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Introduction

A. Purpose of This Document  

The purpose of this document is to describe in detail the purpose, rationale, and process used by the Student Achievement and School Accountability Programs (SASA) office in the U.S. Department of Education’s (ED) Office of Elementary and Secondary Education (OESE) in monitoring the use of discretionary grant funds under the Enhanced Assessment Grants (EAG) Program.  
B. Background on the Enhanced Assessment Grants (EAG) Program  

Proficiency on State assessments required under section 1111(b)(3) of Title I, Part A of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), as amended by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB), is the primary indicator in the ESEA of student academic achievement and, hence, the primary measure of State success in meeting the goals of NCLB.  In view of the critical importance of these State assessments, the Enhanced Assessment Grants (EAG) discretionary grants provide awards to State educational agencies (SEAs) to help them enhance the quality of their assessment and accountability systems.  These competitive awards, which are separate from the formula awards that all States receive from ED under section 6111 of ESEA, are authorized by section 6112 of the ESEA.  Since fiscal year (FY) 2002, five cohorts of EAGs have been funded.  More information on the EAG Program and its grantees is available on the EAG Program website at http://www.ed.gov/programs/eag.
C.  Background on Program Monitoring  

A monitoring review is the regular and systematic examination of a grantee’s administration and implementation of grant, a contract, or a cooperative agreement administered by ED.  Monitoring the use of federal funds has long been an essential function of ED.  Monitoring formalizes the integral relationship between ED and the grantee.  It emphasizes, first and foremost, accountability for using resources appropriately and wisely in the critical venture of educating and preparing our nation’s students.  

SASA has established a monitoring plan for each of its programs.  The plans are designed to establish monitoring procedures that advance the grantee’s progress in achieving program goals and objectives; adhering to statutes, regulations, and assurances governing the program; and conforming to the approved application, performance reports or other relevant documents.  In a July 2002 memo from the Deputy Secretary, each Principal Office was advised to monitor (1) for results; (2) to ensure compliance with the law; and (3) to protect against waste, fraud and abuse. 

SASA is charged with managing the EAG Program, which provides competitive awards to SEAs to help them enhance the quality of their assessment and accountability systems.  Monitoring of SASA programs, including the EAG Program, assesses the extent to which the grantee is adhering to the requirements of the program’s authorizing statute and other applicable statutes, and ensures compliance with applicable regulations, such as the Education Department General Administrative Regulations (EDGAR).
  Furthermore, monitoring is conducted to determine the degree to which compliance with the ESEA results in educational outcomes for students.  

As a result of monitoring, ED is able to gather accurate data about grantee needs and performance, and use those data to design technical assistance initiatives and address weaknesses in project implementation.  Thus, monitoring serves not only as a means for helping grantees achieve compliant and high-quality implementation of educational programs, it also helps ED to be a better advisor and partner with the grantees in that effort.
Components of Monitoring

SASA staff will monitor Enhanced Assessment Instruments grants to ensure that projects are being conducted in accordance with their approved applications.  The content of SASA’s monitoring is based on the specific statutory requirements in the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), as amended by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB), for the Enhanced Assessment Grants Program, as well as other applicable statutes and regulations, such as EDGAR provisions and OMB Cost Principles.  Monitoring grantees’ implementation means analyzing how grantees have instituted their project designs as described in their application to ensure compliance with the applicable statutes and regulations.  

Monitoring of the EAG grantees includes three central components:  (1) Performance Reporting, (2) On-going Desk Monitoring, and (3) Augmented Desk Monitoring. 

· Performance Reporting.  EAG grantees must submit an annual performance report demonstrating their progress in meeting approved project objectives.  Grantees must also provide in these performance reports the most current financial and performance measure data for each year of the project.  At the end of the project period, applicants also must submit a final performance report.  ED staff reviews each performance report submitted.  The form for grantee reporting, ED Performance Report Form 524B, is available at: http://www.ed.gov/fund/grant/apply/appforms/appforms.html.

· On-going Desk Monitoring.  ED staff also conducts on-going monitoring of each grantee’s implementation of its grant.  This monitoring involves document reviews, tracking grantee drawdowns of funds, and checking grantee compliance with applicable requirements. In addition, as a part of this monitoring, ED staff will contact grantees periodically for informal updates on progress and activities under the grant, including grantee progress with respect to objectives, benchmarks, outcome measures and timelines identified in each grantee’s application.
· Augmented Desk Monitoring.  For selected grants, ED will conduct more in-depth monitoring, using the monitoring indicators outlined in the appendices of this document to assess grantee performance and compliance with requirements.  Even though not all EAG grantees will be selected for augmented desk monitoring, all EAG grantees are expected to implement their grants according to the requirements outlined in the monitoring indicators and to maintain records that document such compliance.  The remaining sections of this document describe the procedures followed for this augmented desk monitoring.  
Augmented Desk Monitoring Process

A.
Monitoring Indicators

In its augmented desk monitoring, ED uses clear and consistent criteria, “monitoring indicators,” to determine the degree of implementation of grantee programs and activities.  Monitoring indicators identify for the grantees and for ED staff the critical components of accountability by providing standards against which a grantee’s compliance and performance can be measured during monitoring.  For example, the EAG monitoring indicators describe what is being monitored and provide the criteria for judging the quality of implementation (“acceptable evidence”).  Monitoring indicators for the EAG Program include requirements applicable to discretionary grant programs in general as well as monitoring indicators specific to the EAG Program.  The complete texts of monitoring indicators for the EAG Program are contained in the Appendices to this document.

B.
Monitoring Process

For each grant award cycle, a sample of EAG grantees will be selected for augmented desk reviews.  SASA staff will consider factors such as findings from on-going desk monitoring and annual performance reports to select EAG grantees for augmented desk reviews.  The selection of EAG grantees for augmented desk reviews will occur approximately one year after the awards are made.  

Grantees selected for augmented desk monitoring will receive a letter regarding their selection.  This letter will ask grantees selected for such monitoring to submit available evidence that documents how they are addressing the monitoring indicators outlined in the appendices to this document.  The program specific monitoring indicators are listed in Appendix A, and monitoring indicators for general EDGAR requirements are listed in Appendix B.  SASA staff will review this evidence and then conduct interviews with project staff via a conference call approximately one month after the evidence is submitted.  

C.
Monitoring Report

SASA staff will provide a report on the augmented desk monitoring to the grant’s project director within 35 business days of the conclusion of the conference call interview.  The report may contain commendations, recommendations, and findings and required actions that together provide an analysis of the implementation of the approved EAG grant application.  

D.
Project Response

Upon receipt of the report, the project director has 30 business days to respond to any required actions.  Once the project’s response is received by SASA, the monitor determines whether the response indicates that the project has taken steps to ensure full compliance in the identified areas.  SASA’s Director then will send a letter to the project director approving or disapproving its proposed actions.  If the project’s response is disapproved, SASA staff will work with the grantee to ensure an action plan is created to address areas of non-compliance. 
E.
SASA Follow-up

If necessary, SASA staff may schedule a follow-up review within the year, either at the request of the project staff or on the recommendation of the staff monitor to determine if or why required actions have not been adequately implemented and to provide technical assistance as necessary.

Appendix A:  Program Specific Monitoring Indicators for Enhanced Assessment Grants Program 

	Monitoring indicator
	Acceptable documented evidence
	Acceptable interview evidence

	EAG 1.1: Grantee enhances the quality of assessment instruments and systems used by states for measuring the achievement of all students, in accordance with its application.
Section 6112(a)
	· Documentation of progress on project activities consistent with original proposal.

· Documentation of research products from activities under the grant, and/or documentation of progress toward completing such products.  

· Documentation that products from activities under the grant will yield significant research, methodologies, products, or tools regarding assessment systems or assessments; and/or regarding accommodations and alternate assessments for students with disabilities and limited English proficient students.


	· Management team can explain how activities under the grant will yield significant research, methodologies, products, or tools regarding assessment systems or assessments; and/or regarding accommodations and alternate assessments for students with disabilities and limited English proficient students. 



	Monitoring indicator
	Acceptable documented evidence
	Acceptable interview evidence

	EAG 1.2: Grantee collaborates with institutions of higher education, other research institutions, or other organizations to improve the quality, validity, and reliability of State academic assessments beyond the statutory requirements.

Section 6112(a)(1)
	· Partnership agreements.

· Minutes from management meetings, records of communications with members of the grant consortium, and/or documentation outlining the roles of all participants in grant activities.


	· Management team can explain the roles of all participants and their involvement in grant activities.


	Monitoring indicator
	Acceptable documented evidence
	Acceptable interview evidence

	EAG 1.3: Grantee completes major project activities consistent with original timeline and within the contract period. 

Section 6112(a), EDGAR 80.40
	· Documentation of progress consistent with goals, timelines, benchmarks and outcome measures in application.


	· Management team can explain progress to date as well as any timeline adjustments needed, the reason such adjustments are needed and the impact on final results.


	Monitoring indicator
	Acceptable documented evidence
	Acceptable interview evidence

	EAG 1.4: Grantee includes dissemination activities as integral component of the project.
Section 6112(a)
	· Plan for utilizing and disseminating findings within the grant consortium and to state educational agencies (SEAs) beyond the consortium. 

· Documentation of actions taken by grantee to make information on findings resulting from the EAG available to SEA staff in non-participating states and to assessment researchers (e.g., through presentations at national conferences, publications in refereed journals, or other products disseminated to the assessment community).
· Evidence that dissemination activities are targeted to appropriate audiences and include clearly stated descriptions of work in progress or final products.


	· Management team describes how findings will be used and disseminated by members of the grant consortium.

· Management team describes how findings will be used by state educational agencies beyond the grant consortium.


	Monitoring indicator
	Acceptable documented evidence
	Acceptable interview evidence

	EAG 1.5: Grantee submits a complete annual report describing its activities and the result of those activities under the grant by the due date established by ED.
Section 6112(c); EDGAR 80.40
	· Annual report with all required components submitted by due date. 
	· Management team understands the format and timeline for submitting an annual performance reports to ED.


Appendix B: Monitoring Indicators for General EDGAR Requirements

	Monitoring indicator
	Acceptable documented evidence
	Acceptable interview evidence

	4.1: Grantee directly administers or supervises the administration of the project. 

EDGAR 75.701
	· Grant application.

· Meeting notes with partner organizations, if applicable.

· Communications with partner organizations, if applicable.


	· Staff describes how the grantee supervises the project. 

· Staff describes how the grantee supervises the administration of the project, such as through interactions with staff in partner organizations, if applicable. 


	Monitoring indicator
	Acceptable documented evidence
	Acceptable interview evidence

	4.2: Grantee maintains a contract administration system which ensures that contractors perform in accordance with the terms, and conditions, and specifications of their contracts or purchase orders.  

EDGAR 80.36(b)(2)
	· Plan for monitoring contractor performance and for ensuring all contracts under the grant are implemented in compliance with applicable requirements.  

· Documentation of implementation of plan for monitoring contractor performance.


	· Staff describes how the grantee monitors contracts under the grant.  

· Staff discusses plan for monitoring contractor for performance and compliance as well as documentation of regular monitoring of contractor(s) by grantee. 


	Monitoring indicator
	Acceptable documented evidence
	Acceptable interview evidence

	4.3: When making any revisions from the approved application, the grantee follows requirements, including requesting prior approval as appropriate, under EDGAR. 

EDGAR 75.264; 75.517
	· Documentation of ED approval for changes in implementation from the approved application that require ED approval (e.g.,  changes in key personnel specified in the application; any other changes that require prior approval under EDGAR).

· Necessary documentation of other changes (e.g., first-time extension of the project period not exceeding 12 months). 
	· Staff is aware that ED must approve key personnel changes.

· Staff can explain revisions made from approved application, such as revisions to the amounts in the budget categories outlined in the application and transfer or contracting out of any work. 


	Monitoring indicator
	Acceptable documented evidence
	Acceptable interview evidence

	4.4: Grantee complies with applicable conflict of interest provisions. 

EDGAR 74.42, 75.524; 75.525
	· Signed assurances that project staff participating in administrative decisions does not have a conflict of interest.

· Procurement contracts do not demonstrate conflicts of interest.


	N/A


	Monitoring indicator
	Acceptable documented evidence
	Acceptable interview evidence

	4.5: Grantee complies with the requirements for student rights in research, experimental programs, and testing.

EDGAR 75.740(b); and Part 98 
	· For projects involving non-exempt human subjects research, valid human subjects research approval documents and participating organizations. 


	· Staff explains how participant records are stored and kept confidential. 


	Monitoring indicator
	Acceptable documented evidence
	Acceptable interview evidence

	4.6: Grantee complies with the requirements for the protection of privacy of parents and students under the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA).
EDGAR 75.740(a); and Part 99; Section 444 of the General Education Provisions Act (GEPA) 
	· Permission/consent forms from participants and/or parents where applicable. 


	· Staff explains how participant records are stored and kept confidential. 


	Monitoring indicator
	Acceptable documented evidence
	Acceptable interview evidence

	4.7: Grantee keeps the required records related to grant funds and meets requirements for financial reporting.

EDGAR 75.730; 75.720; 80.41
	· Documentation of all of the following: 

· the amount of funds under the grant; 

· how the grantee has used the funds; 

· total project cost; 

· share of the cost provided from other sources; 

· other records to facilitate an effective audit; and 

· copies of any completed audits.
	· Staff is familiar with such records.

· Staff explains how such records are maintained and used. 

· Staff is aware of what materials would be needed for an audit by ED, the State, or other relevant entity. 


	Monitoring indicator
	Acceptable documented evidence
	Acceptable interview evidence

	4.8: Grantee uses fiscal control and fund accounting procedures that ensure proper disbursement of and accounting for Federal funds, and has in place and follows standards for financial management systems.

EDGAR 75.702; 80.20, 80.21


	· Records showing timely and accurate disbursement and accounting practices. 

· Record of draw-downs and disbursements show a minimal amount of time elapsing (i.e., three days or fewer). 

· Records showing that grantee has made payments only for actual expenditures (i.e., work performed).

· Documentation of process for achieving effective control over and accountability for all funds, property, and other assets. 

· Documentation of procedures for safeguarding all assets, and assurances that assets are used solely for authorized purposes. 

· Documentation of financial management standards, including:  

· records that identify the source and application of Federal funds (from drawdown to disbursement);  

· records that show a comparison of outlay with budgeted amounts for each award;

· accounting records including cost accounting records that are supported by source documentation;

· written procedures for determining the reasonableness, allocability, and allowability of costs; and

· written procedures for minimizing the time between drawdowns and disbursements.
	· Staff describes the following: 

· accounting procedures used;

· how records are maintained; and

· how timely disbursements are made.

· Staff is familiar with such financial management standards.  


	Monitoring indicator
	Acceptable documented evidence
	Acceptable interview evidence

	4.9: Grantee follows the general cost principles specified in EDGAR 74.27 and 80.22 as applicable, and uses funds only for allowable costs.  (See also applicable OMB circulars).

EDGAR 75.263; 75.530 – 75.533; 80.22
	· Budget does not include construction or acquisition costs (such as acquisition of real property). 

· The costs charged by the project are reasonable and necessary, based on the approved application, and are allocable to the program (for example, the project keeps time distribution records for personnel who work less than full time on the program).
	· Staff describes costs for which the funds may be used.  

·  Staff demonstrates understanding of and uses applicable cost principles.


	Monitoring indicator
	Acceptable documented evidence
	Acceptable interview evidence

	4.10: Grantee uses grant funds only for obligations it makes during the grant period. 

EDGAR 75.703
	· Receipts and/or records of funds used for obligations that list what funds were used for and the amount used.   


	· Staff explains how this requirement is met. 


	Monitoring indicator
	Acceptable documented evidence
	Acceptable interview evidence

	4.11: As applicable, the grantee uses an approved and applicable indirect cost rate.

EDGAR 75.560; 75.561; 75.562; 75.563; 75.564
	· Budget plan.

· Expenditure reports. 

· Indirect Cost Agreement


	· Staff explains how this requirement is met.

· Appropriate staff knows what the applicable indirect cost rate is. 


	Monitoring indicator
	Acceptable documented evidence
	Acceptable interview evidence

	4.12: Grantee does not use its grant funds to pay a project staff member for time or work for which that staff member is compensated from some other source of funds. 

EDGAR 75.519; OMB Circular A-87, Attachment B, paragraph 8(h); OMB Circular A-122, Attachment B, paragraph 8(m); OMB Circular A-21, Attachment, paragraph J(10)(b)
	· Staff FTE amounts and personnel costs as stated in budget.

· Expenditure reports for personnel costs that align with amounts and personnel costs stated in budget. 

· Time distribution records (e.g., for grant staff, FTE spent on grant project and FTE devote to other projects).


	· Staff describes how personnel costs are funded. 

· Staff explains how record is kept of each employee’s total FTE, especially when an employee is budgeted to work on the funded project for only a portion of his/her time. 




	Monitoring indicator
	Acceptable documented evidence
	Acceptable interview evidence

	4.13: Grantee follows the regulations governing program income related to projects financed in whole or in part with Federal funds. 

EDGAR 80.25
	· If applicable, required documentation for how program income is handled. 
	· Staff is aware of whether program income is being earned.  If program income is earned, staff is aware of how it is handled.


	Monitoring indicator
	Acceptable documented evidence
	Acceptable interview evidence

	4.14: Grantee complies with the regulations on property standards governing management and disposition of property whose cost was charged to a project supported by a Federal award.

EDGAR 80.31-80.34 
	· Inventory of equipment purchased with grant funds that is consistent with all applicable regulations.  


	· Staff explains whether equipment has been or will be purchased under the grant.

· Staff is aware of this requirement and discusses how it is met. 


	Monitoring indicator
	Acceptable documented evidence
	Acceptable interview evidence

	4.15: Grantee is aware of and uses the appropriate procurement standards. 

EDGAR 80.36
	· Contracts and procurement records. 

· Evidence that grantee has followed state procurement practices. 


	· Staff is aware of this requirement and discusses how it is met.


	Monitoring indicator
	Acceptable documented evidence
	Acceptable interview evidence

	4.16: Grantee does not make a subgrant with grant funds. 

EDGAR 75.708
	· Contracts and procurement records

· Budget plan.

· Expenditure report.


	· Staff is aware of this requirement and explains how services are obtained from other organizations.

· Monitor does not observe such activities.


� The following legal authorities apply to Enhanced Assessment Grants: (a) the Education Department General Administrative Regulations (EDGAR) in 34 C.F.R. parts 74, 75, 77, 80, 81, 82, 84, 85, 86, 97, 98, and 99; and (b) the notice of final requirements published in the Federal Register on May 22, 2002 (67 FR 35967), including the statutory authorities identified therein.
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