ATTACHMENT A
STATE MONITORING PROTOCOL
STATE FISCAL STABILIZATION FUND PROGRAM
State:  _____________________________
             

State Representative completing this form: _____________________________________

Date of completion: ______________________
STATE CONTACT: Please submit this form and all required documentation in PDF Format to both: SFSFMonitoring@ed.gov and SFSF@westat.com
I. Local educational agency (LEA) applications
ISSUE:  Whether the State has established appropriate application procedures for awarding Education Stabilization funds to LEAs.
Guiding Questions

1. Did the State require each LEA that received Education Stabilization funds to submit an application as required by 34 CFR 76.301?

2. Did the application include the assurances required under Section 442 of GEPA?  

3. Did the State require each LEA to submit an application for funding in subsequent fiscal years?  (Optional)  If so, what information was required in subsequent applications?
4. Did the application request information on the LEA’s proposed use of Education Stabilization funds? (Optional)
5. Did the State condition the LEA’s receipt of funds on meeting any other requirements? 
6. Did the application request information on how the LEA would make progress on the four education reform assurances? (Optional)
7. When did the State make applications available to LEAs?  

8. What guidance did the State initially provide to LEAs?

9. What were the State procedures for reviewing LEA applications?  

10. Were applications approved before the State released funds to LEAs?

Evidence/Documentation

See Attachment 1, “Master Protocol Document.”
II.  Allocations to LEAs
ISSUE:  Whether the State has allocated Education Stabilization Funds to LEAs in accordance with statutory requirements.
Guiding Questions
1. Did the State allocate funds to LEAs in accordance with its most recently approved SFSF application?  
2. Did each LEA receive the same share of SFSF Education funds as it received under the primary State funding formula(e)?  (In other words, was the percentage of SFSF funds allocated to each LEA the same as the percentage of State funds each LEA received under the State’s primary funding formula(e)?)  If not, please explain.
3. When were LEAs notified of allocation amounts?
4. What is the amount of each LEA’s Education Stabilization Fund allocation?

5. When were funds first released to LEAs?
6. Are funds released on a regular schedule?  If so, what is that schedule (e.g., monthly, quarterly)?
7. Did the State’s restoration calculations change subsequent to its awarding funds to LEAs or to its notifying LEAs of award amounts?   If so, what, if any, actions did the State take to make adjustments to LEA allocations?
Evidence/Documentation

See Attachment 1, “Master Protocol Document.”
III. Application and allocation procedures for public institutions of higher education (IHEs)
ISSUE:  Whether the State has established appropriate procedures for allocating Education Stabilization funds to public IHEs.
Guiding Questions
1. Did the State require public IHEs to submit an application for funds?  If so, what information did the State require an IHE to include in its application? (Optional)
2. Did the State exclude from its levels of State support tuition and fees paid by students?
3. What is the amount of each public IHE’s Education Stabilization Fund allocation?

4. How did the State determine the amount provided to each public IHE?
5. Were any conditions or restrictions placed on IHE eligibility?  If so, did the conditions relate to the need to mitigate increases in tuition or fees for in-state students?
6. What guidance did the State provide to public IHEs about applying for funds?  
7. Did the State provide Education Stabilization funds only to public IHEs?
8. When were funds first released to public IHEs?
9. Are funds released on a regular schedule?  If so, what is that schedule (e.g., monthly, quarterly)?
10. Did the State’s restoration calculations change subsequent to its awarding funds to public IHEs or to its notifying IHEs of award amounts?   If so, what, if any, actions did the State take to make adjustments to IHE allocations?
11. Did the State require each IHE to submit an application for funding in subsequent fiscal years?  (Optional)  If so, what information was required in subsequent applications?
Evidence/Documentation
See Attachment 1, “Master Protocol Document.”
IV.  Application and allocation procedures for Government Services funds
ISSUE:  Whether the State has established appropriate procedures for allocating Government Services funds.
Guiding Questions

1. Did the State require an application for Government Services funds?  If so, what information did the State require the entity to include in its application? (optional)
2. What guidance did you provide to recipients?
3. What entities received Government Services funds?
4. What is the amount of each entity’s Government Services Fund allocation?

5. How did the State determine the projects and activities to support with Government Services funds?  
6. What specific projects or activities are the Government Services funds supporting?  
Evidence/Documentation

See Attachment 1, “Master Protocol Document.”
V.  Fiscal Oversight of SFSF Funds
ISSUE:  Whether the State has established appropriate policies and procedures for ensuring fiscal oversight of SFSF funds.
Guiding Questions

1. Has the State developed and implemented procedures to review the expenditures of LEAs, public IHEs, and other entities receiving SFSF funds to determine whether the funds advanced were actually expended and whether the expenditures were reasonable, allowable, and properly supported prior to disbursement? (See April 2009 SFSF Guidance at III-D, III-E, and IV for information on allowable and prohibited uses of SFSF funds.)  
2. How does the State ensure that recipients comply with the principles of cash management (i.e. ensuring that funds are used to meet immediate obligation needs, within 3-5 days)?  Has the State developed and implemented procedures to proactively monitor cash balances and to minimize the time lapsing between the transfer and disbursement of funds?  
3. How does the State ensure that each subrecipient has an adequate financial recordkeeping system to properly account for the use of SFSF funds?
4. What guidance has the State provided to recipients of SFSF funds regarding the obligation and drawing down of such funds?
5. Did the State receive authorization to use funds for preaward costs?  Did the State or its subrecipients use funds for preaward costs during the approved period?
6. How is the State ensuring compliance with the cross-cutting ARRA requirements (e.g., Section 1512 reporting, Buy American, infrastructure certification)?
7. What policies and procedures does the State have in place for monitoring subrecipients?  (See Part VI of this protocol.)
Evidence/Documentation
See Attachment 1, “Master Protocol Document.”
VI. Subrecipient Monitoring

ISSUE:  Whether the State has established appropriate policies and procedures for monitoring subrecipients.
Guiding Questions

1. What policies and procedures has the State established for monitoring subrecipients? 

2. How does the State provide monitoring feedback and follow up?
3. Does the State have a monitoring schedule?  
4. What is the State’s process for prioritizing entities to be monitored?
Evidence/Documentation

See Attachment 1, “Master Protocol Document.”
VII.  Maintenance of Effort and Restoration Calculations
ISSUE:  Whether the State has met the ARRA maintenance-of-effort (MOE) requirements or, where applicable, the criterion for an MOE waiver.
Guiding Questions

1. Does the State have documentation substantiating its level of State support for MOE purposes for elementary and secondary schools for fiscal years 2006, 2009, 2010, and 2011? Does this support include, at a minimum, State support provided through the primary funding formula(e)?
2. Does the State documentation on the level of State support for elementary and secondary education support the data provided in the State’s most recently approved SFSF application?
3. Does the State have documentation substantiating its level of State support for MOE purposes for public IHEs for fiscal years 2006, 2009, 2010, and 2011? Did the State exclude from its public IHE MOE data support for capital projects or for research and development or tuition and fees paid by students?
4. Does the State documentation on the level of State support for public IHEs support the data provided in the State’s SFSF applications?
5. Does the State’s MOE data include the same funding sources across fiscal years?
6. When does a State consider a given fiscal year’s MOEs data to be “final” or unlikely to change to such an extent that it would affect the State’s ability to meet the MOE waiver criterion, if appropriate?
7. Has the State been granted or will it need an MOE waiver?  If so, please submit a waiver request to the ED Program Officer leading this review and note this request here.
8. Does the State have documentation substantiating its level of State support for Restoration Calculation purposes for elementary and secondary schools for fiscal years 2008, 2009, 2010, and 2011?  (This information should be consistent with the State’s most recent Approved Phase I Application/Amended Application- Part 5, Section A.)  Please provide.
9. Does the State have documentation substantiating its level of State support for Restoration Calculation purposes for Public IHEs for fiscal years 2008, 2009, 2010, and 2011?  (This information should be consistent with the State’s most recent Approved Phase I Application/Amended Application- Part 5, Section A.)  Please provide.

Evidence/Documentation
See Attachment 1, “Master Protocol Document.”
VIII.  Progress in Four Education Reform Areas

ISSUE:  Whether the State is making progress in:  (a) achieving equity in the distribution of qualified teachers; (b) improving collection and use of data; (c) enhancing the quality of its standards and assessments; and (d) supporting struggling schools.
Guiding Questions
1. Is the data available as indicated in the State’s phase two SFSF application?
2. If the State provided a plan for collecting data and publicly reporting for a specific indicator or descriptor, is the State implementing the plan as provided in its phase two SFSF application?  Is the State publicly reporting on its progress?
3. If the State identified obstacles in its phase two SFSF application, has it taken steps to overcome those obstacles?
4. For Indicator (b)(1), has the State established a statewide longitudinal data system consistent with the America COMPETES Act data elements?
5. For Indicators (b)(2) and (b)(3), has the State provided teachers with the specified data?
6. What additional evidence of State progress is available for each of the four reform areas?
Evidence/Documentation

None required at this time.
IX.  Reporting
ISSUE:  Whether the State has established appropriate policies and procedures to comply with all reporting requirements.
Guiding Questions

1. What policies and procedures has the State established to comply with applicable reporting requirements?  
2. What guidance on reporting has the State provided to subrecipients?
3. How does the State provide feedback to subrecipients on the data reported?

Evidence/Documentation

See Attachment 1, “Master Protocol Document.”
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