in SY 2006-2007 school year. Among eligible students, 86 students (1.2 %) transferred under this provision.  In the previous year, 298 students (2.2%) participated in public school choice.  TPS encourages public school choice as part of its “District of Choice” program.  It is possible that some of the students eligible for public school choice under Title I provisions participated in school choice as part of TPS’s district-wide choice program.

In OCPS, 7,973 students were eligible for choice in SY 2006-2007.  Among eligible students, 36 students (.4 %) transferred under this provision.  In the previous year, 154 students (1.3%) participated in public school choice.  According to LEA staff, public school choice options are limited for OCPS students because many middle and high schools in the district have been identified for improvement.

In general, participation rates in public school choice are low in Oklahoma.  There are several factors that could be contributing to these low levels of participation.  Issues related to parent notifications, choice options, and the release of Annual Yearly Progress (AYP) data were determined to be the most significant.  Because the ODE did not release assessment results until the State Board of Education meeting on August 23, 2007, LEAs were late in identifying schools that did not make AYP and were consequently identified for improvement, corrective action or restructuring for SY 2007-2008.  In both TPS and OCPS, some schools’ notification letters were not issued until after the school year began.  The dates listed on the parent notification letters used by TPS indicate that parents had approximately 20 days to decide to participate in public school choice.

Parents interviewed in TPS and in OCPS indicated a general satisfaction with their LEA’s overall school choice options.  During the interviews, parents stated they did not take advantage of the opportunity to transfer their children because they wanted the convenience of sending their children to the neighborhood school.  Some parents indicated they did not take advantage of public school choice because transferring their child to another school would disrupt established friendships and routines.  Parents also stated that although they were offered a public school choice option under Title I, they were satisfied with their children’s home schools and teachers.  Most parents expressed confidence in their home schools and thought that progress was being made in those schools identified for improvement. 

SES – The ODE reported 27 schools were required to offer SES in SY 2006-2007 as a result of their improvement status.  Of the 14,760 students eligible to receive SES, 2,305 students (15.6 %) participated in SES programming during SY 2006-2007.  The overall percentage of students participating in SES remained stable between the 2005-2006 and 2006-2007 school years.  The ODE reported LEAs spent $2,377,328.89 on SES services during SY 2006-2007.
In TPS, 6,262 students were eligible for SES in SY 2006-2007. Among eligible students, 885 (14.1 %) participated in SES programming.  The overall percentage of students participating in SES in TPS increased by 4% between SY 2005-2006 and SY 2006-2007. 

In OCPS, 8,498 students were eligible for SES in SY 2006-2007. Among eligible students, 1,420 (16.7 %) participated in SES programming.  The overall percentage of students participating in SES in OCPS declined by 4% between SY 2005-2006 and SY 2006-2007. 

Through a structured application and review process, the ODE approved 49 SES providers for SY 2006-07.  Information about providers is posted on the ODE’s website. The ODE provided its LEAs and approved providers with guidance on implementing SES and communicating with parents.

ODE monitors SES providers on a regular basis.  ODE uses a rubric to conduct these evaluations and, based on findings, provides feedback to providers and recommends any necessary changes.  Additionally, the ODE prepares and disseminates a comprehensive annual evaluation of SES services. 

Parents interviewed in TPS and OCPS reported being able to select the area in which their children would receive tutoring services and expressed general satisfaction with the SES their children were receiving.  All parents reported receiving notices from providers about SES and participating students’ achievement.  Most parents reported a preference for SES providers who offered tutoring at their children’s school.  

Title I, Part A

Summary of Monitoring Indicators

	Monitoring Area 1, Title I, Part A:  Accountability

	Indicator Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

	1.1
	SEA has approved system 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

Recommendation
	7

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

Recommendations
	8

	1.3
	The SEA has published an annual report card as required and an Annual Report to the Secretary. 
	Finding
	12

	1.4
	The SEA has ensured that LEAs have published annual report cards as required.
	Finding
	12

	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


Monitoring Area 1:  Accountability
Indicator 1.1 – 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 (1):  The letter approving the ODE’s assessment system by ED included the condition that “Oklahoma will have to submit the revised alternate assessment for peer review and Department approval before it is applied to the accountability requirements under NCLB.”  The ODE first administered its revised alternate assessment for students with the most significant cognitive disabilities in 2006-07 and used the results to make AYP decisions based on test results from 2006-07.  

Citation:  Section 1111(b)(3)(C)(iv) of the ESEA requires that assessments used for AYP purposes be used only if the State educational agency provides the Secretary with evidence from the test publisher or other relevant sources that the assessments used are of adequate technical quality for each purpose required under this Act and are consistent with the requirements of this section.

Further action required:  The ODE must submit for ED’s assessment peer review process evidence regarding its revised alternate assessment for students with the most significant cognitive disabilities.  The ODE must submit its revised components of its assessment system in time for the peer review to take place before the ODE makes additional AYP determinations using results from the alternate assessment for students with the most significant cognitive disabilities.
Recommendation:  In order for the State’s high school mathematics assessment to meet NCLB requirements, ED recommends that the ODE submit for the next scheduled peer-review its revised academic achievement standards for algebra.  The ODE has revised content standards for its algebra assessment, which is uses to meet AYP requirements for a high school math assessment, and in Summer 2007 completed revision of the academic achievement standards for this assessment.  Results were used to make AYP determinations before the revised content and academic achievement standards had been submitted to ED for peer review.  

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

Finding (1):  In determinations of whether or not a school or LEA has made AYP for reading/language arts and math achievement as a result of safe harbor, the ODE has not been disaggregating results for the other academic indicator (OAI) for AYP to ensure that any subgroup that makes AYP as a result of safe harbor also has made AYP for the OAI for that subgroup.

Citation:  Section 1111(b)(2)(I)(i) of the ESEA requires that each group of students described in subparagraph (C)(v) must meet or exceed the objectives set by the State under subparagraph (G), except that if any group described in subparagraph (C)(v) does not meet those objectives in any particular year, the school shall be considered to have made adequate yearly progress if the percentage of students in that group who did not meet or exceed the proficient level of academic achievement on the State assessments under paragraph (3) for that year decreased by 10 percent of that percentage from the preceding school year and that group made progress on one or more of the academic indicators described in subparagraph (C)(vi) or (vii).

Further action required:  Beginning with AYP determinations based on 2007-08 testing where safe harbor calculations are applied, the ODE must include the other academic indicators (attendance and graduation rates) for all subgroups in all determinations of whether a school has made AYP as a result of the safe harbor calculations.

Finding (2):  The procedures that the ODE has in place for ensuring data quality are not sufficient.  Data provided by the ODE on the number of students enrolled and tested, by subgroups required for NCLB reporting, show for both reading and math assessments discrepancies between the total number of students tested, the sum of male and female students tested, and the sum of students in the various racial/ethnic groups tested.  The ODE-prepared report card for East Central High School in Tulsa for 2006-07 shows 101% participation rate for male, Hispanic, and white reporting subgroups.  The ODE described procedures in place for LEAs to submit demographic data on students that are used to generate pre-coded labels for assessments.  These procedures include automatic error checks when the data are submitted.  However, the ODE indicated that only about half of all LEAs in the State follow procedures for pre-coding labels. The remaining LEAs submit demographic data by completing by hand student demographic sheets on test booklets.  The ODE provides a correction window following testing for all LEAs to review demographic data.  However, data provided to LEAs during this correction window do not include error reports or other information to help LEAs identify errors in the data and/or missing data.  Local staff interviewed described procedures for verifying demographic data during the correction window as burdensome.  

In addition, for 2006-07 testing, the ODE did not provide LEAs with the opportunity to review demographic data and test results for students taking alternate assessments aligned with alternate achievement standards and assessments based on modified achievement standards before releasing final results.  

Citation:  Section 1111 (b)(2)(C)(ii) of the ESEA requires that AYP progress shall be defined by the State in a manner that is statistically valid and reliable.  Section 1111(b)(10) of the ESEA requires that SEAs, as a part of their State plans under Title I, ensure that the results of the State assessments described in this section (1) will be promptly provided to local educational agencies, schools, and teachers in a manner that is clear and easy to understand, but not later than before the beginning of the next school year; and (2) will be used by those local educational agencies, schools, and teachers to improve the educational achievement of individual students.
Further action required:  For testing beginning with SY 2007-08, the ODE must implement additional procedures to ensure the quality of demographic data and reduce discrepancies in data collected.  These additional procedures must include steps to help LEAs identify errors in demographic data identified in the numbers of students tested and enrolled by subgroup provided by the State, and particularly districts that do not submit data for pre-coding labels for assessments.  The ODE also must provide LEAs with the opportunity to review demographic and achievement data for students taking alternate assessments aligned with alternate achievement standards and assessments based on modified achievement standards before releasing final results.  The ODE must submit to ED a plan that includes ways it will address these requirements, including how the ODE will determine the impact of the additional procedures.  No later than October 31, 2008, the ODE must submit to ED a report on the implementation of this plan for the SY 2007-08.    

Finding (3):  The ODE did not provide decisions about AYP in a timely manner for LEAs to implement Title I school choice and SES before the beginning of the 2007-08 school year.

Citation:  Section 1116(a)(2) of the ESEA requires SEAs to ensure that the results of State academic assessments administered in that school year are available to the LEA before the beginning of the next school year.  Section 1116(a)(2) of the ESEA requires the SEA to ensure that the results of the State assessment are available to the LEA before the beginning of the school year after the assessment is administered.  Section 1116(b)(1) of the ESEA requires the identification of schools for improvement before the beginning of the school year and provides public school choice no later than the first day of the school year.  
Further action required:  The ODE must submit to ED a plan for providing decisions about AYP in a timely manner for LEAs to implement Title I school choice and SES before the beginning of the 2008-09 school year and future years.  The ODE must notify ED when it has provided LEAs with decisions about AYP for schools on which LEAs are expected to act to implement Title I school choice and SES for the 2008-09 school year.  

Finding (4):  The ODE has not been calculating separately for AYP determinations participation rates for reading/language arts assessments and participation rates for mathematics assessments.  Rather, the ODE has been averaging participation rates for the reading/language arts assessments and the mathematics assessments.
Citation:  Section 1111(b)(2)(I)(ii) of the ESEA requires that each year, for a school to make adequate yearly progress, not less than 95 percent of each group of students described in subparagraph (C)(v) who are enrolled in the school are required to take the assessments.
Further action required:  Beginning with AYP determinations made based on SY 2007-08 assessment results, the ODE must consider participation rates for reading assessments and math assessments separately.  The ODE must document this policy and communicate it to LEAs, must submit to ED this documentation and evidence of its communication to LEAs, and revise its accountability workbook to clarify the State’s implementation of the use of separate participation rates for reading/language arts and math assessments (Critical Element 10.1).  In addition, for AYP determinations made based on 2007-08 assessment results, the ODE must submit to ED a list of schools and LEAs with participation rates below 95% on either reading/language arts or mathematics assessments and the AYP status of these schools and LEAs.  

Finding (5):  The LEAs visited were not able to easily access and did not provide data from the State assessments regarding student participation rates for all students; these LEAs reported that challenges to providing the participation rates related primarily to determining which students are in the denominator for participation rates for the high school assessment.  In Oklahoma, the high school assessments for NCLB are end-of-course assessments for English II and Algebra I.  All high school students are required to take these two courses for graduation and take the assessments for these subjects for AYP purposes when they first complete the courses.  Neither LEA visited could easily identify the number of students who belong in the denominator for calculating participation rates for the high school assessments for NCLB.  

Citation:  Section 1111(b)(10) of the ESEA requires that SEAs, as a part of their State plans under Title I, ensure that the results of the State assessments described in this section (1) will be promptly provided to local educational agencies, schools, and teachers in a manner that is clear and easy to understand, but not later than before the beginning of the next school year; and (2) will be used by those local educational agencies, schools, and teachers to improve the educational achievement of individual students.
Further action required:  The ODE must submit to ED data on the number of students enrolled and tested by AYP subgroup and subject for each of the LEAs visited.  The ODE also must submit to ED a plan for improving for districts the accessibility of data used to determine participation rates for AYP, particularly the numerators and denominators for participation rates for the high school assessment.  This plan should include preparing and distributing to districts materials that more clearly document how participation rates for the high school assessments for NCLB are calculated and procedures for tracking which students should be included in the denominator.  No later than January 31, 2009, the ODE must submit to ED a report on the implementation of this plan for SY 2007-08 and SY 2008-09.    
Recommendation:  It is recommended that ODE update its accountability workbook as follows:

· Add procedures the State employs to address cases where the percent of students who take the State assessment based on modified achievement standards and score proficient exceeds 2% of all students.  (Critical Element 5.3)

· The ODE’s operational definition of a limited English proficient (LEP) student.  (Critical Element 5.4)

· For schools and districts in Oklahoma to make AYP for graduation rate, they must achieve graduation rates of at least within one and a half standards deviations from the target or post an increase over their previous years’ graduation rates.  Clarify that for meeting the target schools need only come within one and a half standard deviations from the target.  (Critical Element 7.1)

· Clarify that participation rates for AYP determinations are calculated separately for reading/language arts and math.  (Critical Element 10.1)

· The rules the ODE applies for determining when an existing school undergoing change (e.g., changes in grade configurations) becomes defined as a new school for accountability purposes.  

· As outlined earlier, revise its accountability workbook to clarify the ODE’s implementation of the use of separate participation rates for reading/language arts and math assessments (Critical Element 10.1).  

Recommendation:  It is recommended that ODE prepare and provide districts with guidelines and expectations for the collection, maintenance and use of data regarding 

“full academic year” and “first or second year proficient” in English status of students

for completion of the student information section of all test booklets for tests used for AYP purposes.  In one LEA visited, procedures for ensuring that data regarding the “full academic year” and “first or second year proficient” in English status of students are accurate were weak.  
Recommendation:  M It is recommended that the ODE implement procedures for monitoring of the appropriate use of accommodations for students with disabilities and LEP students.  Monitoring of the appropriate use of accommodations for students with disabilities and LEP students currently is not an explicit part of the state’s procedures for monitoring test administration.  

Indicator 1.3 – The SEA has published an annual report card as required and an annual Report to the Secretary

Finding (1):  The ODE did not ensure that its State report card includes all required elements.  Specifically, the following few elements are missing from the state report card:  
· Results for students with disabilities are disaggregated by test and not presented for a subgroup as a whole; 

· Participation rates are not shown for reading and math separately, but rather are aggregated for both subjects;

· Two-year trend data are reported only for “regular education students” (defined by Oklahoma as students who are neither LEP students nor students with disabilities) who have been enrolled in the State for a full academic year.

· The number of recently arrived LEP student’s exempt from the ODE reading/language arts assessments required by NCLB. 

Citation:  Section 1111(h)(1)I(I, ii, and vii) of the ESEA requires that the State annual report card include: 

· Information, in the aggregate, on student achievement at each proficiency level on the State academic assessments disaggregated by required subgroups;   

· The percentage of students not tested; 

· Most recent two-year trend in student achievement in each subject at each grade-level for grades in which assessment is required.
Section 200.6(b)(4)(i)(C) of the Title I regulations requires that a State and its LEAs must report on State and district report cards under section 1111(h) of the ESEA the number of recently arrived LEP students who are not assessed on the State’s reading/language arts assessment.

Further action required:  The ODE must submit to ED a template for a State report card that includes all required components, including the missing information noted above.   The ODE must use this template for preparing the State report card for 2007-08 and future years.  

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

Finding:  The ODE has not ensured that LEA and school reports include all required elements.  The ODE prepares district and school reports for districts and schools in the State, and these reports are missing a few required elements, specifically:  

· Results for students with disabilities are disaggregated by test and not presented for a subgroup as a whole;

· Participation rates are not shown for reading and math separately, but rather are aggregated for both subjects;

· Two-year trend data are reported only for “regular education students” (defined by Oklahoma as students who are neither LEP students nor students with disabilities) who have been enrolled in the district or school for a full academic year.

· The number of recently arrived LEP students exempt from the ODE reading/language arts assessments required by NCLB. 

Citation:  Section 1111(h)(2)(B) of the ESEA requires the SEA to ensure that each LEA include certain information in the LEA annual report as applied to the LEA and each school served by the LEA.  This includes:

· Information, in the aggregate and disaggregated by required subgroups, on student achievement at each proficiency level on the State academic assessments; 

· The percentage of students not tested; 

· The most recent 2-year trend in student achievement in each subject area, and for each grade level, for which assessments under this section are required.

Section 200.6(b)(4)(i)(C) of the Title I regulations requires that a State and its LEAs must report on State and district report cards under section 1111(h) of the ESEA the number of recently arrived LEP students who are not assessed on the State’s reading/language arts assessment.

Further action required:  The ODE must submit to ED a template for a LEA and school reports that includes all required components, including the missing information noted above.   The ODE must use this template for preparing LEA and school reports for 2007-08 and future years.  

	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
	N/A

	2.3
	The SEA ensures that LEAs and schools meet parental involvement and parental notification requirements.
	Findings

Recommendation
	14

	2.4
	The SEA ensures that schools and LEAs 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.
	Recommendations
	16 

	2.6
	The SEA ensures that requirements for the provision of supplemental educational services (SES) are met.
	Finding
	17

	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


Monitoring Area 2: Program Improvement, Parental Involvement and Options

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

Finding (1):  The ODE has not ensured that all Title I schools develop and distribute to parents a school-level parent involvement policy.  Although the ODE provides guidance, technical assistance and information to LEAs regarding parental involvement requirements, the majority of the schools that the ED team met with did not have a school-level parental involvement policy.  Of the schools visited in TPS and OCPS, Madison Middle School was the only school that provided evidence of a school-level parent involvement policy.  

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 ODE must provide ED with documentation that all LEAs receiving Title I funds require schools to develop a school-level parental involvement policy developed with and disseminated to parents in the local school.  The ODE must also provide ED with information on procedures they will use to ensure the correct implementation of this requirement.  

Finding (2):  The ODE has not ensured that LEAs and schools notify parents about public school choice options in a timely manner.  Letters regarding public school choice were not sent out to parents in a timely manner, because the AYP determinations sent to schools were not received in sufficient time to allow parents to choose another school prior to the beginning of the school year.  Due to the late notification, parents did not have all of the pertinent information necessary to make an informed decision.  The ODE is currently developing a new online data management system for the upcoming school year, which should minimize future delays in getting the AYP information out in a timely manner.  

Citation:  Section 1116(b)(1)(E) of the ESEA states that parents need to be informed of public school choice before the first day of school.  

Further action required:  The ODE must submit to the LEAs, and provide a copy to ED, guidance that explains that the school improvement status information needs to be provided to parents before the first day of school.  Additionally, the ODE must provide ED a detailed plan and timeline outlining how the new online database management system will generate notification letters with the specific AYP determinations in the appropriate timeline for the upcoming school year.  
Finding (3):  The ODE has not ensured that public school choice letters sent to parents include all of the required components.  Although the ODE certified in its State monitoring that the notification letters included all of the required components, the public school choice letters reviewed by the ED team did not include one or more of the following required components:  the schools’ academic level; information on the academic achievement of those schools or a comparison to the students’ current school; a statement that transportation would be provided; and a description of how parents can be involved in addressing the academic issues that led to the school being identified for improvement.  

Citation:  Section 1116(b)(6) of the ESEA requires LEAs to promptly provide  parents an explanation of the identification of their child’s school that includes (1) how the school compares academically to other schools in the LEA and the State, (2) why the school has been identified, (3) what the school is doing to address the achievement problem, (4) what the LEA and SEA are doing to help the school to address the achievement problem,  (5) how parents can be involved in addressing the achievement problem, and (6) parents’ options to transfer their child to another school, and, if applicable, obtain SES.  

Further action required:  The ODE must revise its written guidance on the requirements of the notices to parents of children attending schools identified for improvement, corrective action, or restructuring.  The guidance must include an updated checklist of requirements and an updated sample of a parent notification letter that includes all of the required components that the LEA and/or principals may use to develop their notification letters.  The sample public school choice letter must include the required components under section 1116(b)(6) of the ESEA, including an explanation of the school status, the identification of the schools to which a child may transfer, and information on the academic achievement of the school or schools to which the child may transfer.  The ODE must provide a copy of this guidance and sample letter to ED.  The ODE must also provide ED with evidence that it has used the revised guidance as a tool for technical assistance to LEAs.

Recommendation:  Due to ODE staff limitations, the ODE school support team members should assist with the review of the notification letters to verify and ensure that the required components are included in the parent notification letters.

Indicator 2.5 - The SEA ensures that requirements for the provision of public school choice are met.  

Recommendation (1):  The ODE should explore ways to collect and manage participation data on public school choice.  Data collection and management should take place on a regular basis throughout the school year so that the ODE can monitor and make determinations about public school choice participation rates.  When such rates are found to be low, ODE could review LEA implementation practices to determine potential causes for low participation rates and establish practices and procedures to increase these rates.  

Recommendation (2):  Because at least one LEA in Oklahoma offers voluntary public school choice options that are unrelated to NCLB requirements, ODE should develop definitions and data collection controls to ensure the accuracy of NCLB choice participation data.  The ODE should provide guidance and technical assistance to LEAs on the importance of collecting and maintaining ongoing, accurate data about student participation in NCLB choice and SES.  ED recommends that the ODE’s future guidance include a consistent definition of public school choice under NCLB and that data controls include methods for verifying NCLB school choice data submitted by LEAs.  

Recommendation (3):  As part of its efforts to increase participation in public school choice and SES, the ODE should include additional information on the parent notification letter that will enable parents to make an informed decision about participating in public school choice.  This additional information may include descriptions of the academic programs offered by eligible schools.  Additional efforts to increase participation in public school choice might also include the creation of inter-districts public school choice options that would increase the number and range of public school transfer options.  

Indicator 2.6 – The SEA ensures that requirements for the provision of supplemental educational services (SES) are met.

Finding:  The ODE's Toolkit on public school choice and SES includes inaccurate information for student eligibility for SES.  The Toolkit contains a Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) sheet that focuses on SES.  The FAQ incorrectly defines eligible students as those who are the lowest achieving in the school.  The inaccuracy of this information leads to lack of clarity around eligibility for SES and how students should prioritized for SES services in cases where funds were insufficient to provide SES to every eligible parent who requests them.  The OCPS parental notification letter states that all students are eligible for SES; however, it does not clarify that the priority for low achieving students may be applied in cases where there are insufficient funds to serve all the students whose parents request these services.

Citation:  Section 1116(b)(5- 8) of the ESEA requires schools identified for the second year of improvement, corrective action, and restructuring to offer SES consistent with the requirements of section 1116(e)(1) of the ESEA.  Section 1116(e)(12)(A) of the ESEA defines students eligible for SES services as children from low-income families.  Section 1116(b)(10)(C) of the ESEA requires that LEAs give priority to the lowest achieving students if funds are insufficient to provide SES to every child whose parent requests the services.  

Further action required:  The ODE must provide written guidance to its LEAs reiterating the requirement that SES must be offered to students from low-income families in all grades served by the school identified for the second year of improvement, corrective action or restructuring.  This guidance must also clarify that the priority for low-achieving students may be applied in cases where there are insufficient funds to serve all the students whose parents request these services.  The ODE must also provide a plan for the steps it will take to ensure that all LEAs implement SES in accordance with the statute in SY 2008-2009 and evidence that the plan is implemented.  

	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 section 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.
	Finding
	19

	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.
	Finding
	21

	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.
	Finding
	22

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


Monitoring Area 3: Fiduciary

Indicator 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.

Finding (1):  The ODE has no process for annually ensuring its LEAs correctly calculate equitable services for private school students, their teachers and families. 

· Neither OCPS nor TPS could document that they have correctly calculated equitable services for the families of private school students. OCPS calculated equitable services only on the one percent, rather than on the entire amount that it reserved for parental involvement.

· OCPS could not provide evidence that it has calculated equitable services on other reservations such as summer school.

Citation:  Section 1118(a)(3)(A) of the ESEA requires that LEAs with a Title I, Part A allocation of greater than $500,000 to reserve not less than one percent of their Title I, Part A allocation to carry out parental involvement activities. Section 200.65 of the Title I regulations requires LEAs to calculate from these funds the amount of funds available for parental involvement activities for families of private school students based on the proportion of private school students from low-income families residing in Title I attendance areas.  The LEA then must distribute to its public schools at least 95 percent of the remainder, leaving the balance of the reserved funds for parental involvement activities at the LEA level. Any funds related to this requirement that the LEA does not use that year must be carried over into the next fiscal year and used for parental involvement activities.   If an LEA reserves more than the required one percent of its Title I, Part A funds for parental involvement activities, the requirement to allocate an equitable amount for the involvement of private school parents applies to the entire amount set-aside for this purpose. 

If an LEA reserves funds under section 1119 of the ESEA for carrying out professional development activities, the LEA must provide equitable services to teachers of private school participants from this set-aside.  Section 200.65(a)(1) – (2) of the Title I regulations requires an LEA to calculate the amount of funds available for professional development activities from the reserved funds based on the proportion of private school children from low-income families residing in participating public school attendance areas.  Activities for the teachers of private school participants must be planned and implemented with meaningful consultation with private school officials and teachers.

Section 200.64(a)(2)(i)(A) of the Title I regulations requires that, if an LEA reserves funds for instructional elated activities for public elementary or secondary students at the district level, the LEA must also provide from these funds, as applicable, equitable services to eligible private school children. The amount of funds available to provide equitable services from the applicable reserved funds must be proportional to the number of private school children from low-income families residing in participating public school attendance areas.

Further action required:  The ODE must ensure that its LEAs correctly calculate annually equitable services for services to the teachers and families of participating private school students.  The ODE must provide ED with a detailed description of how and when the ODE informed its LEAs of these requirements.  This documentation must include letters to LEAs or agendas for technical assistance meetings.  The ODE must also provide ED with a description of how it will annually ensure the correct implementation of these requirements.  The ODE must submit to ED evidence that, for SY 2008-2009, OCPS and TPS have correctly calculated the amount of Title I funds including any applicable carryover funds that must be reserved for services for the teachers and families of private school students. 

Finding (2):  The ODE has no process for annually ensuring its LEAs that are required to reserve one percent of their allocation for parent involvement activities allocate at least 95 percent of the reservation to schools.  TPS could not provide evidence that it has reserved at least one percent of its total allocation for parent involvement activities, backed out the equitable services portion, and then distributed at least 95 percent of the remainder to public schools. 

Citation:  Section 1118(a)(3)(A) of the ESEA requires that LEAs with a Title I, Part A allocation of greater than $500,000 to reserve not less than one percent of their Title I, Part A allocation to carry out parental involvement activities. Section 200.65 of the Title I regulations requires LEAs to calculate from these funds the amount of funds available for parental involvement activities for families of private school students based on the proportion of private school students from low-income families residing in Title I attendance areas.  The LEA then must distribute to its public schools at least 95 percent of the remainder, leaving the balance of the reserved funds for parental involvement activities at the LEA level. Any funds related to this requirement that the LEA does not use that year must be carried over into the next fiscal year and used for parental involvement activities.    

Further action required: The ODE must provide ED with a detailed description of how and when the ODE informed its LEAs of these requirements.  This documentation must include letters to LEAs or agendas for technical assistance meetings.  The ODE must also provide ED with a description of how it will annually ensure the correct implementation of this requirement.  

Finding (3):  The ODE has no process for annually ensuring that its LEAs correctly allocate to Title I schools identified for corrective action or restructuring at least 85 percent of their previous year’s Title I allocation.  OCPS projected that several of its schools would be identified for corrective action and, consequently, provided them with additional funds in order to meet the 85 percent requirement.  Several schools did not, however, move to corrective action status.  This has resulted in some schools receiving a higher per pupil allocation than higher poverty schools.  There is no legal authority to do this with the exception of schools identified for corrective action or restructuring. 

Citation:  Section 1116(b)(10)(D) of the ESEA requires LEAs to allocate not less than 85 percent of their previous year’s Title I allocation to Title I schools identified for corrective action or restructuring.  

Section 1113(a)(3) of ESEA requires that a local educational agency (LEA) serve its eligible school attendance areas or schools in rank order of poverty.  After serving all its schools with a poverty rate above 75 percent in rank order, an LEA may then rank the remaining eligible schools by grade span and serve those schools in rank order, making sure that no lower ranked school is allocated more per low-income child than a higher ranked school.    

Except for schools in corrective action or restructuring, an LEA may not allocate a higher amount per pupil to schools with lower percentages of poverty than to schools with higher percentages of poverty.  

Further action required: The ODE must provide ED with a detailed description of how and when the ODE informed its LEAs of these requirements.  This documentation must include letters to LEAs or agendas for technical assistance meetings.  The ODE must also provide ED with a description of how it will annually ensure the correct implementation of this requirement.  In addition, the ODE must provide evidence to ED that, for the 2008 – 2009 school year, OCPS has complied with this requirement.

Indicator 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.

Finding:  The ODE has not ensured that its LEAs meet the requirements for comparability.  Neither OCPS nor TPS has included Title I charter schools in its comparability calculations for the 2007-2008 school year.

Citation:  Section 1120A(c) of the ESEA states that an LEA may receive Title I, Part A funds only if State and local funds are used in participating Title I schools to provide services that, taken as a whole, are at least comparable to services in non-Title I schools.

Further action required:  The ODE must revise its comparability guidance to LEAs to include language that addresses the requirements to include all schools, including charter schools in comparability calculations.  The ODE must submit to ED a copy of its revised guidance, and the notification sent to LEAs of this revised guidance.  The ODE must submit evidence that, for the 2008-2009 school year, OCPS and TPS have determined comparability for charter schools receiving Title I funds.  

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

Finding (1):  The ODE has not ensured that its LEAs maintain control of the Title I program being provided to eligible students attending private schools.  

· TPS requires each private school to develop a Title I plan that discusses the needs of the private school as well as the services that Title I funds will provide. 

· The principal of the private school in Tulsa signs the timesheet of the Title I teacher. 

· The principals of the private schools in Tulsa and Oklahoma City indicated that private school staff determine the materials and supplies that should be purchased. 
· OCPS requires each private school to develop its Title I budget.  

Citation:  Section 1120(d)(1) of the ESEA requires that the LEA maintain control of the Title I funds, materials, equipment and property.  

Section 1120(b)(1)(B) of the ESEA requires that an LEA consult with appropriate officials from private schools during the design and development of the LEA’s program for eligible private school children. After consultation with appropriate private school officials, the LEA must design a Title I program that meets the needs of private school participants.  The LEA is responsible for planning, designing, and implementing the Title I program and may not delegate that responsibility to the private schools or their officials. 

Further action required:  The ODE must ensure that its LEAs maintain control of the Title I program being provided for eligible private school children.  The ODE must provide ED with a detailed description of how and when the ODE informed its LEAs of this requirement.  This documentation must include letters to LEAs or agendas for technical assistance meetings.  The ODE must also provide ED with information on procedures it will use to ensure the correct implementation of this requirement.  The ODE must require TPS, OCPS, and other LEA delegating this responsibility to private school officials to cease this practice immediately, and must provide evidence to ED that it has notified OCPS and TPS.  The ODE must also provide to ED evidence that, for SY 2008-2009, OCPS and TPS have met this requirement.    

Finding (2):  The ODE has not ensured that its LEAs meet the requirements that Title I funds do not benefit a private school own materials and that materials and supplies purchased with Title I funds that are placed in a private school are used for Title I purposes only.  The principal of a private school in Tulsa indicated that materials and supplies that have been purchased by Title I are placed in a “Title I cabinet.”  Title I materials are checked out by the classroom teachers for use in their classrooms.

Citation: Section 1120(d)(1) of the ESEA requires that the LEA maintain control of the Title I funds, materials, equipment and property.  Section 200.66(b)(2) of the Title I regulations prohibit LEAs from using Title I funds for the needs of the private school or the general needs of children in the private school. Section 200.67(c)(1) of the Title I regulations requires that any Title I funded equipment or supplies placed in the private school are used for Title I purposes only.

Further action required:  The ODE must require all its LEAs serving private school children maintain control of the Title I program. Any supplies, materials or equipment purchased with Title I funds should be provided for the sole use of the Title I-funded staff to support the Title I services being provided to participating students.  The ODE must require TPS and any other LEA where private school staff are allowing classroom teachers to use supplies and/or equipment purchased with Title I funds to cease this practice immediately and must provide evidence to ED that they have notified TPS.  The ODE must provide ED with documentation that it has informed its LEAs of these requirements.  The ODE must also provide ED with information on procedures they will use to ensure the correct implementation of these requirements

Finding (3):  The ODE has no process for ensuring that Title I funds generated for instructional services for private school students are in fact used for those services. TPS allows private school officials to determine that other activities such as parental involvement and professional development should be provided with funds generated for instructional services.  There is no legal authority to allow this practice.

Citation:  Section 1120(a)(4) of the ESEA requires that Title I expenditures for other benefits to eligible private school students be equal to the proportion of funds allocated to participating public school attendance areas based on the number of private school students from low-income families. Funds generated by private school students must only be used for instructional costs associated with providing Title I services to eligible private school students.  Section 1120(a)(1) of the ESEA requires that an LEA provide teachers and families of private school participants equitable services from the funds reserved by the LEA under sections 1118 and 1119.  Section 200.65(a)(2) of the Title I regulations states that the amount of funds available to provide equitable services to private school teachers and families must be proportionate to the number of private school children from low-income families residing in participating public school attendance areas. In order for the equitable services requirements for teachers and families to be met by an LEA, the funds generated from sections 1118 and 1119 must be used for professional development activities for private school teachers of participating students and parent involvement activities for families of participants. There is no authority under Title I to use these funds for instruction, or to use funds generated for instruction for private school students for professional development or parental involvement.  

Further action required:  The ODE must require all LEAs serving private school students to reserve the amount of funds generated for instructional services for private schools for only instructional services for eligible students.  The ODE must require TPS and any other LEA that is allowing funds generated for instructional services to be used for other activities to cease this practice immediately, and must provide evidence to ED that it has notified TPS. The ODE must provide ED with a detailed description of how and when the ODE informed its LEAs of this requirement.  This description must include any documents such as letters to LEAs and/or agendas for technical assistance meetings.  The ODE must also provide ED with information on procedures they will use to ensure the correct implementation of this requirement.  

Finding (4):  The ODE has not ensured that Title I private school students meet not just the academic criteria that have been established by the LEA in consultation with private school officials, but, also meet the requirement that they reside in a participating school attendance area.  Principals in private schools in both Tulsa and Oklahoma City indicated that the residence of students is not considered when selecting students for Title I services.

Citation:  Section 200.62(b)(1) of the Title I regulations require that, to be eligible for Title I services, a private school student must reside in a participating public school attendance area and meet the requirements in section 1115(b) of the ESEA which requires the LEA to use multiple, educationally related, objective criteria in selecting children to participate in the Title I program.

Further action required: The ODE must provide ED with a detailed description of how and when the ODE informed its LEAs of these requirements.  This documentation must include letters to LEAs or agendas for technical assistance meetings.  The ODE must also provide to ED a description of how it will annually ensure the correct implementation of these requirements.

Finding (5):  The ODE has not ensured that TI staff member are independent of the private school.  In Tulsa, the Title I teacher at the private school is also employed by the private school and is also funded by Title II A.  It is unclear as to exactly what Title I services this teacher is providing and when she is providing them.  

Citation:  Section 1120(d)(2)(B) of the ESEA requires that Title I services be provided to participating private school students by an LEA or third party contractor employee who is independent of the private school in the provision of Title I services.  The private school teacher can only be employed for Title I purposes outside of the time he or she is employed by the private school and the private school teacher must be under the direct supervision of the LEA with respect to all Title I activities.  

Further action required:  The ODE must ensure that TPS and all its LEAs that provide Title I services to private school students employ staff members who are “independent of the private school.”  The ODE must provide ED with a detailed description of how and when the ODE informed its LEAs of this requirement.  This documentation may include letters to LEAs or agendas for technical assistance meetings.  The ODE must also provide to ED information on procedures it will use to ensure the correct implementation of this requirement.  

Finding (6):  The ODE has not ensured that its LEAs have determined in consultation with private school officials what constitutes annual progress for the Title I program serving eligible private school children.  Although TPS and OCPS staff have consulted with private school officials in their respective LEAs in determining how individual students will be academically assessed, they have not determined with private school officials how the Title I program that is provided to private school children will be assessed and how the annual progress will be measured. 

Citation:  Section 1120(b)(1)(D) of the ESEA and section 200.63 (b)(5) of the Title I regulations require an LEA to consult with appropriate officials from private schools during the design and development of the LEA’s program for eligible private school students on issues such as how the LEA will assess academically the services to eligible private school students and how the LEA will use the results of that assessment to improve Title I services.  

Further action required:  The ODE must ensure that its LEAs, as part of the consultation process, make a determination as to what standards and assessments will be used to measure the annual progress of the Title I programs provided private school participants.  The ODE must provide ED with a detailed description of how and when the ODE informed its LEAs of this requirement, what technical assistance it will provide to its LEAs, and how it will monitor this requirement to ensure that the Title I programs provide reasonable promise that the private school participants will achieve to high levels.

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.
	Finding
	26

	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
	27

	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.
	Finding
	27

	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 Monitoring Area 1: Accountability

Indicator 1.1: The SEA complies with the subgrant award requirements.
Finding:  The ODE has not ensured that it is awarding subgrants that meet requirements for an eligible entity.  

Citation:  Section 1232 (e) of the ESEA defines the eligible applicant as a partnership composed of the local educational agency and a nonprofit community-based organization, a public agency other than a local educational agency, an institution of higher education, or a public or private nonprofit organization other than a local educational agency of demonstrated quality.

Further action required:  The ODE must revise the application forms and procedures to include this requirement before awarding new competitive subgrants or non-competitive continuation subgrants.

Indicator 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:  The ODE has not ensured that non-competitive continuation awards meet the objectives of the program and evaluate progress.  The ODE  is in its first year of using its indicators of program quality.  Results from the two programs reviewed indicated that neither program met the State indicators (one program only reported its process and did not report results; the second program fell below the targets set on the majority of indicators).  Interviews with the project directors revealed that they did not understand the Indicators of Program Quality or how these indicators are to be used by the State.  Interview with the State Coordinator revealed that she did not fully understand this requirement.

Citation:  Section 1238 (b)(4) of the ESEA allows the SEA to refuse to award subgrant funds to an eligible entity if the agency finds that the eligible entity has not sufficiently improved the performance of the program as evaluated based on the indicators of program quality.  

Further action required:  The ODE must develop and submit a plan to ED outlining how it will provide guidance and technical assistance to program staff on the use of the indicators of program quality.  

Indicator 1.4 - The State develops indicators of program quality for Even Start programs and uses the Indicators to monitor, evaluate and improve projects within the State. 

Finding:  The ODE has not ensured that it is using State developed indicators to monitor, evaluate and improve Even Start programs.  The ODE is in its first year of implementing its system of indicators of program quality. The ODE is not using its indicators to monitor, evaluate and improve projects.  The ODE did not use the indicators to identify projects as making sufficient progress, nor did the State use the results of the Indicators of Program Quality to identify programs in need of technical assistance.

Citation:  Section 1240 of the ESEA requires that States use these indicators to monitor, evaluate and improve programs within the State.

Further action required:  The ODE must provide technical assistance to local programs to ensure that programs are using the indicators of program quality to monitor, evaluate and improve programs.  The ODE must develop and submit to ED a copy of the technical assistance plan along with a timeline for implementing the plan.    

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

	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.
	Finding
	28

	2.3
	Each program assisted shall implement all 15 program elements.
	Finding
	29

	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.
	Met Requirements
	N/A


Title I, Part B Monitoring Area 2: Program Support 

Indicator 2.2 - Each program assisted shall include the identification and recruitment of eligible families.

Finding:  THE ODE has not ensured that eligible families have been identified and recruited.  Both the local programs visited are serving families who are not eligible either because they are not low-income or they do not have low literacy.  One of the programs visited is serving parents who are neither low literacy nor low income.  One program is providing services to children of staff members with Even Start funds.  

Citation:  Section 1236 of the ESEA defines eligible participants in an Even Start program as a parent or parents who are eligible for participation in adult education and literacy activities under the Adult Education and Family Literacy Act and their child or children, from birth through age 7.  Section 1231 of the ESEA identifies the purpose of Even Start Family Literacy as to help break the cycle of poverty and illiteracy.

Further action required:  The ODE must revise its monitoring procedures to ensure that programs are providing services to those families with both low literacy and low income. The SEA must submit a copy of the revised monitoring procedures to ED.

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

Element # 8 – Year Round Services

Finding:  The ODE has not ensured that has implemented all required program elements.  Both local projects visited provide limited services after the end of the regular school year.  Local programs are available for two hours one day each week during the summer for parents to check out materials from the Even Start library to use at home.  No direct services are provided, neither enrichment nor educational.

Citation:  Section 1235 (8) of the ESEA requires programs to operate on a year-round basis, including the provision of some program services, such as instructional and enrichment services, during the summer months.

Further action required:  The ODE must develop and submit to ED a plan for ensuring that all local programs offer services, both enrichment and instructional, during a substantial portion of the summer months and evidence that the plan has been implemented.

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

Monitoring Indicators

	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.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	3.3
	The SEA complies with the crosscutting 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.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

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


Summary of Title I, Part D

 Monitoring Indicators

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

	Indicator

Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

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

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

	Indicator 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

	Indicator 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

	Indicator 3.1
	The SEA ensures each State agency 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

	Indicator 3.2
	The SEA conducts monitoring of its subgrantees sufficient to ensure compliance with Title I, Part D program requirements.
	Met Requirements
	N/A


Summary of McKinney-Vento Homeless Education Program

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.
	Met Requirements
	N/A
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