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Hi. I’m Chuck Laster. I’m the Group Leader for the Monitoring and Audits Group in the Student Achievement and School Accountability Programs Office. Welcome to the webcast on Federal Title I Monitoring. We’re here today to talk about the Federal Process for monitoring State implementation of Title I of “No Child Left Behind” (NCLB). Specifically, how states and local districts are involved in that process.

During the first portion of our webcast, I’ll be joined by two of my colleagues from the Department of Education, who will assist me in discussing what we monitor on site, and the basic process. 

For the second portion, I’ll be joined by two practitioners: a state administrator of Title I Programs, and a local administrator who recently experienced the monitoring process earlier this year. And we will talk about their perspectives on how the monitoring process affected them.

The purpose of Federal Program Monitoring under “No Child Left Behind,” is to ensure that all children have a fair, equitable, and significant opportunity to participate and receive a high quality education, and achieve high academic standards. In doing that, our office evaluates each state’s administration of Title I programs. Specifically, how they provide assistance in terms of funding, resources, and guidance to local districts to ensure that they administer programs in accordance with the law. 

We do not monitor local district programs. All information that we gather at the local district is brought to the state as evidence that the state is, or in some cases, is not working effectively with their grantees. Again, I emphasize that local districts are not evaluated as part our process. Local district data is used as another data source to evaluate state performance.

We’ve divided the requirements of No Child Left Behind into three broad areas for the purpose of our monitoring: Instructional Support, Fiduciary Responsibilities, and Accountability. In each of those broad areas, we’ve identified critical elements, or specific requirements of “No Child Left Behind.” In those critical elements, we’ve identified the statutory citation, as well as the evidence that we will review at the state and the local district level to determine compliance with those requirements.

Now, we’ll discuss the indicators in each of the three broad areas. I’m joined now by my colleagues: Fran Walter, the Group Leader for the Instructional Change Group, who will discuss the Instructional Support Indicators; and Zollie Stevenson, the Group Leader for the Standards Assessment and Accountability Group, who’ll discuss the Accountability Indicators.

So Fran, why don’t you get us started and discuss the indicators under instructional support?

Fran WALTER, Group Leader for the Instructional Change Group


I’d like to take a moment at the beginning of my part of the presentation to just give an overview of what the indicators are that we call Instructional Support Indicators. You made a very important point earlier when you said that we’ve identified critical elements in “No Child Left Behind” that the state is responsible for making sure happen. The critical elements that we’ve identified, that we call instructional support, are those that really focus on what happens with “No Child Left Behind” at the school and school district level, even though it’s the state’s responsibility to make them happen. 

There are eight elements specifically, that we monitor. What the state does to support schools, what’s called in the legislation, “the statewide system of support,” what we call technical assistance. What kind of interventions does the state do to help schools who are trying to meet the standard; bring all kids to the standard. And specifically, those schools that are identified for improvement or corrective action, or restructuring under “No Child Left Behind.” So, we put a great deal of emphasis on ensuring that the state provides the support the districts and schools need. 

We also look at parental involvement. We ask the state to tell us what they’re doing to help schools promote parental involvement that’s effective. Parental involvement that really focuses on how parents can help their children do better in school.

We have another requirement, or another essential element if you will, that talks about the specific requirements that schools have when they are identified for improvement, or corrective action, or restructuring. As you know, the law is very specific about the requirements, everything from parents being notified, to schools writing school improvement plans. And we want to ensure that the state is providing districts and schools with the guidance, but also that districts and schools are producing the results of that guidance, if you will, the product.

The other two indicators related to the school improvement process are the requirement in “No Child Left Behind,” that LEA/school districts provide public school choice, if a school is identified for improvement. And that they provide supplemental educational services if the school is in improvement for an additional, second year, and beyond.

Finally, we really look at the requirements that govern some of the ways that Title I gets administered in schools and school districts. Specifically, some schools, if they have a higher percentage of children in poverty, are allowed to take their Title I funds and use them as school-wide programs. And so if a school has, and a district has schools that do school-wide programs, we monitor the specific requirements that are being shown at the school level. But, also, as I said earlier, monitor if the state is giving them adequate guidance about what those requirements are.

If a school doesn’t have a poverty concentration and it’s running a targeted assistance Title I program instead, then we monitor that. And we ask the same basic questions, “Are you fulfilling the statutory requirements? Are you identifying children properly for this program?” And other parts of the targeted assistance program requirements.

As you said earlier, we have identified critical elements in “No Child Left Behind,” those that particularly impact at the school and school district level. There are eight elements specifically that we monitor. I’d like to also take a minute to focus in on one of our critical elements, and just spend a few minutes describing how that critical element plays out when we actually monitor.

What we try to do ahead of time is tell the district, tell the state, the district, and the school, what we are looking for in terms of this critical element. You referred earlier to documentation that the state and district provides. And we like to talk to districts and schools about that being evidence - that they’re actually what the requirement is. So, I chose 2.5, indicator 2.5, which is the number isn’t really so important, as much is that’s the indicator that really focuses on the school improvement process. 

What we send to the state ahead of time is a listing of what kinds of things we could see at the state, and at the district, that would show us that the requirements for the school improvement process are being met. And we we’re quite specific in what we send them. 

We’re clear with the state that what we’re expecting them to do is identify schools for improvement in a timely way. Provide the district with that information and give the district time to review it. And then make sure that the schools that are identified are told what the requirements are once they are identified for improvement. As I said earlier, they’re very specific requirements, and they should be stated very clearly by the state to district and to the school.

So, when we go to the state, and we monitor 2.5, we ask them to tell us, and in some cases, show us, the evidence that they’ve actually provided the district with written guidelines about what the school improvement requirements are. What the required elements of a school improvement plan are. What the district has to do in terms of notifying parents that the school has been identified. 

One of the things that I know you’re going to talk about later, but we ask them for evidence not only that’s written, but we also expect to hear certain things when we interview people at the state. And so, in order to prepare the state for our visit, we send them that information; this is what we’re expecting to see, and these are the kinds of things we’re expecting to hear.

Then, as you said, we visit school districts as well. And even though we are not monitoring the school district, we are going to try to gather information about the school improvement indicator that will show us that the state has provided adequate guidance. And so, when we go to the district level with 2.5 we ask them to show us evidence of a letter, for instance, that’s been given to schools to send home to parents to notify them that the school is identified. 

We ask them to provide us with samples of school improvement plans that have been written. So that we can look at them, take them home, check them against the requirements, and give feedback to the state about how well the requirement is being played out.

As you know, and everyone knows, states are very large, and there’s only one state education office per state. And so, we know that in a district, it can be easy to misinterpret what the requirements are, or to not meet all the details of the requirements. And that’s a big part of the monitoring process as far as we’re concerned in these areas. That we really make sure that there’s an understanding and a follow through at the district and school level.

Chuck Laster

Thanks Fran. That was great. Under the Fiduciary Section, there are 12 critical elements, all related to either fiscal responsibilities, such as comparability, maintenance of effort, allocations and rankings, or general state oversight responsibilities. For example, state monitoring of local districts, review and approval of local applications, and complaint resolution processes. 

An example I’d like to talk about, we’re looking at the element that reviews how set-asides are taken at the local district level. And we start with citing the legal requirement for the set-asides. And then we begin by reviewing documentation at the state. 

One is monitoring how districts are implementing these requirements. 

Two, we look at the guidance that the state has provided to local districts on the process for correctly doing these set-asides. 

And then three, we want to look at their process for the review and approval of local applications that include this budget information. 

At the local level, we’re reviewing actual applications and budgets, as evidence that the districts are correctly conducting the set-asides. We’re paying particular attention to the new “No Child Left Behind” requirements related to schools and districts that have been identified for improvement. So, we’re really looking closely at how districts are setting aside funds for choice, supplemental educational services, and professional development. 

We interview district and state staff, and discuss how the process works at both levels. And also, we’re looking at the local level to see how they ensure how their schools are correctly reserving and spending these reserve funds.

Now, we’ll go to Zollie Stevenson. And Zollie, if you could tell us a little bit about the accountability indicators.

Zollie STEVENSON, Group Leader for the Standards Assessment and Accountability Group

Thanks, Chuck. Well, first of all, the Standards Assessment and Accountability Indicators are fairly well known simply because of states having to go through a process for approving accountability system plans during 2003. And I would encourage any local education agency to go to their state’s website, and secure a copy of the accountability system plan for the state, and you’ll find that a lot of the elements that are addressed in the monitoring process were addressed there.

There are actually seven critical elements that we focus on under standards assessment and accountability. However, only three of them actually have LEA, or Local Education Agency components associated with them. 

And so, I want to focus on one of those, which is 1.3. And that critical element focuses on whether the state education agency has approved assessments and alternate assessments in required subject areas and grades, or has an approved time line, or plan for implementation. And this is in line with No Child Left Behind Act, Section1111. Of course, at the state level, we’re concerned about whether there’s an approved state assessment system that meets NCLB requirements. And also, whether the alternate assessments are in place that are to be aligned with that system. 

For the local education agency responsibilities, we are interested in knowing whether the state has shared information with the local education agency, so that they know what they’re supposed to be doing on their end to implement the NCLB requirements. 

And so we look at several things in assessing whether the local education agency is meeting the requirements that the state has indicated that they’re going to meet. First of all, we look for guidance documents and letters that have been provided by the state to the local education agency, that sort of outlines what is expected of them on an annual basis.

You know, the grade levels that they’re expected to administer at this point in time, whether all students are being included that need to be. For instance, students with disabilities, English language learners, the racial-ethnic groups that exist in the school district; and of course, economically disadvantaged students.

Other things that we look at are evidence that students are participating in the state assessments to the extent that they’re supposed to. There’s an expectation in “No Child Left Behind” that a minimum of 95% of children in each of the categories that are required are takers of the state assessment. And it’s by looking at the participation of students in the state assessment, as well as their proficiency, that a school, a district, or a state meets the AYP requirements of NCLB.

In addition, we’re concerned with the extent to which English language learners are being evaluated in terms of their English language proficiency on an annual basis. And one of the things that we would ask the school district to provide us information on is the extent to which they are assessing all the English language learners using the appropriate English language proficiency measure that has been identified by the state, or by the district.

We are also concerned, as I go back to the participation rate issue, with looking at enrollment data. It’s very difficult to know if the number of students who are participating in the assessments, that need to be participating, if we don’t have evidence of what the enrollments are, for those particular populations of students. And so, it’s at the LEA level that we secure that type of information – and we’re able to cross-validate the participation rate using those data.

We’re concerned with exemptions from assessment, and we would ask the LEA to provide us with evidence that almost every child that is enrolled in that district is taking the state test at the appropriate time frame, and at the appropriate grade, including students with disabilities, and English language learners.

And, I guess finally, we are interested in learning from the local education agency the extent to which they are receiving the assessment results, if those results are provided by the state, prior to the beginning of the next school year, so that those assessment data can be used to determine whether schools, and whether the district is meeting the AYP requirements that they need to meet on an annual basis.

Chuck LASTER

Great. Thanks Zollie. Let’s take a little bit of time now and talk about the actual monitoring process itself. I’ll kick it off and talk about the pre-site phase of the visit. And that’s the time during which we’re preparing for our on-site visit.

One of our stated goals in our monitoring process is to collect and analyze as much information as possible about a state prior to our actually going on site. So, we put a great deal of effort into looking at and analyzing state applications, consolidated performance reports, NAEP scores, state websites – any other source of information that will allow us to get a real good understanding of state systems.

This information is collected and maintained in what we’re calling a desk audit process. During this time, we’re also working with the state in establishing the schedule for the week, identifying the districts, and the individual schools that we’d like to visit. The emphasis here is we’re looking to primarily visit schools that have been identified for improvement in districts with moderate to large Title I allocations. 

Fran, can you talk a little bit about schools and districts and what those visits are like?

Fran WALTER

Sure. As you said, we try to work ahead of time with the Title I director to identify districts that will yield really the most information to us about the indicators that we are looking at. And so, as you said, we typically will go to a district that has a large Title I allocation, a large Title I population, and spend a day, generally, in that district.

The common practice for us is to visit not only the district central office staff, but to also spend time going to at least two schools. Again, we, as you said and we say, every time we go on a visit, we’re at the district, so that we can talk to them about what kind of assistance and guidance they are getting from the state. 

So, typically at the district level, we’ll visit with the Title I director, sometimes the superintendent, sometimes any number of central office staff. And we really leave it up to the state Title I coordinator and the district to decide what audience is appropriate for us to have a conversation with. In every district, responsibilities are shared in a variety of ways. And so, we feel it’s more appropriate for the district to decide who should be at the table, than for us to say, we need to see this person, and this person, and this person.

The same thing is true at the school, although we do try to give the school, give the district really, a sense of why we’re visiting a school. We don’t tour classrooms. We don’t shake hands with kids. We really try to go in and talk to the principal, and ideally, to teachers, about what Title I looks like in their building. If they have a school-wide plan, does that school-wide plan really drive the work that they do every day.

If they have been identified for school improvement, what difference has that made? How are they dealing with the requirements in the school improvement plan? And so, a lot of our conversation at the school level really gives us a good sense as what’s the overall direction that the school is getting from the district in terms of its Title I Program.

Chuck LASTER

Thanks Fran. Zollie, can you talk a little bit about the exit conference at the end of the week on site?

Zollie STEVENSON

Yes, Chuck. After spending almost a week in the state, and in the school districts, this is the opportunity for the team that actually has made the visit to have an opportunity to collaborate and to talk about findings, any recommendations that would need to be made, any commendations that would need to go to either the district or to the state, as well as any corrective actions that might need to be addressed by the state. And so there is an opportunity for the team to meet in advance of the visit with the state education agency.

On the morning of the meeting with the state education agency, of course we go in, and we have all the appropriate conversations that take place in advance. We’ve already met everyone. But this is the opportunity to just begin to share what some of the findings are. And of course, they are preliminary at this point, because we still continue to go back and refine what we’ve learned, and collect additional information. 

We also take the opportunity to provide any commendations that we would have for the state. Because we want them to know the positives as well as things that are the areas of concern that have been identified. And we begin the conversation around some of the areas that might need to be addressed that do not appear to be in compliance with NCLB.

Chuck LASTER

Thanks Zollie. As you said, we typically end the week with our visits to the state educational agency where we, one, confirm information that we’ve collected at the local level, and then also do some additional interviews about the state administration of Title I Programs. 

After we return to Washington, we typically make calls to an additional three to five local educational agencies to confirm information that we’ve gathered on site. These additional calls allow us to round out our review of the state’s performance geographically, demographically, and basically widen the pool of data we have collected.

Then we’ll proceed to pull together the information into a monitoring report that will include findings, corrective actions that must be taken, recommendations, and commendations that we want to cite. They’re all framed in those indicator areas that we’ve discussed, and our goal is to get the reports out to the states within 30 business days of our return.

I’d like to close this portion now, by thanking my colleagues, Fran Walter, and Zollie Stevenson for their participation. I’ll be joined next by two practitioners, a state administrator and a local district administrator, who will talk about their experiences with the Title I monitoring earlier this year.
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