Mississippi Department of Education

November 1-4, 2010
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 1-4, 2010.  This was a comprehensive review of the SEA’s administration of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), as amended: Title I, Part A; and Title I, Part D.  Also reviewed was Title VII-B of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act (also known as the McKinney-Vento Homeless Education Assistance Improvements Act of 2001).

In conducting the 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 of the State educational agency (SEA).  During the week of November 1, the ED team visited two LEAs—Pascagoula Public Schools (PPS) and Jackson Public Schools (JPS)--interviewed administrative and school staff, and conducted two parent meetings.  The ED team also interviewed private school officials in PPS and JPS and the SEA staff for Title I, Part A to discuss administration of the program. 

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 Mississippi Departments of Corrections, Walnut Grove Youth Correctional Facility and Williams School, Oakley Training School, Department of Human Services, Biloxi Public Schools/ Harrison County Juvenile Detention Center and JPS.  The ED team interviewed administrative, program and teaching staff in those facilities.  The ED team also interviewed the Title I, Part D State coordinator to confirm information obtained at the local sites and discussed 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 Harrison County Public Schools and JPS, as well as a liaison from an LEA without a subgrant from Hinds County Public Schools.  The ED team also interviewed the McKinney-Vento State coordinator to confirm 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 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 Title I, Part A programs in Mississippi during the week of November 17- 21, 2008.  

For Title I, Part A, the ED team identified areas of non-compliance in each of the three areas included in the monitoring protocol.  (1) Standards, Assessment and Accountability: The SEA did not ensure that it consistently identified limited English proficient (LEP) students across the State.  (2) Instructional Support:  The SEA had not ensured that Title I LEAs and schools had fully implemented parental involvement requirements.  (3) Fiduciary: The SEA did not ensure that its LEAs had correctly calculated reservations for parental involvement and professional development in order to provide equitable services to parents and teachers of private school participants.
For Title I, Part D, the ED team identified several areas of non-compliance, for example, the SEA had not ensured that the SA 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 would receive instruction that were aligned with State standards and accountability. 
For Title VII, Subtitle B of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act, the ED team identified that the SEA did not ensure that the McKinney-Vento subgrants had been awarded in a timely manner.      

Overarching Requirement – SEA Monitoring

A State’s ability to fully and effectively implement the requirements of the ESEA 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 the ESEA.  

Federal law does not specify the particular method or frequency with which States must monitor their grantees, and States have a great deal of flexibility in designing their monitoring systems.  Whatever process is used, it is expected that States have mechanisms in place sufficient to ensure that they are able to collect and review critical implementation data with the frequency and intensity required to ensure effective (and fully compliant) programs under the ESEA.  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.
Summary of Title I, Part A Monitoring Indicators

	Monitoring Area 1, Title I, Part A:  Standards, Assessment, and 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

Recommendation
	5

	1.2
	The SEA has implemented all required components as identified in its accountability workbook.
	Findings
	6

	1.3
	The SEA has published an annual report card as required and an Annual Report to the Secretary. 
	Finding Recommendations
	7

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

Recommendations
	7

	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 the ESEA.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

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


Title I, Part A

Standards, Assessment and Accountability

Indicator 1.1 - SEA has approved systems of academic content standards, academic achievement standards and assessments (including alternate assessments) for all required subjects and grades, or has an approved timeline for developing them.
Finding (1):  The Mississippi Alternate Assessment of Extended Curriculum Frameworks (MAAECF) for all students with significant cognitive disabilities was invalidated due to irregularities in scoring.
Citation:  Section 1111(b)(3)(C)(iii) of the ESEA requires that the State academic assessments be used for the purposes for which such assessments are valid and reliable, and be consistent with relevant, nationally recognized professional and technical standards and requires that such assessments be used only if the State educational agency provides to the Secretary evidence from the test publisher or other relevant sources that the assessments used are of adequate technical quality for each purpose required under this Act. 

Further action required:  The MDE must ensure that the future MAAECF is administrated and scored in a manner that is valid and reliable and consistent with relevant nationally recognized professional and technical standards which will allow the State to use the results for the stated purposes.  ED is collecting information from the MDE to determine a forthcoming course of action for the resolution of this finding. 

Finding (2): Mississippi does not include all high school students with disabilities in the State assessments.  Participation rates for high school students with disabilities have increased for language arts and mathematic from 40.3% and 39.5% respectively in 2007 to participation rates of 81.9% and 81.8% in 2010.  Science participation rates have increased from 63.5% in 2008 to 72.1% in 2010.  However, a few LEAs have very low participation rates such as 14%, 20%, 23%, and 29%.  
Citation: Section 1111(b)(3)(C)(ix) of the ESEA requires that the State academic assessments provide for the participation in such assessments of all students. 

Further action required:  The MDE must require all students with disabilities be included in the State assessment system.  The MDE must provide ED with the participation rates for all high school students with disabilities for the 2010-2011 administration of the State assessments. 

Finding (3):  The guidance, “Making Assessment Decisions for Students with Disabilities under IDEA,” dated September 2007, states that “No students, including students with disabilities pursuing an occupational diploma or completing for a certificate, are to be placed in an Algebra I course.  The State’s high school assessment is an end-of-course test, the Mississippi Subject Area Testing Program (MSATP) for Algebra I and English II.  Students must be enrolled in Algebra I to take the MSATP in Algebra I; therefore, according to the guidance, these students do not take the course or the test. 
Citation: Section 1111(b)(3)(C)(ix) of the ESEA requires that the State academic assessments provide for the participation in such assessments of all students. 

Further action required:  The MDE must provide ED with a revised copy of “Making Assessment Decisions for Students with Disabilities under IDEA” that includes all high school students with disabilities in the end-of-course assessments or an alternate assessment for the significantly cognitive disabled students. 

Finding(4):  .  In both PPS and JPS, ELL personnel said that procedures for LEP students were on hold because the SEA had not given them guidance.  The SEA developed “Mississippi Guidelines for English Language Learners, Policies, Procedures, and Assessments, August 2010” but it has not been finalized.  In both PPS and JPS, personnel could not define the SEA’s criteria for students exiting from the LEP accountability subgroup. In the 2008 monitoring report, ED had findings concerning the identification of Limited English Proficient (LEP) students and the exit criteria for these students.    
Citation: Section 200.20(f)(2)(i) of the Title I regulations states that in determining AYP for the subgroup of limited English proficient 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 limited English proficiency.      
Further action required:   The MDE must finalize and distribute “Mississippi Guidelines for English Language Learners, Policies, Procedures, and Assessments, August 2010” and provide ED with a plan to communicate the content of this revised guidance to the LEAs. 

Recommendation: In both PPS and JPS if a newly arrived LEP student enrolls in the school district, that student is tested on the State assessment.  The ED team recommends that the MDE allow LEAs to exempt recently arrived LEP students from one administration of the State’s language arts assessment. These students are assessed by the language proficiency test and counted as participating in the assessment for AYP purposes.  
Indicator 1.2: The SEA has implemented all required components as identified in its accountability workbook. 

Finding :  The MDE is unable to provide decisions about adequate yearly progress in time for LEAs to implement the required provisions of 14 days before the beginning of the next academic year to notify parents about public school choice or supplemental educational services options.  Data are available about the time most schools start which is about the first week of August.  
Citation: Section 200.37(b)(4)(iv) of the Title I regulations states that the explanation of the available school choices must be made sufficiently in advance of, but no later than 14 calendar days before, the start of the school year so that parents have adequate time to exercise their choice options before the school year begins. 

Further action required:   The MDE must provide ED with a plan and timeline to ensure that all LEAs in the State are identified schools in need of improvement in a timely way so that school improvement requirements can be implemented and parents notified at least 14 calendar days before the start of the school year so that parents have adequate time to exercise their choice options.

Indicator 1.3:  The SEA has published an annual report card as required and an annual Report to the Secretary.
Finding:  The MDE has not ensured that its report card contains all of the required elements.  In the MDE State report card, one of the required elements is missing:   
· Comparison of the actual achievement levels of each subgroup of students to the State’s annual measurable objectives for each required assessment.
Citation;  Section 1111(h)(1)(c)(ii) of the ESEA requires that the State  report cards include: information that provides a comparison between the actual achievement levels of each group of students, and the State’s annual measurable objectives for each group of students on each of the academic assessments.
Further action required:  The MDE must provide ED with copies of its revised State report card for the spring 2011 assessments that includes all required components.    
Recommendation (1): The ED team recommends that although performance is reported by levels, The MDE may want to consider reporting all performance levels by subgroups instead of just proficient and above for the State report card.
Recommendation (2): The ED team recommends that mean scale scores for each grade not be reported on the State Report Card are reported.  These data are not required on the report card. 
Indicator 1.4: The SEA has ensured that LEAs have published annual report cards.

Finding:  The MDE has not ensured that its LEA report cards contain all of the required elements.  In the LEA report cards, one of the required elements is missing:   
· Comparison of the actual achievement levels of each subgroup of students to the State’s annual measurable objectives for each required assessment.
Citation  Section 1111(h)(1)(c)(ii) of the ESEA requires that the LEA  report cards include: information that provides a comparison between the actual achievement levels of each group for students, and the State’s annual measurable objectives for each group of students on each of the academic assessments.
Further action required:  The MDE must provide ED with copies of the revised LEA report cards for the spring 2011 assessments that to includes the all required components.    
Recommendation (1):  The SEA, LEA and school report cards are distributed to parents so that performance data at the State and LEA levels can be compared.   The ED team recommends that the SEA and LEA performance data be displayed next to each other to make the reports more user-friendly.

Recommendation (2): The ED team recommends that the MDE may wish to consider reporting all performance levels by subgroups instead of just proficient and above for the LEA report cards.
Recommendation (3): The ED team recommends that mean scale scores for each grade not be reported on the LEA report cards are reported.  These data are not required on the report card.
Title I, Part A

Instructional Support

	Monitoring Area 2, Instructional Support

	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
	11

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

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


Title I, Part A

Instructional Support

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

Finding (1):  The MDE did not ensure that parent notification letters included all of the required elements.  Specifically, the public school choice notification letters sent by PPS and JPS did not include information regarding the achievement data for the schools offered as choice options and how the schools in improvement compared to other schools in the district.  This is a repeat finding as the MDE was previously cited by ED in its 2008 monitoring report for not meeting the requirements of parent notification.

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.   

Section 200.37 of the Title I regulations requires that the parent notification letter must include, at a minimum, information on the academic achievement of the school or schools to which the child may transfer.  The explanation may include other information on the school or schools to which the child may transfer, including a description of any special academic programs or facilities, the availability of before- and after-school programs, the professional qualifications of teachers in the core academic subjects, and a description of parental involvement opportunities.

Further action required: The 2008 SASA monitoring report required the MDE to provide ED with a detailed plan that described how it would (1) ensure that its LEAs with schools in improvement, corrective action or restructuring send parent notification letters that include all of the required components and (2) provide technical assistance and monitoring to ensure that parent notification letters contain all the required information.  The MDE must review and make necessary revisions to this plan to ensure that PPS, JPS, and all other LEAs in the State comply with statutory and regulatory requirements related to informing parents of public school choice options, including information about achievement data for the schools offered as choice options and how the schools in improvement compare, in terms of academic achievement, to other elementary and secondary schools.  As this is a repeat finding, MDE must submit to ED a written analysis of why the 2008 requirements were not adequately implemented by LEAs such as PPS and JPS. 
Finding (2):  The MDE did not notify parents in a timely manner about LEAs identified for improvement.  At the time of the visit, the MDE had not notified the four LEAs in improvement about their status and the requirements they must meet of being so identified.

Citation:  Section 1116(c)(6) of the ESEA and  section 200.51(c)(d) of the Title I regulations require the SEA to promptly notify parents of each student enrolled in the schools served by an LEA identified for improvement.  In the notification, the SEA must explain the reasons for the identification and how parents can participate in improving the LEA.  The SEA must also tell these parents, and the public, what corrective actions it will take to improve the schools.  The notification must be written in a format and, to the extent practicable, in a language the parents can understand.  In addition to notifying those directly connected with the LEA, the SEA must broadly disseminate information about an LEA identified for improvement using means such as the Internet, the news media, and public agencies.

Further action required:  The MDE must provide ED with a plan that describes the process and timeline it will use to notify parents of each student enrolled in the schools served by each of the four LEAs identified for improvement for the 2010-2011 school year.  In lieu of the MDE sending a letter directly to parents, where the SEA does not have access to individual student addresses of each student enrolled in the schools served by an LEA identified for improvement, the MDE may prepare a letter on its letterhead and require each affected LEA to send that letter to parents of each student enrolled in all schools served by the LEA.  The MDE must provide ED with a copy of the letter it plans to send or has sent to parents.  Additionally, the MDE must provide ED with evidence that it has broadly disseminated information about an LEA identified for improvement using means such as the Internet, the news media, or other vehicles the MDE uses to disseminate information to families and the public.

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

Finding:  The MDE has not fully developed and implemented a system for monitoring and evaluating SES providers.   

Citation:  Section 1116(e)(4)(D) of the ESEA requires SEAs to develop, implement, and report on standards and techniques for monitoring the quality and effectiveness of the services offered by approved SES providers and for withdrawing approval from providers that fail, for two consecutive years, to contribute to increasing the proficiency of students receiving SES.

Further action required:  The MDE must provide ED with a detailed plan, with timelines, for developing and implementing a process for monitoring and evaluating SES providers.  The MDE must submit a copy of its final monitoring and evaluation plan and evidence that this plan has been implemented.  

Title I, Part A

Monitoring Area: Fiduciary Responsibilities

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

	Indicator Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

	3.1
	Within State Allocations, Reallocations, and Carryover.  The SEA complies with—

· The procedures for adjusting ED-determined allocations from funds made available under ARRA and the regular FY 2009 appropriation. 

· 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 the Title I statute.
	Recommendation
	13

	3.2
	LEA Plan.  The 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
	Within District Allocation Procedures.  The LEA complies with the requirements 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.
	Recommendation
	13

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

· The procedures for ensuring maintenance of effort      (MOE).  

· The procedures for meeting the comparability requirement.  

· The procedures for ensuring that Federal funds are supplementing, not supplanting non-Federal sources. 
	Findings
	13

	3.5
	Services to Eligible Private School Children.  The SEA ensures that the LEA complies with requirements with regard to services to eligible private school children, their teachers, and families.  
	Finding
	14

	3.6
	Committee of Practitioners (COP).  The SEA establishes a Committee of Practitioners and involves the committee in decision-making as required.
	Met Requirements
	N/A


Title I, Part A

Monitoring Area: Fiduciary Responsibilities

Indicator 3.1 – Within State Allocations, Reallocations, and Carryover
Recommendation:  School improvement funds, as authorized under ESEA section 1003(a), that first became available in the 2009- 2010 school year are very slow in being spent.  These funds expire on September 30, 2011.  For example, one district visited, JPS, has not spent any of its 1003(a) school improvement funds for their schools identified for improvement in the fall of 2009.  These funds will expire September 30, 2011.

MDE should consider ways to allow schools identified for improvement to receive and spend these funds in a more timely manner, including reviewing the school improvement application process.  Additionally, MDE may consider the option of not providing 1003(a) school improvement funds to schools identified for improvement receiving large 1003(g) school improvement allocations whose needs are met with 1003(g) funds.  
Indicator 3.3 - Within District Allocation Procedures

Recommendation:  All public schools in JPS are Title I-served schools.  JPS allocated its schools only $167 per poor child for each of its Title I schools. This low per eligible child allocation amount resulted in JPS’ schools at or above 95 percent poverty receiving Title I allocations ranging from $33,000 to $75,000.  It is difficult for JPS’s highest poverty schools to operate a viable Title I program, including meeting all ten requirements of a schoolwide program, considering the low Title I allocations.  ED recommends MDE discuss with JPS the merits of a higher per poor child allocation for higher poverty schools, so the highest poverty schools receive adequate Title I funds to carryout viable programs that can assist in raising student achievement.

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

Finding (1):  One of the Title I invoices reviewed at JPS for the month of September 2010 showed that 150 box lunches were purchased for a parent academy workshop.  Sign-in sheets for the event showed that approximately 80 parents attended.  Approximately 70 of the lunches paid with Title I funds were not necessary.  While the ED team recognizes that parent participation rates in Title I sponsored activities may vary, JPS could not provide any rationale for the excess purchase.

Citation:  The Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-87 Attachment A, C, 1.a states that costs charged to a Federal award must be necessary and reasonable for proper and efficient performance and administration of Federal awards.  The purchase of such a large number of lunches that went unused does not meet the Federal definition of reasonable and necessary costs as outlined in OMB Circular A-87.  

Further action required:  MDE must ensure that JPS implements internal controls to prevent Title I funds from being used for a large number of meals that are not reasonable and necessary for the number of parents attending a parent academy workshop. MDE must provide the ED team with evidence that the internal controls implemented by JPS ensure that funds allocated for parent involvement are spent for reasonable and necessary activities that lead to proper and efficient performance and administration of the Title I program.  

Finding (2):  Title I paid district-level staff at JPS were not completing required time and effort certifications required by OMB Circular A-87 to support salaries and wages paid with Title I funds.   

Citation:  OMB Circular A-87 Attachment B 8.h. (3-4) states that where employees are expected to work solely on a single Federal award or cost objective, charges for their salaries and wages will be supported by periodic certifications that the employees worked solely on that program for the period covered by the certification. These certifications will be prepared at least semi-annually and will be signed by the employee or supervisory official having first- hand knowledge of the work performed by the employee.  Where employees work on multiple activities or cost objectives, a distribution of their salaries or wages will be supported by personnel activity reports or equivalent documentation.

Further action required:  MDE must ensure that JPS develops and implements a system so that district-level staff whose salaries are paid with Title I funds are being supported by semi-annual certifications or personnel activity reports.  MDE must provide the ED team with documentation of the JPS system that has been developed.   

Indicator 3.5 Equitable Services

Finding:  Neither PPS nor JPS could provide evidence that an assessment of the Title I program serving private school children had been conducted for the 2009-2010 school year.  The ED team visited one private school in each district whose eligible students received supplemental Title I services.  By not conducting an assessment based on the academic assessment results of private school children receiving Title I services, neither district could determine whether the Title I services needed to be improved.  

Citation:  34 C.F.R. Section 200.10(b)(1) states that if an LEA provides services to eligible private school students under subpart A of this part, the LEA must, through timely consultation with appropriate private school officials, determine how services to eligible private school students will be academically assessed and how the results of that assessment will be used to improve those services.

Further action required:  MDE must ensure that PPS and JPS use the academic assessment results of private school children served by Title I to determine whether improvements to the Title I program are necessary.  MDE must provide ED with evidence showing that PPS, JPS and the respective private school officials in each district are aware of this requirement. MDE must also provide ED with evidence that the assessment results of private school students receiving Title I students this year were used to evaluate the Title I program for eligible private school students in PPS and JPS at the end of the school year.

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 conducts monitoring and evaluation of its subgrantees sufficient to ensure compliance with Title I, Part D program requirements and progress toward Federal and State program goals and objectives.  
	Met Requirements


	N/A

	2.1
	The SEA ensures that State Agency (SA) programs for eligible students meet all requirements, including facilities that operate institutionwide projects.  
	Met Requirements


	N/A

	2.2
	The SEA ensures that local educational agency (LEA) programs for eligible students meet all requirements.  
	Met Requirements


	N/A

	3.1
	The SEA ensures each State agency complies with the statutory and other regulatory requirements governing State administrative activities, providing fiscal oversight of the grants including reallocations and carryover, ensuring subgrantees reserve funds for transition services, demonstrating fiscal maintenance of effort and requirements to supplement, not supplant.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	3.2
	The SEA ensures each LEA complies with the statutory and other regulatory requirements governing State administrative activities, providing fiscal oversight of the grants including reallocations and carryover, and allowable uses of funds.
	Met Requirements
	N/A


McKinney-Vento Homeless Education Program

Summary of Monitoring Indicators

	McKinney-Vento Homeless Education Program

	Indicator Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

	Indicator 1.1
	The SEA conducts monitoring and evaluation of LEAs with and without subgrants, sufficient to ensure compliance with McKinney-Vento program requirements.  
	Met Requirements


	N/A

	Indicator 2.1
	The SEA implements procedures to address the identification, enrollment and retention of homeless students through coordinating and collaborating with other program offices and State agencies.
	Met Requirements
	   N/A

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


	   N/A

	Indicator 3.1
	The SEA ensures that local education agency (LEA) subgrant plans for services to eligible homeless students meet all requirements.  
	Met Requirements


	N/A 

	Indicator 3.2
	The SEA complies with the statutory and other regulatory requirements governing the reservation of funds for state-level coordination activities.
	Met Requirements


	   N/A 

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


PAGE  
14

