Indiana Department of Education

September 24-28, 2007

Scope of Review: A team from the U.S. Department of Education’s (ED) Student Achievement and School Accountability Programs (SASA) office reviewed the Indiana Department of Education (IDE) the week of September 24-28, 2007.  This was a comprehensive review of the IDE’s administration of the following programs authorized by the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), as amended by the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB):  Title I, Part A; Title I, Part B, Subpart 3; and Title I, Part D.  Also reviewed was Title X, Part C 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 IDE to benefit local educational agencies (LEAs) and schools, and reviewed compliance with fiscal and administrative oversight requirements.  During the onsite week, the ED team visited two LEAs -- Indianapolis Public Schools (Indianapolis) and Hammond Public Schools (Hammond) -- interviewed administrative staff, staff from eight schools that were identified for improvement in the LEAs, and conducted two parent meetings.  The ED team then interviewed LEA personnel to confirm data collected in each of the three monitoring indicator areas.  As part of the expanded monitoring for public school choice and the supplemental educational services (SES) portion of the review, the ED team reviewed only these requirements in Gary Public Schools (Gary), Muncie Public Schools (Muncie) and Monroe Public Schools (Monroe).  The ED team also interviewed LEA and school administrators and SES providers in these LEAs.

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 application and local evaluation for the Even Start projects in Crawfordsville and Indianapolis.  During the onsite review, the ED team visited these local projects and interviewed administrative and instructional staff.  The ED team also interviewed the IDE Even Start 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 State’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, and SA subgrant plans and evaluations of the Indianapolis Department of Corrections and the Soldiers’ and Sailors’ Home.  The ED team reviewed the Title I, Part D programs in Wabash and Kokomo Public Schools.  The ED team also interviewed the IDE Title I, Part D State coordinator to confirm information obtained at the State agency site and discuss administration of the program.

In it review of the Education for Homeless Children and Youth program (Title X, Part C), the ED team examined: the IDE’s procedures and guidance for the identification, enrollment, and retention of homeless students; the technical assistance provided to LEAs with and without subgrants; the IDE’s McKinney-Vento application; and the LEA applications for subgrants and local evaluations for programs in Indianapolis, Martinsville and Pike Township Public Schools.  The ED team also interviewed the IDE’s McKinney-Vento State coordinator to confirm information obtained at the local site and discuss administration of the program.

Previous Audit Findings:  None to report.

Previous Monitoring Findings:  ED last reviewed Title I programs in the IDE during the week of November 29 – December 3, 2004.  ED identified compliance findings in the Title I, Part A program in the following areas:  accountability workbook requirements, highly qualified paraprofessionals, statewide system of support; parental involvement; school improvement; schoolwide programs, private schools, reservations of funds; and SEA monitoring.  In the Title I, Part B (Even Start) Program:  subgrant award requirements; identification and recruitment of families most in need; staff qualification requirements; year-round services; uses of funds and matching and consultation with private school officials.  For Title I, Part D:  flexibility provisions.  For the McKinney-Vento Homeless Education Program:  dispute resolution.  The IDE subsequently provided ED with documentation sufficient to address all compliance issues identified.   

Overview of Public School Choice and SES Implementation

In addition to visiting Indianapolis and Hammond school districts as part of the Title I comprehensive review, ED conducted an the expanded review of public school choice and SES in Gary, Monroe, and Muncie.    

Based on preliminary 2005-06 Consolidated State Performance Report data, Indiana reported that 85 schools would be in different stages of improvement in the 2006-07 school year as follows:  41 in year one of school improvement; 20 in year two of school improvement; 10 in corrective action; 8 planning for restructuring; and 6 in restructuring.

The IDE has placed a high priority on the implementation of the public school choice and SES provisions.  In 2004, ED’s Office of Inspector General (OIG) conducted an audit of Indiana’s compliance with the public school choice and SES provisions.  As a result of that audit, the IDE took several actions to meet compliance requirements, including: (1) revising its sample public school choice and SES letters to include all required components,  (2) implementing a fall data collection report to determine preliminary information on students participating in public school choice and SES, and (3) increasing its rigor and oversight of public school choice and SES provisions by expanding LEAs’ Title I applications and by visiting LEAs once every three years.  

The IDE has dedicated websites that provide an array of information and tools to support public school choice and SES implementation.  These websites include Federal and State guidance documents, sample letters to parents, listing of schools and districts in various stages of improvement, frequently asked questions, and other tools and materials, including training and general awareness videos for parents, providers, and district staff.   The IDE recently completed and posted on the SES website an SES Effective Tutoring Resource Guide for providers and district staff based on best practices and research.    
In Gary, a change in the criteria for defining new schools through an amendment to Indiana’s Accountability Plan that the U.S. Department of Education approved on August 1, 2006 affected eligibility and participation in SES.  Under the approved amendment the State requires a new school in which at least 50 percent of its students would have been eligible for SES in the previous school to offer SES to eligible students until the new school makes adequate yearly progress for two consecutive years.  Consequently, more students in Gary were eligible for SES than Choice during SYs 2005-06 and 2006-07.    

Other factors affected student participation in public school choice and SES in each of the 

five LEAs the ED Team visited.  Some of the most important factors appeared to include whether the LEAs offered other forms of school choice, the timing of parent notifications, parent preferences, and the pilot to reverse public school choice and SES in selected schools in Monroe and Muncie as part of IDE’s flexibility agreement with ED.  

Parent perspectives also provided insight on participation in public school choice and SES.  Of parents who had the option between SES and Choice, parents choosing SES over choice often cited their belief in SES’s effectiveness in helping their children achieve, in the quality of their children’s home school, and in the importance of being familiar with the home school.  For example, several parents stated that even though they were offered a school choice option under Title I, they opted to stay at their home school because they were satisfied with their children’s education and teachers.  Additionally, parents felt a move to another school would disrupt established friendships and routines.  Parents who elected to transfer their child to a different school indicated that they took advantage of the public school choice option due to what they perceived as the negative reputation of their child’s home school in the community and the academic quality of the school they chose under the Title I choice option.

The IDE and the five LEAs furnished a three-year summary of participation data for public school choice and SES as follows:

Indiana: Three-Year Trend Data for Public School Choice and SES Participation

	Public School Choice
	SY 2004-05
	SY 2005-06
	SY 2006-07


	Number of Title I schools required to offer public school choice
	77
	80
	153


	Number of public schools to which students transferred under Title I public school choice 
	95
	98
	168

	Number of students who transferred to another public school under Title I public school choice
	1169
	2137
	2607

	Number of students who were eligible to transfer to another public school  under Title I public school choice
	40102
	37958
	67262

	SES
	SY 2004-05
	SY 2005-06
	SY 2006-07

	Number of Title I schools required to offer SES 
	53
	50
	71

	Number of students who received SES
	3083
	4022
	5246

	Number of students eligible to receive SES
	18651
	13994
	19194


LEA Three Year Trend Data for Public School Choice

	LEA
	SY 2004-05
	SY 2005-06
	SY 2006-07

	
	# Students eligible 
	# Students transferring
	# Students eligible 
	# Students transferring
	# Students eligible 
	# Students transferring

	Gary
	13,053
	123
	3,581
	117
	2,829
	72

	Monroe
	267
	10
	258
	37
	241
	50

	Muncie
	703
	56
	775
	136
	728
	73

	Hammond
	931
	26
	1,186
	931
	3,123
	179

	Indianapolis
	6592
	530
	10,601
	641
	9,549
	501


LEA Three Year Trend Data for Supplemental Educational Services

	LEA
	SY 2004-05
	SY 2005-06
	SY 2006-07

	
	# Students eligible 
	# Students receiving
	# Students eligible 
	# Students receiving
	# Students eligible 
	# Students receiving

	Gary
	9,781
	713
	6,804
	690
	6,800
	823

	Monroe
	0
	0
	221
	6
	430
	51

	Muncie
	318
	20
	263
	21
	519
	152

	Hammond
	781
	54
	531
	32
	785
	101

	Indianapolis
	1,578
	1,160
	3,493
	2,237
	5,268
	2,957


Public School Choice

Indiana’s LEAs vary in providing parents and students a variety of school choice options.  The five LEAs visited during ED’s Title I review varied in their options for allowing other forms of school choice.  Gary provides an open enrollment period that occurs during late spring for the following school year.  Consequently, parents in Gary already had an opportunity to make a decision about their children’s school before the beginning of school. Indianapolis magnet and option programs offer students the opportunity to select from 30 different programs from kindergarten through 12th grade that include math and science-based curriculums, environmental studies, Montessori, and International Baccalaureate Programs.  In contrast, Hammond, Monroe and Muncie do not offer other choice options, although both districts allow transfers under certain circumstances.  Another option for parents and students are open enrollment charter schools that were created through legislation in 2002.  During the 2006-07 school year, 37 charter schools in Indiana served over 9,000 students across the State. 
Concerning notifications of public school choice and SES, Indiana’s LEAs generally know which schools must offer choice before the end of the previous school year.  In all districts, however, the public school notifications for the 2006-07 school year were not mailed until early July 2006.  One LEA official explained that his district waited until July because the superintendent waited to decide which schools would be the receiving schools.  

Finally, as part of participating in the pilot test of reversing Choice and SES, a school in Monroe and Muncie that normally would have offered only Choice, offered only SES instead.  Consequently, more students than normal were provided the opportunity to participate in SES while fewer were given the chance to change schools.  In both LEAs the number of students receiving SES increased in raw numbers and proportionately between SY 2005-06 and SY 2006-07.  These increases were likely due to the pilot and the strong promotion of SES, especially in one of the LEAs in the pilot.

SES

In July 2006, the U.S. Secretary of Education approved Indiana’s request for a flexibility agreement allowing three districts to provide SES to students attending Title I schools in the first year of school improvement rather than public school choice.  In addition to Monroe and Muncie, the Metropolitan School District of Decatur Township participated in the pilot program during the 2006-07 school year.  

The IDE approved 63 providers for the 2006-07 school year.  The IDE receives new SES provider applications annually between January 2 and March 31, and announces the approved applicants at the end of May.  Providers who are not approved may apply again during the next application cycle.

Annually, IDE completes unannounced onsite monitoring visits to all active SES providers to evaluate providers based on observations.  In addition, every two years, the IDE examines provider documents such as teacher qualifications (to ensure teacher qualification match what the provider described in the original application), lesson plans, progress reporting, incentives and marking procedures, and criminal background checks.  

The IDE prepares and disseminates a comprehensive annual evaluation of SES and disseminates the results of the evaluation statewide.  In compiling the evaluation report, the IDE gathers information about the nature of each SES provider’s service delivery, customer satisfaction, and academic effectiveness through the following sources: (1) parent surveys, (2) district surveys, (3) principal surveys, (4) onsite monitoring results, (5) provider surveys, and (6) student results on the Indiana Statewide Testing for Educational Progress-Plus (ISTEP+).  Providers are graded based on each category.  Providers that receive a “C” or below (in any category or overall) must submit a corrective action plan to address any deficiencies. Providers that receive a “D” or “F” in any category or overall are placed on probation for the following year and must submit a corrective action plan prior to providing SES services during that school year. In addition, providers that receive an “F” in the same category for two consecutive years (e.g., receiving an “F” in customer satisfaction for two consecutive years) or receiving an “F” overall for two consecutive years are removed from the state-approved provider list.

LEA staff and providers were very complimentary of IDE’s efforts in assisting district staff and providers in knowing and carrying out their responsibilities under NCLB.  LEA staff noted that the SEA consultants responded to local requests for guidance and technical assistance in a timely manner through telephone calls, e-mail, and written correspondence, and often provided direct technical assistance with on-site meetings and “trouble-shooting” sessions.  Providers were complimentary of the State’s ongoing workshops for providers, IDE’s SES website, and the quality and variety of tools and resources the IDE has developed to guide providers in the planning and implementing their programs.  Providers were also complimentary of district staff and principals in providing multiple opportunities for parents to learn about the various SES programs.  Some providers observed that as LEA administrators and school principals gain more 

understanding about SES, principals become more open to providing space for SES in their schools and coordinating SES with other after-school programs available at the school.

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. 
	Recommendation
	8

	1.2
	The SEA has implemented all required components as identified in its accountability workbook.
	Meet Requirements
	N/A

	1.3
	The SEA has published an annual report card as required and an Annual Report to the Secretary. 
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	1.4
	The SEA has ensured that LEAs have published annual report cards as required.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	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. 

Recommendation: ED recommends that the IDE provide additional technical assistance to LEAs regarding the meaning and intention of the 1% cap.  The IDE has met this requirement and has an approved alternate assessment for students with the most significant cognitive disabilities and the IDE can document that 95% or more of students with disabilities were assessed using either the regular assessment with accommodations or the alternate assessment: however, in both of the LEAs visited, there did not appear to be a clear understanding of the 1% cap on the percentage of students scoring proficient on the alternate assessment for adequate yearly progress purposes.  While the IDE makes the calculations appropriately and sends the information to the LEAs, it is important for LEAs to be able to articulate the policy accurately. 

	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.
	Recommendation
	9



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

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

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

Recommendation
	10

	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.
	Recommendations
	11

	2.8
	The SEA ensures that LEA targeted assistance programs meet all requirements.
	Finding
	12


Monitoring Area 2 – Program Improvement, Parental Involvement, and Options 

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

Recommendation:  The IDE should consider providing technical assistance to LEAs and Title I schools to improve the quality of parental involvement policies so that they (1) are specific enough that parents and school system personnel can readily understand the steps for implementing each requirement, (2) reflect the school community for which they are developed, (3) recognize a fuller range of activities to involve parents in their children's education as well as the need for LEAs and schools to develop a partnership and ongoing dialogue around student achievement.  The IDE should consider working closely with the Indiana Center for Family, School, and Community Partnership to plan and carry out this technical assistance.  Although the LEA and school level parental involvement policies reviewed by the ED team contain the required components, the policies did not consistently specify the steps and range of activities that the LEA and/or school would take to implement each component.  In some cases, schools used a commercially 

developed template to craft policies by “filling in the blanks,” resulting in parent policies that are not school specific and generic in nature.

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

Finding (1):  The IDE has not consistently ensured that LEAs refrain from placing requirements on providers that are the SEA’s responsibility.  Specifically, Gary requires that providers receive approval from the LEA’s Federal Program Office to use incentives.    

Citations:  Section 1116(e)(4) of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) requires State educational agencies (SEAs) to develop and apply objective criteria to approve providers.  Unless an SEA specifically allows its LEAs to approve or deny providers’ use of incentives, the approval of incentives is solely the SEA’s responsibility as part of its process for selecting providers.

Further action required:  The IDE must provide Gary with written guidance instructing the LEA to stop requiring providers to obtain LEA approval before offering incentives.  The IDE must provide ED with evidence that Gary has made this change.   

Finding (2):  The IDE has not ensured that SES providers consistently prepare and distribute written student progress reports to parents and the LEA for the students who receive SES.  All of the LEA contracts reviewed included a requirement for providers to distribute regular progress reports, but this was not consistently implemented.  Further, discussions with providers, parents, and school staff revealed that not all providers are consistently furnishing written progress reports to parents or the LEA. 
Citation:  Section 1116e(5)(A) of the ESEA requires the SES providers to distribute to parents of children receiving SES and the LEA information on the progress of the children in increasing achievement, in a format and, to the extent practicable, a language that parents can understand.

Further action required:  The IDE must provide additional guidance and technical assistance to LEAs and SES providers regarding this requirement.  Further, as part of its onsite monitoring of LEAs and SES providers, the IDE must include in its monitoring protocols the review of student progress reports to determine if they (1) provide specific information about student progress that would assist both parents and classroom teachers in understanding student progress and ensure that “students are improving their academic achievement and that instructional goals are being met," (2) are written in a format that parents understand, (3) are distributed in a timely manner to parents and LEA staff, and (4) are developed in accordance with the LEA-provider contract.   The IDE must provide ED with documentation that these actions have been completed.   

Recommendation (1):  The IDE should consider providing additional guidance and technical assistance to help LEAs and SES providers develop student achievement goals and student learning plans that meet the SEA’s expectations for developing learning plans.  This guidance should remind LEAs that ultimately they have the final responsibility under section 1116(e)(3)(A) of the ESEA for making sure that achievement goals and learning plans are completed for all students participating in SES and contain all required information, whether the LEA creates the achievement goals and/or the learning plan or the provider does so on behalf of the LEA.  

Recommendation (2):  ED recommends that the IDE inform Gary and other LEAs that they may obtain information from the IDE pertaining to a provider’s teacher student ratios, evaluation, documentation of effective and other data that providers submit to the IDE as part of the State’s review and approval of provider applications.  Gary requires a provider to submit a list of documents for the district to review before entering into an agreement with the provider.  ED recommends that the IDE closely examine the type of information that Gary requests from providers and strongly consider instructing Gary to stop requesting this information from providers and obtain the information from the IDE.  

Indicator 2.7 – The SEA ensures that LEAs and schools develop schoolwide programs that use the flexibility provisions provided to them by the statute to improve the academic achievement of all students in the school.

Recommendation (1):  ED recommends that the IDE provide technical assistance to principals and members of school improvement teams in schools operating schoolwide programs to ensure that schools, through the LEAs, annually review and revise, with representatives of the school community, their schoolwide program plans and that those plans address each of the ten required components.  Based on the interviews with principals in schoolwide program schools, it appears that principals, especially new principals, may not be clear about the purpose of a schoolwide program or how schoolwide programs contribute to and intersect with their school improvement efforts.  

Recommendation (2):  The IDE should consider providing technical assistance to schools operating schoolwide programs to seek ways to increase parental involvement in these schools.  Based on the parent meetings conducted during the visit, it appears that parents are not clear about the purpose of a schoolwide program or how they can be involved in the planning, implementation, and evaluation of a schoolwide program.  One of the components of a schoolwide program requires the school to employ strategies to increase parental involvement (Section 1114(b)(1)(F) of the ESEA).  All parents in a schoolwide program school are eligible to participate in parental involvement activities.  However, given that the focus of a schoolwide program is to raise the achievement of the lowest-achieving students, the IDE should seek ways to provide technical assistance to schoolwide program schools to ensure that their parental involvement activities include 

the parents of the lowest-achieving students in order that they may better assist in the education of their children.

Indicator 2.8 – The SEA ensures that LEA targeted assistance programs meet all requirements.  

Finding:  The IDE has not consistently ensured that LEAs operating targeted assistance programs use Title I funds only for programs that provide services to Title I children.  School descriptions for targeted assistance schools in Indianapolis indicated that Title I was funding the purchase of software that was to be used for the selection of Title I students.

Citation:  Section 1115(a) of the ESEA requires that an LEA use Title I funds only for programs that provide services to Title I children.  Section 1115(b) of the ESEA requires that children be identified as failing or at risk of failing on the basis of multiple, educationally related, objective criteria. Certain children may be identified as eligible

solely by virtue of their status; for example, homeless children or children who participated in Head Start, Even Start, or Early Reading First within the past two years are eligible for Title I services. Children from preschool through grade 2 are selected solely on the basis of such criteria as teacher judgment, interviews with parents, and developmentally appropriate measures.

Further action required:  The IDE must require its LEAs to use Title I funds to provide  and support the provision of services only to students who have been identified as eligible.  The IDE must provide ED with evidence that it has provided guidance about this requirement to its LEAs operating targeted assistance programs.  Additionally, the IDE must provide ED a written explanation that details the specific corrective actions, with timelines, that the IDE has taken or will take with Indianapolis to ensure full compliance with this requirement.

	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.
	Findings
	14

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

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

· SEA ensures that Title I funds are used only to supplement or increase non-Federal sources used for the education of participating children and do not supplant funds from non-Federal sources.
	Findings
	15

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

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

Recommendation
	16

	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 - SEA Fiduciary Responsibilities

Indicator 3.3 – Within District Allocation Procedures The LEA complies with the requirements in sections 1113, 1116, & 1118 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 IDE has not ensured that its LEAs meet requirements regarding reservations for parental involvement.

· Although Hammond reserved 1% for parental involvement activities, it could not provide documentation that it had allocated at least 95% of the remainder to schools; rather, it used the funds to provide district level parental involvement activities.

· Indianapolis was not able to provide documentation that it had provided at least 95% of 1% reserved for parental involvement activities to Title I 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 children 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. 

Further action required:  The IDE must require that the all its LEAs that receive a Title I, Part A allocation of greater than $500,000, after the equitable portion for services to families of private school students has been calculated if applicable, distribute 95% of the remainder of the 1 percent required for parental involvement to Title I public schools.  The IDE must ensure that its LEAs that wish to use all or a portion of the 95 percent for districtwide activities, such as parent resource centers, appropriately document that the funds were allocated to the schools, and that each individual school agreed to give back its individual allocation to fund a districtwide activity for parents of Title I students.  The IDE must provide ED with a detailed description of how and when the IDE informed its LEAs of this requirement.  This documentation may include letters to LEAs, agendas for technical assistance meetings, application review process or other information for this requirement that demonstrate that the IDE provided proper guidance.  In addition, the IDE must submit to ED evidence that, for the 2007–2008 school year, Hammond and 

Indianapolis have correctly calculated the amount of Title I funding for parental involvement that must be distributed to public schools.  The IDE must provide evidence to ED that allocations for parental involvement activities were provided to schools, or document that the funds were allocated to the schools, and that each individual school agreed to give back its individual allocation to fund a districtwide activity. 

Finding (2): The IDE has not ensured that its LEAs meet requirements regarding calculating equitable services for teachers of private school students.  Indianapolis had not correctly calculated equitable services for the teachers of private school students.  Indianapolis had reserved funds for “highly qualified”; however, it had not included that amount in calculating equitable services to teachers of private school students.

Citation:  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.

Further action required:  The IDE must ensure that its LEAs correctly calculate annually equitable services for services to the teachers of participating private school students.  The IDE must provide ED with a detailed description of how and when the IDE informed its LEAs of these requirements.  This documentation may include letters to LEAs or agendas for technical assistance meetings.  The IDE must also provide ED with a description of how it will annually ensure the correct implementation of this requirement. The CDE must submit to ED evidence that, for the 2007 – 2008 school year, Indianapolis has correctly calculated the amount of Title I funds, including any applicable carryover funds that must be reserved for services for the teachers of private school students. 

Indicator 3.4 - Maintenance of Effort, Comparability, and Supplement not Supplant

Finding (1):  The IDE has not ensured that its LEAs meet requirements related to comparability.  In completing its comparability for the 2006-2007 school year, Indianapolis had not excluded federally funded staff.  

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:  Since the IDE has already provided guidance to its LEAs regarding comparability, the IDE must provide ED with a description of how it will ensure the correct implementation of comparability requirements. The IDE must also submit to ED a description of procedures it has put in place for LEAs to document that, when applicable, the necessary staff adjustments are made for schools found to be

 non-comparable. The IDE must also submit to ED evidence that, for the 2007–2008 school year, Indianapolis has correctly calculated comparability, and has made, if applicable, the necessary staff adjustments for schools found to be non-comparable.  

Finding (2):  Although the IDE has provided guidance to its LEAs on the supplement not supplant requirements of Title I, the IDE has not consistently ensured that a school operating a schoolwide program will use Title I funds only to supplement the amount of funds that would, in the absence of Title I funds, be made available for non-Federal sources for that school, including funds needed to provide services that are required by law for children with disabilities and children with limed English proficiency.  The strategic plan for Indianapolis requires every school to have a parent center.  The plan notes that schools operating a schoolwide program may use Title I funds to support these centers whereas Title I targeted assistance schools and non-Title I schools may not use Title I funds.  

Citation:  Section 1120A(b) of the ESEA requires LEAs to use Title I funds only to supplement and, to the extent practical, increase the level of funds that would, in the absence of Title I funds, be made available from non-Federal sources.  Further, section 1114(a)(2) (B) requires a schoolwide program to use Title I funds only to supplement the amount of funds that would, in the absence of Title I funds, be made available for non-Federal sources for that school, including funds needed to provide services that are required by law for children with disabilities and children with limed English proficiency. 

Further action required:  The IDE must reissue guidance to all its LEAs and Title I schools regarding the supplement not supplant requirements.  This guidance must reference the supplement not supplant provisions in 1120A(b) and 1114(a)(2) of the ESEA.  The IDE must provide ED with evidence that it has provided guidance about this requirement to its LEAs.  Additionally, the IDE must provide ED a written explanation of how it will ensure the correct implementation of this requirement in Indianapolis. This explanation must also detail the specific corrective actions, with timelines, that the IDE has taken or will take with Indianapolis to ensure that Title I funds are not being used to fund the parent resource centers in schoolwide program schools in order for Indianapolis to meet compliance with the supplement not supplant requirements.   

Indicator 3.6 - Services to Private School Students

Finding (1): The IDE has not ensured that its LEAs maintain control of the Title I program being provided to private school students.  In interviews with private school officials and Hammond staff, it was determined that the private school principals sign the timesheets of Title I staff, and Title I staff label Title I materials with the name of private school rather than the LEA.

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

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

Section 1120(d)(1) of the ESEA requires that the LEA maintain control of the Title I 

funds, materials, equipment and property.  

Section 1120(d)(2) of the ESEA requires that the Title I services be provided by an employee of the LEA or by an employee through a contract by the LEA.  The statute also requires that the employee shall be independent of the private school and of any religious organization.  

Further action required:  The IDE must require that all LEAs serving private school children maintain control of the Title I program for the eligible private school children.  The IDE must require Hammond and all its LEAs serving private school students to establish a control system for LEA staff to properly tag all property and equipment purchased with Title I funds and located at private school sites with the words “Property of  _____ Public Schools” placed on labels that cannot be either erased or removed.   The IDE must provide ED with a detailed description of how and when the IDE informed its LEAs of these requirements. This description must include any documents, such as letters to LEAs and/or agendas for technical assistance meetings.  The IDE must provide ED with documentation that it has informed its LEAs of these requirements and provide ED with information on procedures they will use to ensure the correct implementation of these requirements.  

Since Title I staff are employees of the LEA and not the private school, it is inappropriate for private school principals to sign timesheets of Title I funded staff as private school officials have no authority to obligate Federal funds. The IDE must require that Hammond and any other LEA where private school principals sign the timesheets of Title I funded staff to cease this practice immediately, and must provide evidence to ED that it has notified Hammond. 

Finding (2):  The IDE has not ensured that its LEAs meet requirements regarding spending Title I funds generated by private school students from low-income families on instruction.  The ED team discovered that, at one private school in Hammond, Title I funds that have been generated for instructional costs pay the salary for a computer technician who spends the majority of her time assisting students on the computer rather than providing actual instruction. This is an administrative function and must be funded with administrative funds rather than funds generated for instruction.

Citation:  Section 200.77(f) of the Title I regulations requires that LEAs reserve such funds as necessary to administer Title I programs for both public and private school children, including capital expenses, if any, incurred in providing services to eligible private school children, such as (1) the purchase and lease of real and personal property; (2) insurance and maintenance costs; (3) transportation; and (4) other comparable goods and services, including non-instructional computer technicians.   

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.  

Further action required:  The IDE must require all its LEAs serving private school students to reserve the amount of funds generated by poverty private school children be used to provide  instructional services for eligible private school students. The IDE must require all its LEAs serving private school students to charge administrative costs, such as non-instructional computer technicians, to the administrative reservation under section 200.77 of the Title I regulations rather than to the instructional funds generated by private school students from low-income families. The IDE must provide ED with a detailed description of how and when the IDE 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 IDE must also provide ED with information on procedures it will use to ensure the correct implementation of this requirement.  

Finding (3):  The IDE has not ensured that its LEAs meet requirements regarding evaluation of the Title I program for private school students.  Hammond gives a pre and posttest to private school students participating in the Title I program; however, Hammond has not determined, in consultation with private school officials, how the Title I program will be assessed, what the agreed upon standards are, 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 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 IDE 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 IDE must provide ED with a detailed description of how and when the IDE informed its LEAs of this requirement, and procedures it will use to ensure the correct implementation of this requirement.  

Finding (4):  The IDE has not ensured that its LEAs use Title I funds at private schools only for activities for Title I identified students.  Private school staff from Indianapolis and Hammond indicated that Title I funded staff were testing all students who reside in a participating Title I attendance area to select them for Title I services.

Citation:  Section 1115(a) of the ESEA requires that an LEA use Title I funds only for programs that provide services to Title I children.  Section 1115(b) of the ESEA requires that children be identified as failing or at risk of failing on the basis of multiple, educationally related, objective criteria. Certain children may be identified as eligible solely by virtue of their status; for example, homeless children or children who participated in Head Start, Even Start, or Early Reading First within the past two years are eligible for Title I services. Children from preschool through grade 2 are selected solely on the basis of such criteria as teacher judgment, interviews with parents, and developmentally appropriate measures.  The first step is for the LEA officials, in consultation with private school officials, to establish criteria for determining the children eligible for Title I services.  Once a pool of eligible children is established by the private school officials using the agreed-upon criteria required under Section 1115(b), the LEA officials, in consultation with private school officials, determine which children are the most at risk, and, therefore, which will receive services.

Further action required:  The IDE must require its LEAs to use Title I funded staff to provide programs that provide services for private school students who have been identified for Title I. The IDE must provide ED with evidence that it has provided guidance about this requirement to its LEAs serving private school children.  The IDE must also provide ED with a description of how it will ensure the correct implementation of this requirement.
Recommendation:  ED recommends that monies generated by Title I and unspent for these two schools be carried over to the 2007-2008 school year to provide services.  Two private schools in Indianapolis did not receive services for the 2006-2007 school year because there was little Title I funding that was generated for instructional services.  Consequently, Indianapolis was not able to find staff to provide services.  

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
	20

	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
	21

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

	1.5
	The SEA ensures that projects provide for an independent local evaluation of the program that is used for program improvement.
	Finding
	21

	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


Monitoring Area 1 - Accountability

Indicator 1.1 - The SEA complies with the subgrant award requirements.
Finding:  The IDE has not established a separate committee of practitioners for Even Start.   

Citation:  Section 1903(b) of the ESEA generally requires SEAs to use one overall committee of practitioners to advise the State in carrying out its responsibilities under Title I, including its responsibilities for administration of the Even Start program (Title I, Part B, Subpart 3).  SEAs may choose to use a subgroup of its members who are familiar with the particular subject matter of a program, such as family literacy, to review rules and regulations or policies related to that program and advise the overall committee of practitioners in that area.   

Further action required:  The SEA must establish a committee of practitioners (COP) for the purposes of Even Start.  In addition, the SEA must use the Title I, Part A COP or a subgroup of that committee for the purposes of the Even Start program.  Additional members may be added to the COP subgroup for the purposes of the Even Start program to ensure that the committee has the needed expertise, but at least some members of the committee used for Even Start purposes must be members of the Title I, Part A committee.

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

Finding: The IDE has not monitored its Even Start projects since 2004.  Neither of the projects visited could produce a written monitoring report.  The monitoring report submitted by the State coordinator was dated 2004.   

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

Further action required:  The SEA must develop a definition of “sufficient progress” that will enable it to evaluate programs and make informed decisions about which projects should receive non-competitive continuation funding.  The SEA must provide a description of this definition to ED and a monitoring schedule for all Even Start projects in the State.   

Indicator 1.5 - The SEA ensures that projects provide an independent local evaluation of the program for program improvement.

Finding:  All Even Start projects visited had an independent local evaluation; however,  Crawfordsville’s evaluation did not include useful recommendations for program improvement, as required.  

Citation:  Section 1235(15) of the ESEA requires that each program assisted provide an independent evaluation of the program to be used for program improvement, as required.

Further action required:  The IDE must ensure that all Even Start local evaluations produce information that can be used for program improvement purposes.  Particularly, evaluations should offer analysis of data and offer recommendations for program improvement.

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

	Indicator Number 
	Description
	Status
	Page

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

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

	2.3
	Each program assisted shall implement all 15-program elements.
	Recommendation
	22

	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


Monitoring Area 2 – Instructional Support

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

Element #4

Recommendation:  The number of hours for adult education and early childhood are lower than the federally recommended number of hours.  The guidance document issued by the IDE acknowledges that its recommended intensity is lower than the Federal recommendation.  The IDE should revise its guidance document to require local programs to offer the level of intensities in each instructional area as recommended by ED.   

Element #8

Finding:  The Indiana Public Schools Even Start program does not provide services during the months of June and July.  

Citation:  Section 1235(8) of the ESEA states that projects shall operate on a year-round basis, including the provision of some program services, including instructional and enrichment services, during the summer months.
Further action required:  The IDE must require all projects to offer year-round services.  The SEA must inform and provide evidence that all projects are aware of and adhere to the Federal recommended minimum of no longer than a 4-week lapse of services provided during the summer months. 

	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.
	Finding
	23

	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.
	Finding
	23

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


Monitoring Area 3 – SEA Fiduciary Responsibilities

Indicator 3.1 - The SEA complies with the allocation requirements for State administration and technical assistance and award of subgrants.

Finding:   The IDE has not provided specific documentation to support the total amount of funds used for technical assistance to its Even Start projects.

Citation:   Section 1233(a) of the ESEA states that an SEA may use not more than a total of 6% of the grant funds for the costs of (1) administration, which amount shall not exceed half of the total;  (2) providing, through one or more subgrants or contracts, technical assistance for program improvement and replication; and (3) carrying out sections 1240 and 1234(c).

Further action required: The IDE must submit to ED fiscal documentation which confirms how funding has been budgeted and spent for State administration and State technical assistance.  The IDE’s documentation must also include a description of, and funding amounts for, contracts or subgrants that were supported with the technical assistance funds.   

Indicator 3.4 - The SEA ensures timely and meaningful consultation with private school officials on how to provide Even Start services and benefits to eligible elementary and secondary school students attending non-public schools.  

Finding:  The IDE has not ensured that all Even Start projects consult with private school officials during the design phase of the program. 

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

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

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.
	Finding


	25


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

Finding:  The IDE has not conducted compliance monitoring of SA programs, and has not reviewed all Subpart 2 programs to determine compliance with Part D requirements.  The Department of Corrections State Agency Subpart 1 program has not been monitored for Part D requirements under NCLB.  

Citation:  Section 1414 of the ESEA plan contains assurances that programs assisted under Title I, Part D will be carried out in accordance with the State plan.  Additionally, the SEA is required to ensure that the State agencies and local educational agencies receiving Part D subgrants comply with all applicable statutory and regulatory requirements.  Further, section 1426 of the ESEA requires the SEA to hold LEAs accountable for demonstrating student progress in identified areas.  Finally, section 9304(a) of the ESEA requires that the SEA ensure that programs authorized under the ESEA are administered with all applicable statutes, regulations, program plans and applications.

Further action required:  The IDE must provide Ed with a plan that indicates how it will (1) implement a monitoring process that determines whether the Title I, Part D programs are complying with Part D requirements; and (2) provide ED with information on how it will carry out comprehensive monitoring to ensure that both Subparts 1 and 2 programs implement appropriate requirements.  

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.
	Recommendation
	26

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

	Indicator 3.4
	The SEA conducts monitoring of LEAs with and without subgrants, sufficient to ensure compliance with McKinney-Vento program requirements.
	Recommendation
	  26


Monitoring Area 3 – SEA Fiduciary Responsibilities

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.

Recommendation:  The ED team observed that in interviews with local LEA liaisons that there was little consultation or coordination with Title I regarding the reservation of Title I funds for homeless students.  ED recommends the IDE provide technical assistance to LEAs on improving 

communication between Title I programs and homeless education including the involvement of the local liaison in determinations of how funds reserved under Part A for homeless students are allocated and expended.

Indicator 3.4 - The SEA conducts monitoring of LEAs with and without subgrants, sufficient to ensure compliance with McKinney-Vento program requirements.
Recommendation:  The IDE homeless education LEA subgrant monitoring is conducted on a different cycle than LEA monitoring for all LEAs.  This offers flexibility for the SEA coordinator to conduct more frequent reviews of grantee LEAs than the five-year cycle for all LEAs.  ED recommends that the IDE Homeless Education coordinator increase the number of monitoring visits to LEAs with subgrants within a three-year cycle.  

� Preliminary, as of September 28, 2007;  Updated by IDE on October 22, 2007.  Final data will be available in December. 


� 157 school were in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring.  Four schools participated in the SES flexibility pilot.
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