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ESEA FLEXIBILITY PART A MONITORING REPORT FOR THE MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION
Overview Of ESEA Flexibility Monitoring 
The U.S. Department of Education (ED) is committed to supporting State educational agencies (SEAs) as they implement ambitious reform agendas through their approved ESEA flexibility requests.  Consistent with this commitment, ED has developed a monitoring process that is designed to both ensure that each SEA implements its plan fully, effectively, and in a manner that is consistent with its approved request and the requirements of ESEA flexibility, as well as support each SEA with technical assistance to help ensure its implementation increases the quality of instruction and improves student achievement for all students in the State and its local educational agencies (LEAs).  Through this process, ED aims to productively interact with SEAs and shift from a focus primarily on compliance to one focused on outcomes.
For the 2012–2013 school year, ED has divided its ESEA flexibility monitoring process into three components, which are designed to align with the real-time implementation occurring at the SEA, LEA, and school levels and be differentiated based on an SEA’s progress and depth of work:  

· Part A provided ED with a deeper understanding of each SEA’s goals and approach to implementing ESEA flexibility and ensured that the SEA had the critical elements of ESEA flexibility in place to begin implementation of its plan in the 2012–2013 school year.  Part A was conducted through desk monitoring.

· Parts B and C, which are under development, will take a deeper look at the SEA’s implementation of ESEA flexibility and other unwaived Title I requirements, as well as discuss any “next steps” identified in the ESEA Flexibility Part A Monitoring Report.  Monitoring will be conducted through a combination of on-site monitoring, desk monitoring, and progress checks that will be differentiated based on an individual SEA’s circumstances and request.  The format of future reports may vary from Part A.

ED will support each SEA in its implementation of ESEA flexibility across all three components and will work with the SEA to mutually identify areas for additional technical assistance. 

This ESEA Flexibility Part A Monitoring Report provides feedback to the Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (MDESE) on its progress implementing the components of ESEA flexibility identified in the document titled ESEA Flexibility Part A Monitoring Protocol to ensure the SEA implements ESEA flexibility fully, effectively, and in a manner that is consistent with the SEA’s approved request and the requirements of ESEA flexibility.  This report is based on information provided through SEA-submitted documentation, a monitoring phone call conducted with MDESE staff on October 18, 2012, and a follow up exit conference phone call held on November 20, 2012.  Generally, this report does not reflect steps taken by the SEA after the exit conference.
The report consists of the following sections: 
· Highlights of MDESE’s Implementation of ESEA Flexibility.  This section identifies key accomplishments in the SEA’s implementation of ESEA flexibility as of the SEA’s monitoring phone call on October 18, 2012.  
· Summary of MDESE’s Implementation of ESEA Flexibility and Next Steps.  This section provides a snapshot of the SEA’s progress implementing each component of ESEA flexibility or unwaived Title I requirement based on the evidence MDESE described during its monitoring phone call on October 18, 2012, through written documentation provided to ED, and any further clarifications provided by the SEA during its exit conference phone call on November 20, 2012.  When appropriate, this section also includes a set of “next steps” that were discussed with the SEA during its exit conference phone call to ensure that the SEA implements the components of ESEA flexibility consistent with the principles and timelines in ESEA Flexibility and MDESE’s approved request.  
Highlights Of MDESE’s Implementation Of Esea Flexibility
· Based on the information provided during the monitoring phone call and through written documentation, MDESE’s work implementing ESEA flexibility includes the following highlights:
· Communicating the purposes and goals of its ESEA flexibility request through the dissemination of a brochure and a pamphlet available to LEAs, schools, parents, and the general public and posted on the MDESE website at: http://dese.mo.gov/qs/documents/qs-esea-waiver-brochure.pdf.
· Supporting capacity-building for LEAs and schools to implement interventions and supports in priority and focus schools by (1) convening monthly meetings for LEA and school staff, (2) conducting classroom observations, on-site coaching for principals, and regional and site-based professional development, and (3) using regional improvement teams to monitor progress and provide technical assistance.  
Summary Of MDESE’s Progress Implementing ESEA Flexibility And Next Steps 
Principle 2:  State-Developed Differentiated Recognition, Accountability, and Support

	Component

2.A 
	Develop and implement beginning in the 2012–2013 school year a system of differentiated recognition, accountability, and support for all LEAs in the State and for all Title I schools in these LEAs.  



	Summary of Progress
	· MDESE indicated that it ran its system of differentiated recognition, accountability and support based on 2011–2012 data in mid-summer 2012 and did not encounter any problems in identifying priority and focus schools.  However, in implementing its methodology for identifying reward schools, MDESE determined that some adjustments were needed.  Specifically, MDESE modified the business rules it used to identify reward schools to ensure that performance for small subgroups was included.  For example, to increase the number of subgroups with fewer than 30 students included in reward school determinations, the SEA decided to average data for such subgroups across a three-year period rather than looking at a single year.  This resulted in the elimination of schools that had significant achievement gaps from the rewards schools list. 
· MDESE explained that the use of its combined subgroup, the “student gap group,” which is composed of African-American students, Hispanic students, students with disabilities, English Learners, and students eligible for free- or reduced-price lunch, enabled the SEA to include the performance of 37,254 more students in mathematics and 47,183 more students in communication arts (MDESE’s term for English Language Arts) in its accountability system than it would have been included without the waiver.
· MDESE stated that its use of the student gap group has identified schools that might otherwise not be identified and helped to identify schools that might be performing well overall, but need to address issues within subgroups, especially in rural LEAs.  

	Next Steps
	None.  


	Assurance

7 
	Report to the public its lists of reward schools, priority schools, and focus schools at the time the SEA is approved to implement flexibility, and annually thereafter, it will publicly recognize its reward schools as well as make public its lists of priority and focus schools if it chooses to update those lists.

	Summary of Progress
	· MDESE publicly reported its lists of 58 priority schools and 116 focus schools on August 17, 2012 by posting information on the SEA’s website.  In early September 2012, MDESE posted its list of 74 reward schools by posting information on the SEA website.  (See http://dese.mo.gov/qs/documents/ESEA-School-Designation.pdf)  

	Next Steps
	None.


	Component 

2.D
	Effect dramatic, systemic change in the lowest-performing schools by publicly identifying priority schools and ensuring that each LEA with one or more of these schools implements, for three years, meaningful interventions aligned with the turnaround principles in each of these schools beginning no later than the 2014–2015 school year.

	Summary of Progress
	· For the 2012–2013 school year, MDESE indicated that 42 of MDESE’s 58 priority schools will continue to implement interventions supported by the School Improvement Grant (SIG) program.  According to the SEA, it expects to use additional SIG funds, from fiscal years (FY) 2010–2012, to run a new competition in spring 2013 to support the implementation of SIG in its remaining 16 non-SIG priority schools, with implementation beginning at the start of the 2013–2014 school year.  

· At the time of the monitoring phone call, the SEA had already begun providing technical assistance to the 16 non-SIG priority schools regarding the SIG requirements and application process.  The SEA had also scheduled a meeting on October 22, 2012, with area supervisors, principals, and instructional improvement staff for all priority schools (SIG and non-SIG) to share information about implementing the SIG requirements with fidelity, SIG monitoring and reporting tools, and lessons-learned from two years of SIG implementation.  Leadership from all non-SIG priority schools will continue to participate in all SIG training activities for the remainder of the 2012–2013 school year. 

· MDESE also indicated that it will use its SIG monitoring process to provide oversight and support to priority schools.  As discussed during the monitoring phone call and according to documentation provided, the SEA will continue to conduct monthly accountability meetings, classroom observations, on-site coaching for principals, regional and on-site professional development, and site visits by regional teams.

· As part of the resolution of ED’s two FY 2012 SIG site visit findings relating to the implementation of increased learning time and teacher and leader incentives, MDESE will provide additional technical assistance during both the pre-application process and early implementation for priority schools implementing SIG in the 2013–2014 school year.  

	Next Steps
	To ensure that the SEA implements meaningful interventions in its SIG-awarded Tier I and/or Tier II schools consistent with the SIG final requirements and, therefore, may continue to count such schools as priority schools, consistent with the principles of ESEA flexibility, MDESE will work with the Office of School Turnaround to resolve any outstanding monitoring findings relating to the implementation of the SIG models.


	Component 

2.E
	Work to close achievement gaps by publicly identifying Title I schools with the greatest achievement gaps, or in which subgroups are furthest behind, as focus schools and ensuring that each LEA implements interventions, which may include tutoring or public school choice, in each of these schools based on reviews of the specific academic needs of the school and its students beginning in the 2012​–2013 school year.

	Summary of Progress
	· MDESE documented its focus school requirements for planning and interventions, including the accountability plan template that focus schools and LEAs must complete and submit to the SEA for approval.  MDESE guidance provided to focus schools stated that, “the planning phase for focus schools will begin upon identification, and focus schools must begin implementation of the plan no later than the end of the first semester of the 2012–2013 school year.”  
· Additionally, MDESE stated that LEAs with focus schools would submit their accountability plans between November 15 and the end of December 2012.  MDESE indicated that after reviewing accountability plans, it would announce final approval of focus school plans prior to January 1, 2013.   
· The accountability plan template MDESE provided LEAs and focus schools clearly indicated the need for these plans to address the basis for focus school identification by addressing “key issues identified from annual performance data and local assessments” and “key issues identified from needs assessment and/or the Advanced Questionnaire.”  MDESE explained that because the accountability plans must be developed in cooperation with the Regional School Improvement Team (RSIT) serving the LEA, the RSIT works with each assigned school to make certain it is implementing interventions that are aligned with the reason for the school’s identification as a focus school.
· MDESE indicated that it will use a system similar to the one it has in place for the SIG program to ensure implementation in focus schools begins on time and progresses at an appropriate rate.  Area supervisors and school support staff will visit schools on a regular basis to make sure that the schools are staying on track and are making needed adjustments throughout the implementation process.  

· During the monitoring phone call MDESE stated that it would begin direct training in November 2012 to focus schools in the area of school leadership through a program called MO-LEADS.  However, during the exit conference phone call, the SEA noted that it has moved the kick-off for this training to mid-December.  This training will take place over a period of 15 to 18 months, with nine cadres of school staff and 30 to 40 members per cadre.  MDESE also noted that a key focus of this training will be the development of principal leadership.  

	Next Steps
	None.


	Component 

2.F
	Provide incentives and supports to ensure continuous improvement in other Title I schools that, based on the SEA’s new AMOs and other measures, are not making progress in improving student achievement and narrowing achievement gaps beginning in the 2012–2013 school year.

	Summary of Progress
	· MDESE indicated that it is not yet using the risk factors described in its approved request to identify other Title I schools that are not making sufficient progress in improving student achievement and narrowing achievement gaps, because it is still finalizing its matrix tool that will differentiate among other Title I schools according to varying combinations of school-level risk factors.  The SEA stated that the risk factor matrix would not be finalized and ready for use until spring of 2013.  
· MDESE stated that it would provide risk factor data to LEAs during the 2012–2013 school year for schools to use for 2013–2014 improvement plan development, but acknowledged that there is no formal requirement for LEAs and schools to use risk factor data to revise current improvement plans or otherwise inform interventions in other Title I schools during the 2012–2013 school year.  MDESE indicated that it distributed a draft of its description of risk factors to LEAs and schools and was currently soliciting their feedback.   
· MDESE indicated that by the beginning of the 2013–2014 school year all identified “other Title I schools” would implement interventions based on risk factor analysis, though in some cases significant changes may be phased in over time.

	Next Steps
	To ensure that incentives and supports are provided to other Title I schools,  consistent with the SEA’s approved request, ED will revisit, during Part B monitoring, the SEA’s system for identifying and intervening in other Title I schools that, based on AMOs and other measures, including graduation rates, are not making progress in improving student achievement and narrowing achievement gaps.  In particular, ED will seek evidence that demonstrates MDESE:

· is monitoring the extent to which its LEAs are ensuring that the school improvement plans developed and implemented during the 2012–2013 school year  take into account the progress of all students, as well as ESEA subgroups, toward the State’s new AMOs.  More specifically, ED expects MDESE to conduct a review of a sample of schools that missed at least one AMO, based on data for the 2011–2012 school year, to examine the extent to which school improvement plans developed for the 2012–2013 school year include interventions that address low performance against AMOs, including graduation rate AMOs for ESEA subgroups, and use the results of that review to inform the full implementation  of the system of support and identification for other Title I schools described in its approved ESEA flexibility request by the beginning of the 2013–2014 school year
· will be prepared to fully implement the system of identification and support for other Title I schools described in its approved ESEA flexibility request no later than the beginning of the 2013–2014 school year including, but not limited to, policy communications to LEAs regarding school improvement plan content and procedures; timeline(s) for the identification of, communication to, and implementation of interventions in respective schools, and policy or planning documents demonstrating that interventions will be driven by performance against “all student” and ESEA subgroup AMOs, including graduation rate AMOs.


	Component 

2.G
	Build SEA, LEA, and school capacity to improve student learning in all schools and, in particular, in low-performing schools and schools with the largest achievement gaps, including through:
· providing timely and comprehensive monitoring of, and technical assistance for, LEA implementation of interventions in priority and focus schools,
· holding LEAs accountable for improving school and student performance, particularly for turning around their priority schools, and 

· ensuring sufficient support for implementation of interventions in priority schools, focus schools, and other Title I schools identified under the SEA’s differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system (including through leveraging funds the LEA was previously required to reserve under ESEA section 1116(b)(10), SIG funds, and other Federal funds, as permitted, along with State and local resources).

	Summary of Progress
	· MDESE indicated that although it provides oversight, support, and monitoring to its LEAs and schools through a variety of methods, primary support is provided by area supervisors and school support staff who regularly visit LEAs and schools to make sure they are staying on track and are making needed adjustments to address school needs.  Additionally, the RSIT, a subset of the SEA’s statewide system of support, oversees the delivery of school improvement services to LEAs, focus schools, and priority schools, and, by the beginning of the 2013–2014 school year, other Title I schools with significant achievement gaps or low graduation rates.  

· MDESE also noted that it has instituted an ESEA flexibility implementation team that reviews policy decisions and provides feedback to area superintendents, school support staff, and RSITs on implementation, planning and reporting tools, and reports from the field.  
· MDESE stated that it does not identify LEAs for improvement, but it does hold them accountable through the annual reporting of performance data by subgroup on the Missouri Annual Performance Report.  

· As noted in MDESE’s flexibility request and confirmed during the monitoring phone call, the SEA has established a cross-office team to help develop State-level capacity to effectively monitor and support LEAs and schools.  A major task of this team is to build consistency in SEA procedures, practices, and training to help SEA staff to work more effectively with LEAs and to reduce duplication of SEA supports across offices.  

	Next Steps
	None.


Fiscal

	Use of Funds 
	The SEA ensures that its LEAs use Title I funds consistent with the SEA’s approved ESEA flexibility request, through Waivers 2, 3, 5, and 9 in the document titled ESEA Flexibility, and any unwaived Title I requirements.

	Summary of Progress
	· MDESE’s approved ESEA flexibility request allows funds that the LEA previously reserved for school choice, supplemental education services, or professional development to be used to support implementation of interventions in an LEA’s focus schools or priority schools in accordance with allowable uses of Title I funds.  On August 17, 2012 MDESE sent notification letters to LEAs with focus and priority schools that stated, “if the amount provided through 1003(a) (for focus) or 1003(g) (for priority) is not sufficient to fully implement the school’s accountability plan, the LEA is required to leverage up to 20 percent of its set-aside funds previously required under 1116(b)(10) to ensure the implementation of interventions included in the school’s plan are fully funded.”
· Through a July 3, 2012 webinar and a July 6, 2012 memo to all its LEAs, MDESE provided guidance on the allowable uses of Title I funds under ESEA flexibility that included information on reservations, transferability of funds, and schoolwide programs.  Additionally, the SEA provided follow-up guidance through a Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) document, technical assistance telephone calls, and face-to-face conversations with LEA and school staff.  
· MDESE also noted that when reviewing LEA Title I plans, SEA staff communicated via telephone and email regarding the 20 percent reservation.  
· The SEA maintains a “Federal Financial Management” Webpage, available at:
      http://www.dese.mo.gov/divimprove/fedprog/financialmanagement,

      which includes guidance and information on fiscal requirements and the various 

      fiscal reports required of LEAs.  Additionally, MDESE maintains an electronic planning and electronic grants system and is in the process of updating the planning tools on that website to reflect its approved ESEA flexibility request.    
· MDESE is in the process of updating its Consolidated Federal Programs Administrative Manual to reflect that the uses of Title I funds are consistent with its approved ESEA flexibility request.  
· In addition, MDESE confirmed that internal controls, as described in the ESEA flexibility request and on-site monitoring by MDESE fiscal staff, continue as a check on correct use of funds and procedures.

	Next Steps
	None.


	Rank Order
	The SEA ensures that LEAs with Title I-eligible high schools with graduation rates below 60 percent that are identified as priority schools correctly implement the waiver that allows them to serve these schools out-of-rank order.

	Summary of Progress
	· MDESE has identified five Title I-eligible high schools with graduation rates below 60 percent as priority schools.  
· MDESE shared guidance regarding fiscal requirements with LEAs serving these schools, including information about the waiver to serve these schools out-of-rank order based on poverty rate, in several forms: guidance memos sent to local superintendents, Title I administrators, and finance officers; FAQs, and regularly scheduled meetings with local administrators, including federal program coordinators and finance officers.  

	Next Steps
	None.
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