The Honorable David P. Driscoll

Commissioner of Education

Massachusetts Department of Education

350 Main Street

Malden, Massachusetts  02148-5023

Dear Commissioner Driscoll: 

During the week of March 22-25, 2004, a team from the U.S. Department of Education’s Student Achievement and School Accountability (SASA) Programs reviewed the Massachusetts Department of Education’s administration of the Title I, Part A program under the authority of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), as amended by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB).  Enclosed is a report based upon that review.  

The reauthorization of the ESEA under NCLB brought a major shift in emphases and priorities for education in this country.  With increased emphasis on accountability for all students, and a focus on the States’ responsibilities to work with districts and schools to improve instruction and boost student achievement, SASA is committed to working closely with States to define those responsibilities.  SASA has developed a monitoring process that is aligned to these changes brought about by NCLB.  Monitoring for the 

Title I, Part A program is conducted in three broad areas – accountability, instructional support and compliance with fiduciary responsibilities.  Prior to, and during the onsite monitoring review, the SASA team conducted a number of activities (described in detail in the enclosed report) to verify compliance with critical monitoring indicators in each of the three broad areas.  

The enclosed report contains a listing of the critical monitoring indicators in each of the three areas, a description of the scope of the monitoring review, and the findings, recommendations and commendations that the team cited as a result of the review.  Within 30 days of receipt of this letter, please provide us with a detailed description of the actions your office has taken, or will take, regarding issues outlined under the ‘Further Action Required’ headings in this report.

The ED team would like to commend Barbara Solomon and her staff for the hard work and assistance they provided prior to and during the review in gathering materials and providing access to information in a timely manner.  The team was very impressed with the efforts of your State’s staff to implement the many requirements of Part A of Title I of the ESEA. 

We look forward to working further with your staff members on any follow-up activities, and in assisting them to improve the delivery of Title I services in Massachusetts.






Sincerely,






Jacquelyn C. Jackson, Ed.D.






Acting Director






Student Achievement and

  School Accountability Programs

Enclosure

cc:  Barbara Solomon 

Title I Monitoring

Summary of Critical Monitoring Elements
	Monitoring Area 1:  Accountability

	Element Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

	Critical element 1.1
	SEA has approved academic content standards for all required subjects or an approved timeline for developing them. 
	Met requirements
	N/A

	Critical element 1.2
	The SEA has approved academic achievement standards and alternate academic achievement standards in required subject areas and grades or an approved timeline to create them.
	Met requirements
	N/A

	Critical element 1.3
	The SEA has approved assessments and alternate assessments in required subject areas and grades or an approved timeline to create them. 
	Met requirements
	N/A

	Critical element 1.4
	The SEA has implemented all required components as identified in its accountability workbook.

N.B. Report card requirements are addressed separately (1.5).
	Finding


	5

	Critical element 1.5
	The SEA has published annual report card and ensured that LEAs have published annual report card as required. 
	Met requirements
	N/A

	Critical element 1.6
	SEA indicates how funds received under Grants for State Assessments and related activities (§6111) will be or have been used to meet the 2005-06 and 2007-08 assessment requirements of NCLB.
	Met requirements
	N/A

	Critical element 1.7
	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 2:  Instructional Support

	Element Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

	Critical element 2.1
	The SEA designs and implements policies and procedures that ensure the hiring and retention of highly qualified staff.
	Findings

Recommendations
	6

	Critical element 2.2
	The SEA provides, or provides for, technical assistance for LEAs and schools as required.
	Met requirements

Commendation


	7

	Critical element 2.3
	The SEA establishes a Committee of Practitioners and involves the committee in decision making as required.  
	Met requirements
	N/A

	Critical element 2.4
	The SEA ensures that the LEA and schools meet parental involvement requirements.
	Met requirements

Recommendation


	8

	Critical element 2.5
	The SEA ensures that schools and LEAs are identified for improvement, corrective action, or restructuring as required and that subsequent, required steps are taken.
	Finding
	8

	Critical element 2.6
	The SEA ensures that requirements for public school choice are met.  
	Met requirements


	N/A

	Critical element 2.7
	The SEA fulfills the statutory requirements for the provision of supplemental educational services (SES) are met.
	Met requirements

Commendation


	9

	Critical element 2.8
	The SEA ensures that LEAs and schools develop schoolwide programs that use the flexibility provided to them by law to improve the academic achievement of all students in the school. 
	Finding
	9

	Critical element 2.9
	The SEA ensures that LEAs and schools develop and maintain targeted assistance programs that meet all required components.
	Met requirements
	N/A


	Monitoring Area 3:  SEA Fiduciary responsibilities

	Element Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

	Critical element 3.1
	The SEA ensures that its component LEAs are audited annually, if required, and that all corrective actions required through this process are fully implemented. 
	Commendation

Recommendation
	11

	Critical element 3.2
	The SEA complies with the allocation, reallocation, and carryover provisions of 

Title I.
	Met requirements
	N/A

	Critical element 3.3
	The SEA complies with the maintenance of effort provisions of Title I.
	Met requirements
	N/A

	Critical element 3.4
	The SEA ensures that the LEA complies with the comparability provisions of Title I.
	Met requirements
	N/A

	Critical element 3.5
	The SEA ensures that LEAs provide Title I services to eligible children attending non-public schools.
	Met requirements
	N/A

	Critical element 3.6
	The SEA has a system for ensuring and maximizing the quality, objectivity, utility, and integrity of information disseminated by the agency.
	Met requirements
	N/A

	Critical element 3.7
	The SEA has an accounting system for administrative funds that includes (1) state administration, (2) reallocation, and (3) reservation of funds for school improvement.
	Met requirements
	N/A

	Critical element 3.8
	The SEA has a system for ensuring fair and prompt resolution of complaints.
	Met requirements
	N/A

	Critical element 3.9
	The SEA ensures that the LEA complies with the rank order procedures for the eligible school attendance area.
	Recommendation
	11

	Critical element 3.10
	The SEA conducts monitoring of its subgrantees sufficient to ensure compliance with Title I program requirements.
	Met requirements
	N/A

	Critical element 3.11
	The LEA complies with the provision for submitting an annual plan to the SEA.
	Met requirements
	N/A

	Critical element 3.12
	The SEA and LEA comply with requirements regarding the reservation of administrative funds.
	Met requirements
	N/A

	Critical element 3.13
	The SEA ensures that Title I funds are used only to supplement or increase non-Federal sources used for the education of participating children and not to supplant funds from non-Federal sources.
	Met requirements
	N/A


Massachusetts Department of Education

March 22-25, 2004

Scope of Review: The Student Achievement and School Accountability Programs (SASA) team monitored the Massachusetts Department of Education (MADOE) during the week of March 22-25, 2004.  This was a comprehensive review of the MADOE’s administration of Title I, Part A of  the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), as amended by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB).  

In conducting this comprehensive review, the SASA team carried out a number of major activities, including a review and analysis of State assessments and State accountability system plans, a review of the effectiveness of the instructional improvement and instructional support measures established by the State to benefit LEAs and schools, and a review of compliance with the fiscal and administrative oversight requirements of the SEA.  During the onsite monitoring review, the SASA team interviewed MADOE personnel to determine how the SEA is meeting its NCLB requirements in each of the three monitoring areas. The SASA team visited two LEAs – the New Bedford Public Schools (NBPS) and the Brockton Public Schools (BPS). During these two LEA visits the SASA team interviewed LEA and school administrative staff, visited four schools operating schoolwide programs that have been identified for improvement and two private schools, and held one meeting with teachers and two with parents.  The SASA team conducted conference calls to three additional LEAs (Worcester, Chicopee, and Lowell Public Schools) following the onsite monitoring review to confirm information gathered at NBPS and BPS and at the MADOE.  

Area:



Accountability

Indicator 1.4 – The SEA has implemented all required components as identified in its accountability workbook. 

Finding:  The Massachusetts adequate yearly progress (AYP) calculations do not consistently include the use of an “other indicator” as required.  Although Massachusetts has interpreted the language in NCLB as permissive on this point, Title I regulations (§200.19) clearly state the inclusion of the “other indicator” as a requirement.

Citation:  34 CFR §200.19(a) states: “Each State must use the following other academic indicators to determine AYP: ...The graduation rate for public high schools...[and] at least one academic indicator for public elementary schools and at least one academic indicator for public middle schools . . .”

Also, §200.20(a)(1) states that “A school or LEA makes AYP if (i) Each group of students under §200.13(b)(7) meets or exceeds the State’s annual measurable objectives under §200.18; and (ii) The school or LEA respectively, meets or exceeds the State’s other academic indicators under §200.19.” (emphasis added)

Further action required:  Massachusetts must amend its AYP calculations to include the use of another indicator for all schools annually. The State has agreed to do this as part of the amendment process now in progress. 

Area:



Instructional Support

Indicator 2.1 – The SEA designs and implements policies and procedures that ensure the hiring and retention of highly qualified staff.

Finding:  Principals in BPS and NBPS did not have signed attestations regarding the qualifications of the teachers in their schools.  

Citation:  20 U.S.C. 6319 §1119(i) states that each LEA that receives funds under this part must require the principal of each school with a program supported with Title I funds to attest, annually, in writing, as to whether the school is in compliance with the requirements of  §1119.  This document is to be maintained at each school and LEA and be available to the public on request.

Further Action Required:  MADOE must provide a copy of the signed attestation in which principals from NBPS and BPS attest to whether or not their schools are in compliance with the requirements of §1119. 

Finding:  The NBPS and BPS school districts did not demonstrate that they have met the requirement that all teachers hired to work in Title I schools since January 8, 2002, are highly qualified.

Citation:  20 U.S.C. 6319 §1119(i) requires that each LEA that receives funds under this part ensures that all teachers hired since January 8, 2002, and teaching in a program supported with Title I funds, meet the Federal requirements for being highly qualified.

Further Action Required:  MADOE must provide documentation that shows that teachers in New Bedford and Brockton, hired to teach in programs supported with Title I funds since January 8, 2002, meet the Federal requirements for being highly qualified.  The documentation must include both the qualifications of the teachers and their teaching assignments in order to meet this requirement.

Finding:  The MADOE has established a policy that permits superintendents or their designees in LEAs to determine whether or not instructional paraeducators have met a rigorous standard of quality and have demonstrated their knowledge of and ability to assist in instructing in reading and mathematics. In applying this interpretation of a “formal local assessment” the MADOE has instructed superintendents or their designees to make this decision using a list of skills and competencies from the Massachusetts Learning Guidelines for Paraprofessionals.  However, the MADOE has not provided LEAs with adequate guidance or guidelines for implementing this process to ensure consistency of application across the State.  

Citation:  34 CFR §200.58(d) of Title I accountability regulations requires instructional support paraprofessionals hired before January 8, 2002, to have completed at least two years of study at an institution of higher education; obtained an associate’s degree or higher; or, met a rigorous standard of quality, and can demonstrate – through a formal State or local academic assessment – knowledge of, and the ability to assist in instructing, as appropriate – reading/language arts, writing, and mathematics; or reading readiness, writing readiness, and mathematics readiness.

Further Action Required:  Since the MADOE has determined that the judgment of each LEA’s superintendent or his/her designee regarding paraprofessional qualifications, based on skills and competences in the Massachusetts Learning Guidelines for Paraprofessionals, equates with a “formal local assessment,” it must demonstrate to ED that it has created consistent and specific standards and criteria for making this judgment that ensure uniform application of this process throughout the State. 

Recommendation:  In NBPS and BPS, both LEA and school staff did not display an understanding that teachers must complete their content area requirements for recertification by the end of the 2005-2006 school year in order to meet the Federal requirement for highly qualified teachers.  While the MADOE has issued guidance that states this requirement, teachers do not clearly understand that the requirements of the Federal mandate differ from their State requirements for recertification.  Thus, it appears that the MADOE needs to provide more guidance and clarification of the requirements to LEAs and teachers in order to be in compliance with §1119 by the end of the 2005-2006 school year.

Recommendation:  20 U.S.C. 6311 §1111(b)(8)(C) requires that States have both a plan to ensure that poor and minority children are not taught at higher rates than other children by inexperienced, unqualified, or out-of-field teachers and a way to evaluate and report their progress under this requirement.  The SASA team acknowledges that the MADOE has created and implemented programs to attract teachers to high-need areas (both geographic and subject areas).  Additionally, the MADOE appears to have the ability to track the location of teachers, not only to determine how many are highly qualified, but also to ensure that a disproportionate percentage of teachers who are not highly qualified are not assigned to teach poor and minority children.  Thus, the SASA team recommends that the MADOE review the location and assignment of teachers throughout the State to ensure compliance with this requirement. 

Indicator 2.2 – The SEA provides, or provides for, technical assistance for LEAs and schools as required. 

Commendation:  The MADOE has developed an infrastructure and statewide system of support that focuses on the school improvement process, called Performance Improvement Mapping (PIM), for all schools, especially those that are underperforming or identified as in need of improvement.  The MADOE is developing guidance that will integrate the principles of this process with the Federal requirements for school and district improvement.  In coordination with a technical service provider, the MADOE conducts regular professional development activities to train school staff and school support specialists in the school improvement process.  In addition, the MADOE has funded a team of school support specialists who work with the highest-need LEAs to implement the PIM process in their schools.  LEA and school staff interviewed in both NBPS and BPS were able to discuss the PIM process and the role of the school support specialist in leading and overseeing it in great detail.
Indicator 2.4 - The SEA ensures that the LEA and schools meet parental involvement requirements.

Recommendation:  The SASA team recommends that the MADOE consider reviewing and strengthening its guidance to, and oversight of, LEAs regarding meaningful and effective parental involvement activities at the school level.  The SASA team noted the extensive experience and in-depth knowledge of MADOE staff regarding this topic.  However, the activities promoted at the school and LEA levels reflect a different understanding of what constitutes effective parental involvement activities.  These activities appear to emphasize the importance of bringing parents to the schools, with less emphasis on educating parents in how to better help their children succeed in school.  The SASA team encourages the MADOE to not only support but to require activities known to assist parents with becoming involved with their children’s education in meaningful ways. 
Indicator 2.5 – The SEA ensures that schools and LEAs are identified for improvement, corrective action, or restructuring as required and that subsequent, required steps are taken.

Finding:  The school improvement plans reviewed by the SASA team included most, but not all, of the required components of school improvement plans.  The following components were missing:

· Plans reviewed did not clearly describe how the school intends to implement a teacher mentoring program.

· Plans reviewed did not clearly specify the responsibilities of the school, LEA, and SEA serving the school, including the technical assistance to be provided by the LEA.

Citation:  20 U.S.C. 6316 §1116(b)(3) requires each school identified for school improvement to develop or revise a school plan.  The school plan must include at least the ten components described in this section.

Further Action Required:  In cases where a school is both a schoolwide program school and a school identified for improvement as the result of not making AYP for two consecutive years, it is permissible for the school to create or revise a single plan as long as all requirements of both are met; doing so allows the school to concentrate its efforts on a single set of goals and strategies.  If the MADOE allows schools to create one plan, staff must ensure that the statutory and regulatory components of school improvement plans as well as the statutory and regulatory components of schoolwide programs are included in the plan. The SASA team requests a copy of the guidance offered by the SEA on this issue and one copy of a revised plan from both BPS and NBPS.  

The MADOE will meet the requirements for the findings in both 2.5 and 2.8 by completing this action.

Indicator 2.7 – The SEA ensures that statutory requirements for the provisions of supplemental educational services (SES) are met.

Commendation:  The MADOE has created processes to ensure the effective implementation of SES in Massachusetts.  Staff have responded to concerns expressed by providers and parents that schools were not helping to provide the maximum number of supplemental educational services options for parents.  They have worked with principals and LEAs in order to solve some of the problems that prevented providers from offering services in certain schools and LEAs.   MADOE staff also solicit feedback from the providers and LEAs in order to promote effective practices and begin to monitor the performance of the providers.

Indicator 2.8 – The SEA ensures that LEAs and schools develop schoolwide programs that use the flexibility provided to them by law to improve the academic achievement of all students in the school.

Finding:  Even though the MADOE provides guidance to LEAs and schools regarding the planning for (through the PIM process) and other requirements for operating schoolwide programs, the schoolwide plans reviewed by the SASA team do not include all of the required components.  The following components were missing:

· Plans reviewed typically include an assessment of schools’ academic needs; however, the comprehensive needs assessment required for schoolwide programs should include more than test scores.  At a minimum, the comprehensive needs assessment should include an assessment of the status of all the components required for the school plan, which, if met, would help students reach high academic standards.

· Plans reviewed did not include strategies to attract high-quality, highly qualified teachers to high-need schools.

· Plans reviewed did not include strategies for assisting preschool children in the transition to elementary school programs.

· Plans reviewed typically include strategies to address the needs of students who have not mastered the content.  However, not all plans reviewed include activities to ensure that students who experience difficulty mastering standards will receive effective, timely additional assistance.  Schoolwide plans should contain a provision for routinely monitoring the progress of students so that staff can intervene and adjust their strategies on a regular basis throughout the school year.

Citation:  20 U.S.C. 6314 §1114(b) and 34 CFR §200.28 of the Title I Regulations specifies the components that schools implementing schoolwide programs must address in their schoolwide plans. 

Further Action Required:  In cases where a school is both a schoolwide program school and a school identified for improvement as the result of not making AYP for two consecutive years, it is permissible for the school to create or revise a single plan as long as all requirements of both are met.  If MADOE chooses to allow schools to create one plan, then staff must ensure that the statutory and regulatory components of schoolwide program plans as well as the statutory and regulatory components of school improvement plans are included.  The SASA team requests a copy of the guidance offered by the SEA and one copy of a revised plan from both BPS and NBPS.

Area:




Fiduciary

Critical Element 3.1:  The SEA ensures that its component LEAs are audited annually, if required, and that all corrective actions required through this process are fully implemented.

Commendation:  Massachusetts’ efforts in working through State-level audit issues and audit resolutions in collaboration with the U. S. Department of Education’s Cooperative Audit Resolution and Oversight Initiative process has resulted in more timely, efficient, and effective audit procedures to enhance the benefit of education programs. 

Recommendation:  Since single audits will not be performed in nearly 20 percent of school districts in Massachusetts due to the change in the Single Audit Act that increases the threshold from $300,000 to $500,000, the SASA team recommends that the MADOE place more emphasis on fiscal issues during its coordinated program review process and include the school audit as a document for review in its Coordinated Program Review District Package for Title I/NCLB with Related Title IIA Requirements.  A greater focus on fiscal issues would enhance fiscal accountability, facilitate more effective decision-making about resources, and ensure that fiscal resources are aligned with policies and programs addressing student needs, helping to increase the impact of Title I resources.  

Critical Element 3.9:  The SEA ensures that the LEA complies with the rank order procedures for the eligible school attendance area.   

Recommendation:    The SEA should clarify for the State Board of Education, the authorizing agent for Horace Mann Charter Schools (HMCS), requirements for the administration and oversight of Title I programs.

Since Title I is a major Federal funding source for Massachusetts’ charter schools, and Title I issues were noted as findings in the State’s coordinated program reviews, a specific section on Title I administration should be included in The Charter School Administrative and Governance Guide issued by the MADOE.  The current guide reviewed by the SASA team, dated December, 2003, mentions that charter schools are eligible for allocation grants, but does not provide any other information.
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