Page 14 – Mississippi Monitoring Report

June 1, 2005

HIGHLY QUALIFIED TEACHERS AND

IMPROVING TEACHER QUALITY STATE GRANTS (ESEA TITLE II, PART A)

MONITORING REPORT 

Mississippi Department of Education

March 8-10, 2005

U.S. Department of Education Monitoring Team: 

Elizabeth Witt

Miriam Lund

Darcy Pietryka (Westat)

Mississippi Department of Education 

Dr. Henry L. Johnson, State Superintendent of Education
Dr. Susan Rucker, Executive to the State Superintendent, Office of Instructional Programs and Services

Dr. Daphne Buckley,
Senior Assistant to the State Superintendent, Office of Quality Professionals

Dr. Steve Hebbler, Senior Assistant to the State Superintendent, Office of Research and Statistics

Dr. Bonita Coleman-Potter, Associate State Superintendent, Office of Academic Education

Nikisha Ware, Bureau Director, Office of Innovative Support

Mariea Banks, Division Director, Office of Innovative Support

Rita Lane, Title II State Coordinator, Office of Innovative Support 

Overview of Mississippi:

Number of Districts: 
152

Number of Teachers:
approximately 32,500

Total State Allocation (FY 2003):  $42,853,605

Allocation for local educational agencies (LEAs):  $40,303,815

State Educational Agency (SEA) State Activities Allocation:  $1,060,627

State Agency for Higher Education (SAHE) Allocation:  $1,060,627 plus $53, 031 for administration

Scope of Review: 

Like all State educational agencies (SEAs), the Mississippi Department of Education (MDE), as a condition of receiving funds under Title I, Part A and Title II, Part A of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), as amended by the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), provided an assurance to the U.S. Department of Education (the Department) that it would administer these programs in accordance with all applicable statutory and regulatory requirements, including those in Title I, Part A that concern “Highly Qualified Teachers” and those that govern the use of Title II, Part A funds.  See §9304(a)(1) of the ESEA.  One of the specific requirements the Department established for an SEA’s receipt of program funds under its consolidated state application (§9302(b)) was submission to the Department of annual data on how well the State has been meeting its performance target for Performance Indicator 3.1:  “The percentage of classes being taught by ‘highly qualified’ teachers (as the term is defined in §9101(23) of the ESEA), in the aggregate and in ‘high-poverty’ schools (as the term is defined in §1111(h)(1)(C)(viii) of the ESEA).” 

The Department’s monitoring visit to Mississippi had two purposes.  One was to review the progress of the State in meeting the ESEA’s highly qualified teacher (HQT) requirements.  The second was to review the use of ESEA Title II, Part A funds by the SEA, selected districts, and the State agency for higher education (SAHE), to ensure that the funds are being used to prepare, retain, and recruit high-quality teachers and principals so that all children will achieve to a high academic achievement standards and to their full potential. 

The monitoring review was conducted on March 8-10, 2005, at the offices of the MDE.  As part of the review, the Department monitoring team met with Pearl Strickland Pennington, the SAHE Coordinator.  The monitoring team conducted conference calls with representatives of the Webster County and Carroll County school districts and conducted a site visit to the Jackson Public Schools. 
Summary of Monitoring Indicators

	Monitoring Area 1:  Highly Qualified Teacher Systems & Procedures

	Element Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

	Critical Element 1.1.
	Has the State developed and implemented procedures, consistent with the statutory definition of highly qualified, to determine whether all teachers of core academic subjects are highly qualified (§9101(23))?
	Finding

Recommendations

Commendation
	7

	Critical Element 1.2.
	Are all new elementary school teachers (including special education teachers, as appropriate) required to pass a rigorous State test in reading, writing, mathematics, and the other areas of the elementary school curriculum to demonstrate subject-matter competency (§9101(23)(B)(II))?
	Commendations
	8

	Critical Element 1.3.
	Are all new middle and secondary school teachers (including special education teachers, as appropriate) required to demonstrate subject-matter competency, in each core academic subject they teach, consistent with §9101(23)(B)(II)(ii)?  
	Finding

Commendation
	8

	Critical Element 1.4.
	Are all veteran (i.e., those who are not new to the profession) elementary school teachers (including special education teachers, as appropriate) required to demonstrate subject-matter competency by passing a rigorous State test or by completing the State’s “High Objective Uniform State Standard of Evaluation” (HOUSSE) procedures (§9101(23)(C))?  
	Recommendation
	9

	Critical Element 1.5.
	Are all veteran middle and secondary teachers (including special education teachers, as appropriate) required to demonstrate subject-matter competency in each core academic subject they teach, consistent with §9101(23)(B)(II)(ii)?
	Recommendation

Commendation
	9

	Critical Element 1.6.
	For each set of HOUSSE procedures the State has developed, can the State describe how it meets each of the statutory requirements in §9101(23)(C)(ii)?
	Met Requirements
	NA

	Critical Element 1.7.
	Does the SEA ensure that, since the beginning of the 2002-03 school year, districts only hire highly qualified teachers (including special education teachers, as appropriate) to teach in Title I programs?
	Finding
	10

	Critical Element 1.8.
	Has the SEA ensured, since the beginning of the 2002-03 school year, that districts that use ESEA Title II funds to reduce class size hire only highly qualified teachers for such positions?
	Met requirements
	NA

	Critical Element 1.9.
	Does the SEA’s plan establish annual measurable objectives for each LEA and school to ensure that annual increases occur:

· in the percentage of highly qualified teachers at each LEA and school; and

· in the percentage of teachers who are receiving high-quality professional development to enable such teachers to become highly qualified and successful classroom teachers (§1119(a)(2)(A)).
	Met requirements
	NA

	Critical Element 1.10.
	Does the SEA also have a plan with specific steps to ensure that poor and minority children are not taught at higher rates than other children by inexperienced, unqualified and out-of-field teachers?  Does the plan include measures to evaluate and publicly report the progress of such steps (§1111(b)(8)(C))?
	Commendation
	10

	Critical Element 1.11.
	Has the State reported to the Secretary in the CSPR the number and percentage of core academic classes taught by highly qualified teachers, in the aggregate and in high-poverty schools, consistent with the statutory definition of highly qualified (§1111(h)(4)(G); §9101(23))?
	Met Requirements
	NA

	Critical Element 1.12.
	Does the State prepare and disseminate to the public an Annual State Report Card (§1111(h)(1)(C)(viii))? If so, how is it disseminated?
	Finding
	11


	Monitoring Area 2:  Administration of ESEA Title II, Part A

	Element Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

	Critical Element 2.1.
	Does the SEA allocate funds according to the statute, using the most recent Census Bureau data as described in the Non-Regulatory Guidance (§2121(a))?  
	Met Requirements
	NA

	Critical Element 2.2.
	Does the SEA require an application from each LEA before providing Title II, Part A funding?  If yes, what information does the SEA require in the LEA application (§2122(b))?
	Met Requirements
	NA

	Critical Element 2.3.
	Does the SEA require each LEA to describe how the activities to be carried out are based on the required local needs assessment (§2122(b))?
	Met Requirements
	NA

	Critical Element 2.4.
	Does the SEA have a procedure to determine the amount of funds each LEA expended during the period of availability?
	Met Requirements
	NA

	Critical Element 2.5.
	Does the SEA have a procedure to regularly review the drawdowns of the LEAs?
	Met Requirements
	NA

	Critical Element 2.6.
	Does the SEA have a written policy on allowable carryover funds?
	Recommendation
	11

	Critical Element 2.7.
	If an LEA cannot obligate funds within the 27 months of availability (which includes the extra year of availability permitted under the Tydings amendment), does the SEA have a procedure for reallocating these funds to other LEAs?
	Recommendation
	12

	Critical Element 2.8.
	Does the SEA have records to show that each LEA meets the maintenance of effort requirements?
	Met Requirements
	NA

	Critical Element 2.9.
	Does the SEA ensure that it and its component LEAs are audited annually, if required, and that all corrective actions required through this process are fully implemented?
	Met Requirements
	NA

	Critical Element 2.10.
	Has the SEA identified and provided technical assistance to LEAs that are not making progress toward meeting their annual measurable objectives in meeting the highly qualified teacher challenge?  
	Met Requirements
	NA


	Monitoring Area 3:  State Activities

	Element Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

	Critical Element 3.1.
	Does the State use its State Activities funds to promote the recruitment, hiring, training, and retention of highly qualified teachers and principals?
	Met Requirements 


	NA

	Critical Element 3.2.
	Does the State support activities that focus on increasing the subject-matter knowledge of teachers and that assist teachers to become highly qualified? 
	Met Requirements
	NA


	Monitoring Area 4:  State Agency For Higher Education (SAHE) Activities

	Element Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

	Critical Element 4.1.
	Did the SAHE manage a competition for eligible partnerships?
	Met requirements
	NA

	Critical Element 4.2.
	Does the SAHE have procedures to ensure that eligible partnerships include the required members, i.e., an institution of higher education and the division of the institution that prepares teachers and principals, a school of arts and sciences, and a high-need LEA?
	Finding
	12



Area 1:  State Procedures to Identify Highly Qualified Teachers
Critical Element 1.1: Has the State developed and implemented procedures, consistent with the statutory definition of highly qualified, to determine whether all teachers of core academic subjects are highly qualified (§9101(23))?
Finding:  The State offers a one-year standard license that functions as an emergency/provisional license.  The State currently counts all individuals who hold this license as highly qualified.  This license is, however, granted to some teachers of core academic subjects who cannot be considered highly qualified.  Some of these teachers have not demonstrated subject matter competence and do not meet the requirements for a regular license and, thus, cannot be counted as highly qualified.  The one-year license is also used for certified teachers who may be teaching one or more classes out-of-field, including elementary teachers teaching special education; these teachers cannot be counted as highly qualified to teach their out-of-field classes. Others who hold the one-year license have bachelor’s degrees and have demonstrated subject-area competence, but they have not completed the requirements for a regular teaching license; unless these teachers are enrolled in an alternative certification program, they cannot be counted as highly qualified.  

Citation: The ESEA provisions governing teacher quality include basic requirements 

(§1119(a) and (b)) that all teachers of core academic subjects who teach in Title I programs and who were hired after the first day of the 2002-03 school year first demonstrate that they are highly qualified, and that all other teachers of core academic subjects in all public schools be highly qualified by the end of the 2005-06 school year.  §9101(23) of the ESEA expressly defines a “highly qualified” teacher as one who has at least a bachelor’s degree, has full State certification, and has demonstrated competency in each subject he or she teaches in certain statutorily prescribed ways.  
The ESEA highly qualified teacher provisions also include important requirements in §1111(h) of the ESEA regarding public reporting to the people of Mississippi and to the U.S. Secretary of Education (the Secretary) on the extent to which teachers of core academic subjects in the State’s school districts are highly qualified.  Together, these several ESEA requirements are a critical part of the framework Congress established in NCLB for how States accepting Title I, Part A funds would be held accountable for providing to all students – and particularly those in Title I programs – teachers with the knowledge they need to help those students not only to meet or exceed their States’ academic achievement standards, but to achieve to their full academic potential.  

Further Action Required:  The MDE must submit a written plan with specific procedures and a timeline that the State will implement to ensure that determinations of whether teachers are highly qualified conform to the definition in §9101(23) and the timeline in §1119(a)(1) and (2).  Specifically, this plan must include provisions that assure that holders of the one-year standard license are properly classified as highly qualified or not highly qualified, depending on their circumstances.  

Recommendation:  The Department encourages the State to eliminate its dependency on the one-year standard license to meet shortages.  By the end of the 2005-06 academic year, all teachers of core academic subjects must meet the definition of highly qualified, which includes holding full State certification.

Recommendation:  Teachers who hold the one-year license and who have bachelor’s degrees and have demonstrated subject-area competence but have not completed the requirements for a regular teaching license, if properly enrolled in an alternative certification program, could be counted as highly qualified.  The State should consider enrolling these teachers into an approved alternative certification program.
Commendation:  The State has a comprehensive data system to track teachers’ certifications, qualifications, teaching assignments, and to link those factors to the progress of individual students.  The MDE is also implementing an online Student Progress Monitoring System (SPMS) statewide.  The SPMS (www.ms-spms.com) is a tool to assist with the development, administration, scoring and performance tracking of practice tests, assignments and assessments that are created with the MS Frameworks.  It is a web-based application that allows teachers to assess student performance in mathematics, reading, science, social studies, and writing.  It also allows districts to import external scores from high-stakes statewide tests so that teachers can get a comprehensive view of student ability level. 
Critical Element 1.2:  Are all new elementary school teachers (including special education teachers, as appropriate) required to pass a rigorous State test in reading, writing, mathematics, and the other areas of the elementary school curriculum to demonstrate subject-matter competency (§9101(23)(B)(II))?
Commendation: Elementary school teacher preparation programs will soon require 15 credit hours of reading.  MDE staff claim this to be the most rigorous State reading coursework requirement in the country.

Commendation:  The State recognized that it had a problem with the over-identification of special education students at the elementary level.  Accordingly, it created a 3-tier intervention policy and has since cut in half the number of students sent to special education resource classrooms.  The State also revised its certification requirements for special education teachers, with a greater emphasis on content knowledge.
Critical Element 1.3: Are all new middle and secondary school teachers (including special education teachers, as appropriate) required to demonstrate subject-matter competency, in each core academic subject they teach, in one or more of the following ways (§9101(23)(B)(II)(ii))?  

Finding:  The State does not require new middle and secondary school teachers of history, geography, civics/government, or economics to demonstrate subject-matter competency in each of those subjects they teach.  The State allows middle and secondary social studies teachers new to the profession to demonstrate subject-matter competency by holding a general social studies degree, requiring 21 semester hours of credit over the 4 discrete areas, and by passing the broad-field social studies assessment.  The general social studies degree and the broad-field assessment used for the demonstration of social studies content knowledge may not provide adequate subject-matter preparation for each of the core academic subjects explicitly noted in the statute.  
Citation: §9101(11) of the ESEA identifies history, geography, civics/government and economics as individual core academic subjects.  §9101(23)(B)(ii) of the ESEA requires new teachers of core academic subjects to demonstrate subject-matter competency in each core academic subject they teach.  (§9101(23)(C) does the same for teachers not new to the profession.)

Further Action Required:  The MDE must ensure that all history, geography, civics/government and economics teachers demonstrate subject-matter competency in each of these subjects that they teach, no later than the end of the 2005-06 school year.  (In doing so, if the MDE has determined that the coursework requirement for an academic major in social studies provides coursework “equivalent to a major” in each or in a subset of these specific core academic subjects, it also will need to specifically explain the basis for its determination.) 

Commendation:  The State has revised and bolstered its certification requirements for both middle school and special education teachers, adding greater emphasis on content knowledge.
Critical Element 1.4:  Are all veteran (i.e., those who are not new to the profession) elementary school teachers (including special education teachers, as appropriate) required to demonstrate subject-matter competency by passing a rigorous State test or by completing the State’s “High Objective Uniform State Standard of Evaluation” (HOUSSE) procedures (§9101(23)(C))?  

Recommendation:  The State may wish to consider the adoption of HOUSSE procedures to assist veteran elementary teachers, including special education teachers, with the demonstration of subject-matter competency.  Specifically, HOUSSE procedures may benefit teachers who entered the profession before the State certification requirements included testing.
Critical Element 1.5:  Are all veteran middle and secondary teachers (including special education teachers, as appropriate) required to demonstrate subject-matter competency in each core academic subject they teach, in one or more of the following ways?
Recommendation: As noted in Critical Element 1.4, the State may wish to consider the adoption of HOUSSE procedures to assist teachers in the demonstration of subject-matter competency.

Commendation:  The State established “Middle School Institutes” in language arts, math, and science to assist middle school teachers in reaching the highly qualified requirement and to give middle school teachers a comprehensive overview of the State content frameworks.  The Institutes, held regionally at community colleges, are all-day workshops held over 5 consecutive Saturdays and include online and individualized follow-up.  The Institutes are open to all middle school teachers, including special education teachers.  The State is considering creating an Institute specifically for special education teachers at all levels.

Critical Element 1.7:  Does the SEA ensure that, since the beginning of the 2002-03 school year, districts only hire highly qualified teachers (including special education teachers, as appropriate) to teach in Title I programs?

Finding:  Because the State considers individuals with a one-year license to be highly qualified regardless of demonstration of content mastery (see Critical Element 1.1), the State is not able to ensure that districts have hired only highly qualified teachers to teach in Title I programs.  Two districts interviewed admitted to hiring non-highly qualified teachers for Title I programs using the one-year license.

Citation: §1119(a)(1) of the ESEA requires that all teachers hired after the first day of the 2002-03 school year to teach in Title I programs must be highly qualified.

Further Action Required:  The monitoring team believes the extent of this problem to be relatively small; nevertheless, the State has been asked to assess the prevalence of this problem and to provide corrected data to the Department and proper notification to parents.  The MDE must also submit a written plan with specific procedures and a timeline for requiring LEAs in the State to ensure that all teachers hired to teach in Title I programs after the first day of the 2002-03 school year, including special education teachers providing direct instruction in core academic subjects, demonstrate that they are highly qualified in each core academic subject they teach, either by passing the State’s test for demonstrating subject-matter knowledge or, if the State establishes a HOUSSE, by satisfying HOUSSE procedures established by the State.  The plan must also provide assurances that teachers hired to teach in Title I programs for the 2005-2006 school year, for whom HOUSSE is not an option, will be highly qualified at the time of hire.
Critical Element 1.10:  Does the SEA also have a plan with specific steps to ensure that poor and minority children are not taught at higher rates than other children by inexperienced, unqualified and out-of-field teachers?  Does the plan include measures to evaluate and publicly report the progress of such steps (§1111(b)(8)(C))?

Commendation: The State should be commended for its systematic method of searching for teachers to fill both high-need districts and subjects.  Its myriad recruitment and retention strategies, including loan forgiveness and scholarships, critical shortage area recruiters, and the creation of a State Teacher Center, have helped address the highly qualified teacher challenge in the State, especially in hard to staff LEAs.

Critical Element 1.12:  Does the State prepare and disseminate to the public an Annual State Report Card (§1111(h)(1)(C)(viii))? If so, how is it disseminated?

Finding:  The State prepares and disseminates, via the State website and mailings to LEAs, an Annual State Report Card.  However, the State did not include the required data in the State’s annual report card.  

· The State reported the percentage of classes taught by highly qualified teachers, rather than reporting the percentage of classes not taught by highly qualified teachers in various categories.  

· The State did not include data on the professional qualifications of teachers in its Annual State Report Card, though the State collects this information and reports it at the LEA level in the annual Superintendent’s Report as well as on the State website.  The State explained that is chose to define the professional qualifications of teachers not by degrees but by highly qualified status.  

· The State did not report the percentage of teachers with emergency or provisional credentials, stating that it had no teachers with such credentials, even though individuals with a one-year license are not required to demonstrate subject-matter mastery nor are they required to fulfill full State certification requirements (see Critical Element 1.1).  The State sent amended data to the monitoring team, reporting that 2.9 percent of its teachers are on emergency certificates.

Citation:  §1111(h)(1)(C)(viii) of the ESEA requires each SEA to include in its Annual State Report Card data on the percentage of classes in the State not taught (in core academic subjects) by highly qualified teachers, in the aggregate and disaggregate by high-poverty (as the term is defined in §1111(h)(1)(C)(viii) of the ESEA) compared to low-poverty schools.  

Further Action Required:  The MDE must report to the public, as required by §1111(h)(1)(C)(viii), the percentage of classes not taught by highly qualified teachers at all grade levels (and disaggregated by high-and low-poverty schools), as required for the Annual State Report Card.  Other required data must also be reported.

Area 2:  Administration of ESEA Title II, Part A

Critical Element 2.6:  Does the SEA have a written policy on allowable carryover funds?
Recommendation:  Though the State has procedures in place governing the amount of funds that a district may carry over, the monitoring team suggested to the MDE that a written plan would be beneficial for responsible fiscal management and oversight.
The procedures should cover the appropriate range of carryover amounts, LEA notification to the State regarding carryover and a justification for why it is necessary, and a plan for obligating such funds in a timely manner.  

Critical Element 2.7:  If an LEA cannot obligate funds within the 27 months of availability (which includes the extra year of availability permitted under the Tydings amendment), does the SEA have a procedure for reallocating these carryover funds to other LEAs?
Recommendation:  The State does not have a written procedure for reallocating carryover funds to other LEAs.  Though the State has procedures in place, the monitoring team suggested to the MDE that a written plan would be beneficial for responsible fiscal management and oversight.  The monitoring team suggested adopting procedures similar to those used with Title I funds.  

 Area 4:  State Agency For Higher Education (SAHE) Activities
Critical Element 4.2: Does the SAHE have procedures to ensure that eligible partnerships include the required members, i.e., an institution of higher education and the division of the institution that prepares teachers and principals, a school of arts and sciences, and a high-need LEA?

Finding:  Though the SAHE used the required Census poverty data to determine which districts qualified as high-need, the SAHE could not ensure that the grantees from the 2003 and 2004 competitions included a high-need LEA as one partner.  

Citation: §2131(1)(A)(iii) of the ESEA requires the SAHE to include a high-need local educational agency in each Eligible Partnership.  §2102(3) defines an LEA that satisfies the high-need poverty requirements as one that:

· Serves not fewer than 10,000 children from families with incomes below the poverty line; or

· Not less than 20 percent of the children served by the agency are from families with incomes below the poverty line.

Because the statute addresses family income, the Secretary has determined that the Census Bureau data is the only stable and reliable measure of family income and poverty.

Further Action Required:  For the next round of allocations to eligible partnerships, the SAHE must ensure that all partnerships include at least one high-need LEA.  The SAHE must use the most recent available Census data (as determined by the Secretary) to identify high-need LEAs.  Other sources of data, such as free and reduced priced lunch, may not be factored into the calculations.  The most recent data can be found at http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/saipe/.

Attachment A: REVISED March 11, 2005 (Mississippi CSPR 2003-2004, Part I, Page 41)

Change: 1-Year Educator Licenses Classified as Provisional Certificates

1. In the following table, please provide data from the 2003-2004 school year for classes in the core academic subjects being taught by “highly qualified” teachers (as the term is defined in Section 9101(23) of the ESEA), in the aggregate and in “high-poverty” and "low-poverty" schools (as the terms are defined in Section 1111(h)(1)(C)(viii) of the ESEA). Section 1111(h)(1)(C)(viii) defines “high-poverty” schools as schools in the top quartile of poverty in the State and "low-poverty" schools as schools in the bottom quartile of poverty in the State. Additionally, please provide information on classes being taught by highly qualified teachers by the elementary and secondary school level. 
	School Type
	Total Number of Core Academic Classes
	Number of Core Academic Classes Taught by Highly Qualified Teachers
	Percentage of Core Academic Classes Taught by Highly Qualified Teachers

	All Schools in State1
	139,810
	130,230
	93.1%

	By Poverty Status
	
	
	

	High-Poverty Schools
	27,152
	24,089
	88.7%

	Low-Poverty Schools
	44,089
	41,864
	95.0%

	By Level
	
	
	

	Elementary
	61,554
	59,537
	96.7%

	Secondary
	35,855
	32,779
	91.4%

	Both
	40,762
	36,430
	89.4%


     1Includes alternative schools that are not part of the poverty and grade level breakouts.

2.  Please report the State poverty quartile breaks for high- and low-poverty schools used in the table above. 

	
	High-Poverty Schools
	Low-Poverty Schools

	State Poverty Quartile Breaks
	More than ___82____%
	Less than ___43_____%

	Poverty Metric Used
	   Free Lunch Indicator


3. Please provide the State’s definition of elementary and secondary school level as used in the chart above.

a. Elementary Level – Schools classified as Kindergarten – Sixth Grade
b. Secondary Level   - Schools classified as Seventh Grade – Twelfth Grade
