UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

OFFICE OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION

JAN 21 2003 

Honorable Hank M. Bounds Superintendent of Education

Mississippi State Department of Education

P.O. Box 771

359 North West Street

Jackson, Mississippi 39205

Dear Superintendent Bounds:

During the week of November 17, 2008, a team from the U. S. Department of Education's (ED) Student Achievement and School Accountability Programs (SASA) office reviewed the Mississippi Department of Education's (MDE) 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 1, Part A (Basic);

· Title 1, 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 2008-2009 fiscal year begins the third year of the second full cycle of monitoring for these requirements under NCLB. Based on five 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, Ell 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 amended by 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.

Monitoring for the Title I, Part A; 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 three programs.
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The enclosed report contains a listing of the critical monitoring elements in each of the three areas for the three 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 MDE 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 Mississippi at the time of SASA's onsite review. MDE may receive further communication from ED that will require it to address noncompliance occurring prior or subsequent to the onsite visit.

The ED team would like to thank Quentin Ransburg and his 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.

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 Mississippi.

Sincerely
Zollie, Stevenson, Jr., Ph.D. 

Director

Student Achievement and

School Accountability Programs

Enclosure

cc: Quentin Ransburg, Bureau Director Tollie Thigpen, Division Director

Mississippi Department of Education (MDE)

November 17-21, 2008

Scope of Review: A team from the U.S. Department of Education’s (ED) Student Achievement and School Accountability Programs (SASA) office monitored the Mississippi Department of Education (MDE) the week of November 17-21, 2008.  This was a comprehensive review of the MDE’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 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 Title I, 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 State educational agency (SEA).  During the onsite week, the ED team visited Greenville Public School District (GPSD) and Canton Public School District (CPSD), interviewed administrative staff, and conducted parent meetings.  The ED team then interviewed MDE personnel to confirm the accuracy of data collected in each of the three monitoring indicator areas.  

 In its review of 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 and LEA applications under Subpart 2, 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 in the Hinds County School District (Hinds CSD), and State Agency coordinators from the Department of Corrections, Mental Health, and Human Services (Division of Youth Services).  The ED team interviewed administrative, program and teaching staff.  The ED team also interviewed the Title I, Part D State coordinator to confirm the accuracy of 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 VII,  Subtitle B of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act), 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 projects in Humphreys County School District (HCSD) and Jackson Public Schools District (JPSD) as well as a liaison from a LEA without a subgrant.  

The ED team also interviewed the McKinney-Vento State coordinator to confirm the accuracy of information obtained at the local site and discuss administration of the program.

Previous Audit Findings:  

Audit Control Number - 04-06-78792 and 04-07-89133

06-15 and 07-03- The MDE-OIS staff did not adequately review comparability reports from LEAs.  Inconsistencies were noted.  The MDE-OIS provided a tracking document entitled “Comparability Reports 07-08”.  The comparability-tracking document was reviewed during the monitoring review in November 2008 and found to be sufficient during that visit. 

06-16 – The MDE did not implement internal control procedures in the issuance of the 2006-2007 Consolidated State Performance Report.  The MDE provided documentation showing the various levels of review as a part of its corrective action.  

06-07 – The MDE-OIS did not implement internal controls showing the tracking of carryover funds and waiver requests.  The MDE-OIS provided documentation to show carryover requests, requests for additional documentation, waiver reports, and a method of tracking waivers.  This documentation was also reviewed during the monitoring visit in November and found to be sufficient.      

07-01 - The MDE-OIS did not adopt internal controls to monitor LEA expenditures for Choice and/or SES.   Documentation concerning the expenditure requirements can be evaluated in the School Improvement Plan Template on the MDE-OIS website.   

Previous Monitoring Findings:  ED last reviewed the Title I, Part A programs in Mississippi in September of 2006.  There were findings in the Title I, Part A program in the areas of assessments, accountability workbook, report cards, parent involvement requirements, statewide system of support, school improvement requirements, schoolwide program requirements, supplemental educational services (SES) requirements, audits, allocations, reservations, private school program oversight and complaint procedures.  The Office of the Chief Financial Officer (OCFO) accompanied the ED team and reviewed Mississippi’s compliance with the Improper Payments Act. There were numerous findings in this area.   ED conducted a comprehensive review of the Neglected/Delinquent and Education for Homeless Children and Youth programs in Mississippi during that review.  There were findings in the Neglected/Delinquent program in the areas of applications, allocations, and statutory requirements.  There were also findings in the Education for Homeless Children and Youth Programs in the area of monitoring of its LEAs.  

Overview of Parental Involvement, Public School Choice and Supplemental Educational Services

At the time of the ED team visit, CPSD and GPSD were revising their district parental involvement policies. Due to the efforts of the MDE State Monitoring Team, the ED team was able to participate in a parental advisory council meeting that was in progress on the day of the visit. Parents were articulate and appeared to be knowledgeable about school processes.  Although the parent groups were a part of the Parent Teacher Association (PTA), parents made it clear that PTA membership was not a requirement since many of them were not members of the PTA but still attended parent advisory council meetings. The parents interviewed were involved in the decision-making processes at the LEA and school levels; however, none of the parents in either the CPSD or GPSD knew of the one percent reservation for parental involvement.  Parents in CPSD received their Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) letters in November but indicated that the information was available to them earlier in the school year on the television news and in the newspapers.  All parents were knowledgeable about the parent-school compacts.  Most of the parents had participated in literacy programs at their children’s schools and felt that the schools were trying to reach parents to increase their awareness of how to raise student achievement.   Annual evaluation has not taken place; however, MDE began working with the Southwest Educational Development Laboratory (SEDL) on the development of an evaluation instrument that may be used across NCLB program areas.  In addition, each school sent out a survey to parents on parental involvement in CPSD and GPSD.

The MDE offers inter-LEA public school choice with the consent of the sending and receiving school boards. In the review that ED conducted in the two LEAs, only one LEA (CPSD) attempted to enter into an agreement with surrounding LEAs. The SEA holds yearly training for its Regional Administrators on Choice and SES. A School Choice Toolkit is available on the MDE website.  Of the two LEAs visited by ED, neither was required to offer choice during the 2007-2008 school year. 

	 Mississippi State Choice and SES Data for 2007-2008*

	Number of LEAs
	Eligible LEAs
	Choice Offered
	Eligible Students
	Actual Transfers

	41
	14
	14
	9325
	89


* At the time of the visit, MDE was unable to provide trend data for SES and Public School Choice.

LEAs in Mississippi arrange SES after school, on weekends, or during the summer.

MDE provides training to SES coordinators and providers every year.  SES guidelines to LEAs and templates for agreements are on the website. The SES 2007-2008 data for each LEA visited are below.  

	LEA
	SY 2007-08

	
	# Students eligible
	# Students who applied
	Students who received
	Dollars Spent on Services

	Greenville Public School District
	843
	60
	60
	$41,308.00

	Canton Public School District
	180
	178
	178
	$155,686.98


In both of the LEAs visited by the ED team, parents were informed of SES by letters, parent meetings, vendor fairs, flyers, and local newspaper coverage. Selection forms were submitted to the school within a five to 12 week window.  At least eight providers declined service to eligible parents due to a low volume of participants.  In both LEAs visited, SES services were provided from January to June during the 2007-08 school year.  Parents interviewed indicated that they were satisfied with the provider they used.  

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, States must 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:

Met Requirements

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. 
	Findings
	6

	1.2
	The SEA has implemented all required components as identified in its accountability workbook.
	Findings
	7

	1.3
	The SEA has published an annual report card as required and an Annual Report to the Secretary. 
	Finding
	9

	1.4
	The SEA has ensured that LEAs have published annual report cards as required.
	Finding
	9

	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


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 (1):  The MDE did not ensure that it consistently identified Limited English Proficient (LEP) students across the State.  The MDE provided criteria for categorizing students as LEP and criteria for LEP students exiting that category; however, LEAs are applying additional local criteria so students are not consistently identified across the State.  For example, in the State’s guidance, “Guidelines for English Language Learners, August 2007,” one of the criteria is “Does the student meet the academic performance indicators set by the school district?” 

Citation:  Section 1111(b)(2)(c)(ii) of the ESEA states that in determining adequate yearly progress (AYP) for the subgroup of LEP students, a State may include, for a period of up to two years, the scores of students who were limited English proficient but who no longer meet the State’s definition of LEP.  

Further action required:  The MDE must establish consistent statewide exit criteria, and provide ED with a plan to communicate these criteria to the LEAs. 

The MDE must clarify the criteria used to identify and exit LEP students from that category, communicate these criteria to LEAs and provide additional training for LEA personnel statewide.  

Finding (2):  The MDE did not ensure that its guidance was complete for newly arrived students.  The State’s guidance, “Guidelines for English Language Learners, August 2007” is incomplete for newly arrived students. The guidance does not include information that a State may exempt a recently arrived LEP student from one administration of the State’s reading/language arts assessment, but a State must assess that student in mathematics achievement.

Citation:  Section 200.6 (b)(i)(4)&(D)(ii) and (iii) of the Title I regulations states that the State must assess LEP students in a valid and reliable manner that includes recently arrived LEP students.  A State may exempt a recently arrived LEP student from one administration of the State’s reading/language arts assessment, but a state must assess the mathematics achievement of that student. 

Further action required:  The MDE must amend these guidance documents to include the information in the regulations of September 13, 2006 and provide ED with a plan to communicate this amended guidance to the LEAs.   The MDE must clarify in its guidance documents the assessment requirements for recently arrived limited English proficient students. 

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

Finding (1):  The MDE did not ensure that its guidance on newly arrived LEP students includes certain information.  The MDE’s guidance on newly arrived LEP students did not include information on how to count newly arrived LEP students for purposes of meeting the 95 percent participation requirement and the calculation of participation of the LEP subgroup did not reflect the LEP regulations for including the newly arrived students. The MDE did not count recently arrived LEP students as having participated in the State assessments for purposes of meeting the 95 percent participation if they take an assessment of English language proficiency. 

Citation:  Section 200.20 (f)(i)(A) of the Title I regulations states that “In determining AYP for a school or LEA, a State may count recently arrived LEP students as having participated in the State assessments for purposes of meeting the 95 percent participation requirements if they take either an assessment of English language proficiency or the State’s reading/language arts assessment”. 

Further action required: The MDE must clarify in its guidance documents the participation requirements for recently arrived LEP students. The MDE must amend these guidance documents to include the information in the regulations of September 13, 2006 on inclusion of recently arrived students for the purpose of calculating the 95 percent participation and provide ED with a plan and timeline to communicate this guidance to its LEAs.  The MDE must also change its calculation of recently arrived students to include students that have taken the English language proficiency test and provide ED with evidence that it has made this change. 

Finding (2):  The MDE did not ensure that its LEAs sent letters to parents about public school choice and supplemental educational services in a timely way.  In the approved accountability workbook, a revised timeline for 2008 only was approved due to new assessments.  This revised timeline states that preliminary AYP reports would be provided on September 15, 2008.  Schools were to provide letters to parents regarding the improvement status of their school, public school choice, and SES information immediately after the preliminary notification.  However, CPSD did not send parent notification letters until November 7, 2008.   

Citation:  Section 1116(b)(1)(A) and (B) of the ESEA requires that a local educational agency identify for school improvement any elementary or secondary school served under Title I that fails for two consecutive years to make AYP as defined in the State plan.  The identification must take place before the beginning of the school year following each such failure to make AYP.  

Further action required:  The MDE must provide ED with a plan and timeline to ensure that CPSD, and all other LEAs in the State, identify schools in need of improvement in a timely way so that school improvement requirements can be implemented and parents notified before the beginning of the school year following each such failure to make AYP.  (See Indicator 2.3 finding 5.)

Finding (3): The MDE did not ensure that its LEAs were aware of how they were identified for improvement.  The LEA staff interviewed did not know how school districts were identified for improvement.  Although the MDE sends each LEA information about the “split grade spans” results used to identify LEAs for improvement as well as information in general on how the decisions are made on the “split grade spans” model, staff in GPSD and CPSD did not know how or why LEAs were identified for improvement. 
Citation:  Section 9304(a) of the ESEA requires that the SEA ensure that programs authorized under ESEA are administered in accordance with all applicable statutes, regulations, program plans, and applications.
Further action required:  The MDE must provide ED with evidence that it has disseminated such additional guidance to its LEAs.  The MDE must provide additional guidance to its LEAs regarding criteria for identifying LEAs for improvement.  

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

Finding:  The MDE did not ensure that its report card contained all of the required elements.  In the MDE State report card, one of the required elements is missing:   

the number of recently arrived LEP students who are not assessed on the State’s reading/language arts test. 

Citation:  Section 200.6 (b)(1)(i)(C) of the Title I regulations requires that the State report card include the number of recently arrived limited English proficient students who are not assessed on the State’s reading/language arts assessment. 

Further action required:  The MDE must submit to ED a template of the State report card that includes the missing information.  When the State report card for the spring 2009 assessments is completed, MDE must submit the revised report card to ED.

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

Finding:  The MDE did not ensure that LEA report cards contained all of the required elements.  In the MDE LEA report cards, two of the required elements are missing: (1) the percentage of classes not taught by highly qualified teachers, in the aggregate and disaggregated by high-poverty compared to low-poverty schools; and (2) the number of recently arrived LEP students who are not assessed on the State’s reading/language arts test. 

Citation:  Section 1111(h)(2)(b) of the ESEA requires that the LEA report cards include: (1) the percentage of classes not taught by highly qualified teachers, in the aggregate and disaggregated by high-poverty compared to low-poverty schools, and section 200.6 (b)(1)(i)(C) of the regulations requires that the LEA report cards include the number of recently arrived LEP students who are not assessed on the State’s reading/language arts assessment. 

Further action required:  The MDE must submit to ED a template of the LEA report cards that includes the missing information.  When the LEA report cards for the spring 2009 assessments are completed, the MDE must submit to ED a sample of completed report cards from the two LEAs visited during the onsite review.

	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 requirements.
	Findings
	10

	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.
	Finding
	13

	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


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

Finding (1):  The MDE has not ensured that Title I LEAs and schools have fully implemented the parental involvement requirements.  The MDE has not ensured that all Title I schools hold annual Title I meetings where the requirements of the statute are explained.  In GPSD and CPSD, it was not clear whether annual Title I meetings were being held in all schools. In the evidence submitted for review by the MDE, the annual school open house served as the annual parent meeting.  However, in interviews in GPSD and CPSD, parents were unaware of what it meant to be a Title I school, the requirements of their LEA/school for participating in Title I, Part A programs, and their rights as parents to be involved in the Title I program. 
Citation:   Section 1118 (c)(1) requires that “[E]ach school served under this part shall convene an annual meeting, at a convenient time, to which all parents of participating children shall be invited and encouraged to attend, to inform parents of their school's participation under this part and to explain the requirements of this part, and the right of the parents to be involved.”

Finding (2):  The MDE has not ensured that LEAs inform Title I school parents of the one percent reservation of funds for parental involvement, nor has it ensured that LEAs allow parents to be involved in the decisions regarding how Title I funds are used for parental involvement activities.  In GPSD and CPSD, parents were not aware of the one percent reservation of funds for parental involvement nor were they aware of their right to be involved in decisions about the use of these funds.   
Citation:  Section 1118 (3)(B) of the ESEA requires under: “PARENTAL INPUT” that “[P]arents of children receiving services under this part shall be involved in the decisions regarding how funds reserved under subparagraph (A) are allotted for parental involvement activities.”
 

Further action required for Findings (1) and (2):  The MDE must provide ED with documentation that it has held an annual parent meeting, at a time convenient for parents, that meets statutory requirements for each Title I school in GPSD and CPSD before the end of the 2008-2009 school year.  Documentation should include an agenda and training materials for meetings held in GPSD and CPSD.  The Title I annual meeting must be used to inform parents of their schools’ participation in Title I and their right to be involved in their children’s education.   During the meetings, staff must explain the purpose of the one percent reservation of funds for parental involvement and the parents’ right to be involved in how the reservation is used for parental involvement activities, and the person providing training must be knowledgeable about Title I, Part A.  The MDE must also provide evidence to ED that it has re-issued its guidance to all LEAs on holding annual Title I meetings including information about the appropriate purpose and focus of these meetings.  

Finding (3):    The MDE has not ensured that school parental involvement policies include all the components required by the statute.  Additionally, while there was evidence that LEA parental involvement policies were being revised to meet the requirements of the statute, there was no evidence that school-level policies were being revised. The policies submitted for review did not meet the requirements of the statute.

Citation:  Section 1118 (b) of the ESEA requires that each school served under Title I, Part A of the ESEA 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).  If school-level matters are not the types of matters that a school board would normally review, the mere fact that the statute uses the word "policy" should not be determinate.  A school may attach whatever label it chooses to the document describing parental involvement opportunities.  It must be in writing, however, and must be agreed to by parents of participating children.  
Further action required:  The MDE 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 or another document detailing how the school will carry out the requirements of Section 1118(b); what the document must include; and that it should be developed with parents and disseminated to all parents. Additionally, the MDE must demonstrate how it will monitor to ensure that the Title I schools have school-level parental involvement policies.  

Finding (4):  Although the MDE provides templates for school-parent compacts on its website, it has not ensured that Title I school-parent compacts contain all the components required by the statute.  School-parent compacts in GPSD and CPSD did not address some of the required components such as the importance of communication between parents and teachers in an ongoing basis through, at a minimum, annual teacher-parent conferences for elementary schools, and frequent reports to parents on their children’s progress.   

 


Citation:  Section 1118 (d) of the ESEA requires each Title I school to “jointly develop with all parents of children served a school-parent compact that outlines how parents, the entire school staff, and students will share the responsibilities for improved student academic achievement and the means by which the school and parents will build and develop a partnership to help children achieve the State’s high standards.  Such compact shall — (1) describe the school's responsibility to provide high-quality curriculum and instruction in a supportive and effective learning environment that enables the children served under this part to meet the State's student academic achievement standards, and the ways in which each parent will be responsible for supporting their children's learning, such as monitoring attendance, homework completion, and television watching; volunteering in their child's classroom; and participating, as appropriate, in decisions relating to the education of their children and positive use of extracurricular time; and (2) address the importance of communication between teachers and parents on an ongoing basis through, at a minimum — 
(A) parent-teacher conferences in elementary schools, at least annually, during which the compact shall be discussed as the compact relates to the individual child's achievement; (B) frequent reports to parents on their children's progress; and (C) reasonable access to staff, opportunities to volunteer and participate in their child's class, and observation of classroom activities.”

Further action required:  The MDE must provide ED with documentation that it has re-issued guidance on school-parent compacts to all of its LEAs that receive Title I, Part A funds.  The MDE must also provide to ED documentation that it has provided technical assistance to LEA staff and parent-school representatives on school-parent compacts.  MDE must certify to ED that all Title I schools in GPSD and CPSD have school-parent compacts that meet the requirements of the statute and that all LEAs have trained their principals and parent representatives in the required components of school-parent compacts.  In addition the MDE must provide written documentation to ED that all LEAs have reviewed school-parent compacts for compliance with ESEA at the start of the 2009-2010 school year.  The MDE must provide ED with a detailed plan and timeline that ensures these actions are being taken.

Finding (5):  The letters sent to parents in GPSD and CPSD notifying them that their children attended a school in improvement did not include all of the required elements. The letters did not include one or more of the following required components: identification of schools to which a student may transfer; information on the academic achievement of those schools or a comparison to the student’s 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 with an explanation of the identification of their child’s school for school improvement 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 State educational agency (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 MDE must provide ED with a detailed plan including a timeline for implementation describing how it will ensure that its LEAs with schools in improvement, corrective action or restructuring send out parent notification letters that include all of the required components.  The plan must address how technical assistance will be provided and how the MDE will monitor to ensure that parent notification letters contain all the required information. The MDE also must provide ED with a copy of the revised parent notification letters for GPSD and CPSD and evidence it has implemented its plan to ensure that all its LEAs required to do so send out timely notices that include all the required information.  (See Indicator 1.2 finding 2.) 

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

Finding:  The MDE did not ensure that SES agreements contain all the statutory requirements.  In GPSD, the SES contract did not prohibit providers from disclosing to the public the identity of students eligible for services without the written permission of parents. 

Citation:  Section §200.46 (2)(v) of 34 CFR Part 200 prohibits the provider from disclosing to the public, without the written permission of the student’s parents, the identity of any student who is eligible for, or receiving, supplemental educational services.

Further Action Required:  The MDE must provide technical assistance to LEAs on developing SES contracts that meet all requirements of the statute.  All agreements issued to SES providers for the 2008-2009 school year must be amended to include the student identity clause referenced in §200.46 (2)(v).  A copy of the timeline for technical assistance and the amended GPSD agreement must be submitted to ED for review before the next open window for SES tutoring in Mississippi.

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

	Indicator Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

	3.1
	SEA complies with:  (1) The procedures for adjusting ED-determined allocations outlined in sections 200.70 – 200.75 of the regulations; (2) The procedures for reserving funds for school improvement, State administration, and (where applicable) the State Academic Achievement Awards program; and (3) 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
	16

	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
	17

	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

Recommendation
	18

	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


Title I, Part A:  Fiduciary Responsibilities
Indicator 3.3 – Within District Allocation Procedures.  The SEA ensures that its LEAs comply with the requirements in section 1113 of the ESEA and sections 200.77 and 200.78 of the regulations with regard to:

· Reserving funds for the various set-asides either required or allowed under the statute, and

· 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. (§1113, 1116, 1118 of the ESEA and §200.77 and §200.78 of the Title I regulations.)

Finding:  The MDE did not ensure that its LEAs correctly calculated the reservations for parental involvement and professional development in order to provide equitable services to parents and teachers of private school participants.  The following examples were noted during the visit:
· During the visits to GPSD and CPSD, the LEA official(s) did not calculate the parental involvement equitable share from the entire amount reserved for parent involvement.  The LEA reserved two percent for parental involvement, but it calculated the equitable share for parental involvement in the private schools based on the one percent reservation.    
· During the visit to GPSD and CPSD, the LEA official(s) did not calculate the professional development equitable share from the professional development amount reserved (under the professional development reservation designed to assist staff in becoming highly qualified).  In GPSD, the official(s) did not calculate this amount.  In CPSD, the official(s) calculated the private school equitable share from the professional development reservation designed to assist the district in school improvement rather than the professional development reservation designed to assist staff in becoming highly qualified.  
Citation:   Section 200.65(a)(1) of the Title I regulations requires LEAs to calculate  reservations for parental involvement under section 1118 of ESEA and professional development under section 1119 of ESEA on the amount of funds available for these activities for teachers and families of private school students (based on the proportion of private school students from low-income families residing in Title I attendance areas).  LEAs are permitted to reserve more than the minimum amount required but they must calculate the private school equitable portion using the amount actually reserved.    
Section 200.65(a)(1) of the Title I regulations requires LEAs to calculate the equitable share of Title I funds for the families of private school participants by using reserved funds that are proportionate to the number of private school children from low-income families residing in participating public school attendance areas.  
Further action required:  The MDE must submit to ED a description of the procedures that it will use to ensure that GPSD, CPSD and all other LEAs have correctly calculated the equitable amount of funding.   The MDE must also submit evidence to ED that, for the 2008-2009 school year, GPSD and CPSD have correctly calculated the amount of Title I funds that should be made available for services to families and teachers of participating children attending private schools.  The MDE must ensure that GPSD, CPSD and all other LEAs serving eligible private school children reserve an equitable share of their Title I funds for services to families and teachers of participating private school children using the amount that is actually reserved for these purposes.  

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, §1115(b)(3) of the ESEA, and §1116 of the ESEA.
Finding:  The MDE does not have a process in place for determining whether the use of Title I funds for student support services is supplemental to State and local funds.  For example, a Mississippi State regulation requires elementary school students to have “access” to “student support services”.  Examples of the “student support services” in the State regulation include guidance counselors, social workers, nurses, psychologists, and psychometricians.  The State does not have a uniform definition of “access” that is applied evenly across the State, nor does it have a process for determining whether the Title I funds used for “student support services” is supplemental.  Because the State has not defined what it considers “access” and because it does not have a process for determining whether use of Title I funds for student support services is supplemental to State and local funds, the State cannot adequately ensure that supplanting is not occurring.  

Citation:  Section 9304(a)(5) requires States to ensure that they will exercise fiscal controls over Federal funds.  The provision states that “the State will use such fiscal control and fund accounting procedures as will ensure proper disbursement of, and accounting for, Federal funds paid to the State under each such program”.

Further Action Required:   The MDE must either (1) define what it considers to be “access” so that the minimum requirements of the regulation are met and so that it may properly have a process to determine what is supplemental in regard to the requirements of this regulation; or (2) require any LEAs that wishes to use Title I funds for “student support services” provide evidence that the use of the Title I funds supplement State and local funds for the provision of student support services.  The MDE must show evidence to ED that either of these actions has been implemented.  

Indicator 3.6 - Service to Eligible Private School Children.  The 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:  The MDE did not ensure that LEAs maintain control of equipment purchased with Title I funds in the private schools in GPSD.  The general population of private school students at Our Lady of Lourdes had access to and used the equipment purchased with Title I funds.  

Citation:   Section 1120(d)(1) of the ESEA requires that the LEA maintain control of the Title I funds, materials, equipment, and property.  In addition, section 80.32(d) of the Education Department General Administrative Regulations (EDGAR) requires that a control system be developed by recipients of Federal funds to ensure that there are adequate safeguards to prevent loss, damage, or theft of the property.  Section 200.66 of the Title I regulations requires that all materials and equipment purchased with Title I funds must only be used to meet the educational needs of participating private school children.

Further action required:  The MDE must require all its LEAs serving private school children to maintain control of the Title I program including materials, equipment, and property purchased with Title I funds.  Allowing the general population of private school students to have access to and use of equipment purchased with Title I funds does not demonstrate the LEA’s control of Title I equipment in regards to materials at the private school.  The MDE must require GPSD and any other LEA to cease these practices immediately and provide evidence to ED of this action.

Recommendation:  ED recommends that the MDE strengthen its monitoring and oversight of equipment control and oversight of its LEAs. Oversight of the Title I program in the participating private schools was occurring (and guidance was available for LEAs to use) but it should be strengthened.

Title I, Part D

 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.
	Finding
	      19

	1.2
	The SEA ensures that State agency (SA) plans for services to eligible N/D students meet all requirements.
	Finding
	20

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

Recommendation
	21

	2.1
	The SEA ensures that institution-wide 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

Recommendation
	21

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

Recommendation
	22


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

Finding: The MDE did not ensure that the State agency application for Subpart 1 identified how the Title I, Part D programs met the goals and objectives of the State Plan, including a description of how students will receive instruction that is aligned with State standards and accountability.  During the interview with State agency representatives, staff were not all able to articulate how their programs in core subject areas, such as math and reading, are aligned with State standards and the State’s accountability systems. 

Citation: Title I, Part D section 1414 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) specifies requirements for both State plans and State agency applications for Subpart 1 programs. Section 1414 (c) (4) requires that the State agency application describe how the program will meet the goals and objectives of the State plan. Section 1414 (a) (2) (B) requires the State plans to provide that, “to the extent feasible, such [neglected or delinquent] children will have the same opportunities to achieve as such children would have if such children were in the schools of local educational agencies of the State”.

Further action required:   The MDE must revise its State agency application to include a description of how programs of instruction are aligned with State standards and accountability in order for students to have the same opportunities to achieve as if they were in local public schools. This revised application must be submitted to ED for approval prior to being used for the 2009-2010 school year.

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

Finding(1):   The MDE did not ensure that the 2007-2008 State agency application for Subpart 1 demonstrated fiscal maintenance of effort. At the interview, not all State agency representatives could provide clear information about how fiscal maintenance of effort is demonstrated annually. The 2008-2009 application does require more information than an assurance.

Citation:  Section 1414 (c) of the ESEA specifies requirements for assurances and descriptions for State agency applications to the SEA for Subpart 1 funds. Section 1414 (c) (7) requires a State agency to include data showing that the State agency has required the fiscal maintenance of effort.

Further action required:  The MDE must review data on fiscal maintenance of effort for the 2007-2008 State agency application and provide ED with a report that all agencies met this requirement by stating what percentage of the 2004-2005 State and local general education funds were maintained in the 2005-2006 school year.

Finding(2):   The MDE did not ensure that the 2007-2008 State agency application for Subpart 1 designated an individual in each facility served by Title I, Part D funds as an education-related transition coordinator.

Citation: Section 1414 (c) (11) of the ESEA requires the designation of an individual in each correctional facility or institution for neglected or delinquent children and youth to be responsible for issues relating to the transition of children and youth from such facility or institution to locally operated programs

Further action required: The MDE must revise its State agency application to identify designated education transition coordinators for every facility served by Title I, Part D funds. This revised application must be submitted to ED for approval prior to being used for the 2009-2010 school year.

Indicator 1.3 - The SEA ensures that plans for services to eligible N/D students meet all requirements 

Finding:  The MDE did not ensure timeliness in the application approval process.  ED monitors observed that the MDE was in the process of approving an application for 

Title I, Part D, Subpart 2 funds from JPSD for 2007-2008 and had not received an application from the LEA for 2008-2009. Subpart 2 funds are awarded to SEAs in July of each fiscal year and LEA applications should be received and approved within a reasonable time in order for the SEA to ensure that eligible neglected or delinquent students are being served. 

Citation:  Section 1422 of the ESEA requires SEAs to award subgrants to LEAs with high numbers or percentages of children and youth residing in locally operated correctional facilities for children and youth and notify LEAs of their eligibility to receive a subgrant under Subpart 2 of Title I, Part D. EDGAR Part 76 Subpart 3, enumerates the SEA’s general administrative responsibilities for subgrants, as well as its fiscal control and fund accounting procedures.  Sec. 76.702 of EDGAR states that an SEA and a subgrantee shall use fiscal control and fund accounting procedures that ensure proper disbursement of and accounting for Federal funds.
Further action required:  The MDE must submit to ED written documentation of a consultation with JPSD to apply for Subpart 2 funds for the 2008-2009 school year. If the LEA refuses to apply for these funds, the MDE must provide evidence that these funds have been redistributed to other Subpart 2 programs during the 2008-2009 school year.

Recommendation:

ED recommends that the MDE provide technical assistance to LEAs eligible to apply for Subpart 2 funds using the funds to operate dropout prevention programs in LEA schools as appropriate. Section 1424 of Title I, Part D of the ESEA specifies five ways that LEAs can use these funds in an LEA program in addition to serving youth in local facilities. ED observed during interviews that the SEA and LEAs had not considered this option.

Indicator 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.

Recommendation: 

During the interview with State agency representatives, one agency could not clearly identify which activities were funded from its reservation for transition services.  ED recommends that the State agency application require more budget detail for transition services.

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

Recommendation: 

ED recommends that the MDE create an annual program evaluation form that refers to the last year’s program targets and performance data to accompany or be included in the annual grant application or submission of the Consolidated State Performance Report (CSPR) data from each State agency or LEA. Although ED observed that some internal educational program evaluations were conducted by some State agencies and the Subpart 2 program at a local facility, none has used the data collected specifically to evaluate the Title I, Part D program.  

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.
	Finding
	23

	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.
	Finding
	    24

	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

Recommendation
	24


Indicator 3.1 - The SEA ensures that LEA subgrant plans for services to eligible homeless students meet all requirements.

Finding:  The MDE did not ensure that the McKinney-Vento subgrants had been awarded in a timely manner.  ED observed that the McKinney-Vento subgrants for the 2008-2009 school year had not been awarded as of November 2008, although these funds are allocated to the MDE in July. The MDE does not allow for carryover so that continuing grant applicants can provide services during the time they are waiting for their grant application to be approved and the awards are made.  As a result, one local liaison interviewed stated that his/her LEA had to stop a grant project in 2007-2008 for five months until that year’s award was made.  

Citation:  Section 723 of the ESEA states that the State educational agency shall, in accordance with the requirements of this subtitle, make competitive subgrants to local educational agencies that submit applications under subsection (b). EDGAR Part 76 Subpart 3, enumerates the SEA’s general administrative responsibilities for subgrants as well as its fiscal control and fund accounting procedures.  Sec. 76.702 of EDGAR states that an SEA and a subgrantee shall use fiscal control and fund accounting procedures that ensure proper disbursement of and accounting for Federal funds.

Further action required:  The MDE must submit to ED a timeline for soliciting grant applications and making awards for the 2009-2010 school year that will ensure that successful applicants receive their funds by or before the start of the regular school year. Furthermore, the MDE must submit written evidence to ED of how it will make such funds available throughout the grant period to subgrantees or written evidence that will allow subgrantees to carry over funds to the following fiscal year so that continuing applicants can provide services in the summer months if that is in their plan, as well as at the start of the next school year if funds are temporarily delayed by the SEA.

Indicator 3.2 - The SEA ensures that LEAs comply with providing comparable 

Title I, Part A services to homeless students attending non-Title I schools.

Finding:  The MDE did not ensure that the LEAs interviewed reserve funds to provide comparable services to homeless students.  Staff in the LEAs interviewed indicated the reservation was not made because all of the schools in each district are served with 

Title I, Part A funds as schoolwide programs. However, none of the schoolwide program plans reviewed by ED explicitly addressed the educational needs of homeless students, nor did they address how homeless service providers were consulted in the development of the plans.  The LEA consolidated applications did address the educational needs of homeless students in the LEA, but each schoolwide plan did not discuss how the school-level program would address the specific needs for educationally-related support services of homeless students enrolled in those schools.

Citation: Section 1114 (b)(1)(J) of the ESEA requires schoolwide programs to address the education needs of and coordinate with other community services for homeless students. Section 1114(b)(2) requires that schoolwide plans describe how the school will address these needs and coordinate with services for homeless students, including integrating resources and involving parents and other members of the community during the planning of the schoolwide program.

Further action required:   The MDE must provide technical assistance to LEAs that the educational needs of homeless students have to be addressed in schoolwide plans.  The MDE must provide evidence of when and how it provided this information.

Indicator 3.4 - The SEA conducts monitoring of LEAs with and without subgrants, sufficient to ensure compliance with McKinney-Vento program requirements.
Recommendation:  ED recommends that the MDE create an annual program evaluation form that refers to the last year’s program targets and performance data to accompany or be included in the annual grant application or submission of Consolidated State Performance Report (CSPR) data from each subgrantee.   None of the LEAs interviewed has used the CSPR or other data specifically to evaluate the McKinney-Vento Education of Homeless Children and Youth program. 

