North Carolina Department of Public Instruction (NCDPI)

May 19-23, 2008

Scope of Review: A team from the U.S. Department of Education’s (ED) Student Achievement and School Accountability Programs (SASA) office monitored the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction (NCDPI) the week of May 19-23, 2008.  This was a comprehensive review of the NCDPI’s administration of the following programs authorized by the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), as amended by the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB): Title I, Part A; Title I, Part B, Subpart 3; and Title I, Part D.  Also reviewed was Title X, Part C, Subtitle B, of NCLB (also known as the McKinney-Vento Homeless Education Assistance Improvements Act of 2001).  

In conducting this comprehensive review, the ED team carried out a number of major activities.  In reviewing the Part A program, the ED team conducted an analysis of State assessments and State Accountability System Plans, reviewed the effectiveness of the instructional improvement and instructional support measures established by the State to benefit local educational agencies (LEAs) and schools, and reviewed compliance with fiscal and administrative oversight requirements required of the State educational agency (SEA).  During the onsite week, the ED team visited Guilford County School District (GCSD), and Cumberland County School District (CCSD), interviewed administrative staff, and conducted two parent meetings.  The ED team then interviewed NCDPI personnel to confirm data collected in each of the three monitoring indicator areas.  As part of the expanded monitoring for public school choice and supplemental educational services (SES) portion of the review, the ED team reviewed only these requirements in Charlotte Mecklenberg School District (CMSD) and Durham Public Schools (DPS).  The team interviewed LEA and school administrators, parents and SES providers in these additional LEAs.

In its review of the Title I, Part B, Subpart 3 Even Start program, the ED team examined the State’s request for proposals, State Even Start guidance, State indicators of program quality, and the most recent applications and local evaluations for local projects. During the onsite review, the ED team visited local projects and interviewed administrative and instructional staff.  The ED team also interviewed the Even Start State coordinator to confirm information obtained at the local sites and to discuss State administration issues. 

In its review of the Title I, Part D program, the ED team examined the State’s application for funding, procedures and guidance for State agency (SA) applications under Subpart 1 and LEA applications under Subpart 2, technical assistance provided to SAs and LEAs, the State’s oversight and monitoring plan and activities, SA and LEA subgrant plans and local evaluations for projects in the Departments of Corrections (DOC) and Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (DJJDP); and LEA staff of a Part D, Subpart 2 program in Chatham County Schools as well as Three Springs School (a private facility).  The ED team interviewed administrative, program and teaching staff.  The ED team also interviewed the Title I, Part D State coordinator to confirm information obtained at the local sites and discuss administration of the program.

In its review of the Education for Homeless Children and Youth program (Title VII,  Subtitle B, of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act), the ED team examined the State’s procedures and guidance for the identification, enrollment and retention of homeless students, technical assistance provided to LEAs with and without subgrants, the State’s McKinney-Vento application, and LEA applications for subgrants and local evaluations for projects in Guilford County, Forsyth County, Wake County and Johnston County (three LEAs with subgrants and one non-subgrant) Public Schools. The ED team also interviewed the McKinney-Vento State coordinator to confirm information obtained at the local site and discuss administration of the program.

Previous Audit Findings:  

Audit Control Number - 04-04-58080

04-SA-32   The NCDPI did not have a system in place to track the status of the LEA comparability reviews.  The NCDPI reported that the Division of School Improvement (DSI) had developed a tracking instrument and related procedures in order to ensure that comparability documentation “is solicited, transmitted, and maintained”.  The corrective action for this audit required the submission of documentation of implementation of the comparability review process, including the schedule of the desk monitoring of LEAs for this process and the process for issuing guidance and technical assistance to LEAs for corrective action in meeting comparability compliance.

Previous Monitoring Findings:  ED last reviewed Title I, Part A programs in North Carolina in June of 2005.  There were findings in the Title I, Part A program in the areas of report cards, accountability workbook, parent involvement requirements, statewide system of support, school improvement requirements, schoolwide program requirements, audits, allocations, school improvement reservations, and administration  funding.  There were findings in the Title I, Part B Even Start program in the areas of intensive instructional programs, and environments that promote reading readiness.  ED has previously conducted a comprehensive review of the Neglected/Delinquent or Education for Homeless Children and Youth programs in North Carolina during that review.  There were findings in the Neglected/Delinquent program in the areas of monitoring subgrantees for fiscal compliance.  There were findings in the Education for Homeless Children and Youth Programs in the areas of dispute resolutions and compliance with program regulations.

Overview of Public School Choice and SES Implementation

Public School Choice

In addition to visiting CCSD and GCSD as part of the Title I comprehensive review, ED conducted an expanded review of public school choice and SES in two additional LEAs.  For the expanded review, the ED monitoring team visited CMSD and DPS.

The number of students who transferred to another public school under the public school choice provisions of Title I increased slightly over the past three school years in North Carolina from 89 students in the 2005-2006 school year (SY) to 222 students in the 2007-2008 school year.  Also, the number of schools required to offer public school choice under Title I statewide increased from 158 in SY 2005-2006 to 455 in SY 2007-2008.

In DPS there were 2,665 students eligible for choice in SY 2005-2006, 4,374 in SY 2006-2007, and 6,256 in SY 2007-2008. Among eligible students, 50 students transferred under the public school choice provision in SY 2005-2006, 57 in SY 2006-2007, and 62 in SY 2007-2008.  DPS encourages participation in SES through vendor fairs, CONNECT-ED -automated telephone system, SES school liaisons, and other means of communication with parents.

The NCDPI has developed guidance on the implementation of public school choice as well as templates for parent notification letters that are available to all districts in the State.  Also, the NCDPI has offered workshops and training opportunities on the provisions of public school choice.

Supplemental Educational Services (SES)

The NCDPI reported 59,033 schools were required to offer SES in the 2006-2007 school year as a result of their improvement status.  Of the 59,033 students eligible to receive SES, 8,293 students participated in SES during SY2006-2007.  SES statewide data for SY 2007-2008 were not available during the week of the onsite review.

In CMSD, 4,217 students were eligible for SES in SY 2005-2006, 5961 in SY 2006-2007, and 8,132 in SY 2007-2008.  Among eligible students, 339 participated in SES in SY 2005-2006, 1124 in SY 2006-2007, and 2348 in SY 2007-2008.  The overall number of students participating in SES in CMSD increased from 339 to 2348 over a three year period.

In DPS, 2,300 students were eligible for SES in SY 2005-2006, 4,374 in SY 2006-2007, and 6,768 in SY 2007-2008.  Among eligible students, 716 participated in SES in SY 2005-2006, 1,172 in SY 2006-2007, and 1,242 in SY 2007-2008.  The overall number of students participating in SES in DPS increased marginally from 716 to 1,242 over a three year period.

Through a structured application and review process, the NCDPI approves its SES providers.  Information about SES providers is posted on the NCDPI’s website.  The NCDPI provides its LEAs and approved providers with guidance on implementing SES and strategies for communicating with parents.

Interviews with parents, LEA staff, and SES providers indicated that the following strategies and activities worked well in administering SES implementation in North Carolina: (1) multiple vendor fairs (expressed by several parents); (2) parent liaisons at schools to assist parents in understanding SES; and (3) the convenience of providing services in a variety of locations, such as schools, libraries, and community centers.  

Overarching Requirement – SEA Monitoring

A State’s ability to fully and effectively implement the requirements of NCLB is directly related to the extent to which it is able to regularly monitor its LEAs and provide quality technical assistance based on identified needs.  This principle applies across all Federal programs under NCLB.  

Federal law does not specify the particular method or frequency with which States must monitor their grantees, and States have a great deal of flexibility in designing their monitoring systems.  Whatever process is used, it is expected that States have mechanisms in place sufficient to ensure that States are able to collect and review critical implementation data with the frequency and intensity required to ensure effective (and fully compliant) programs under NCLB.  Such a process should promote quality instruction and lead to achievement of the proficient or advanced level on State standards by all students.

Status:

Finding:  The NCDPI’s procedures for monitoring its LEAs were insufficient to ensure that LEAs were operating in compliance with all ESEA requirements related to the Title I programs reviewed by ED.   During the onsite review, the ED team learned that staff changes had a significant impact on monitoring the implementation of the Title I programs reviewed by ED.  Staff changes resulted in the absence of or limited monitoring in significant program areas such as the statewide system of support, school improvement, carryover and waiver requests, school improvement funding, and private schools.  Fiscal and/or program requirements were not monitored for compliance in the State in its Neglected/Delinquent and McKinney-Vento Homeless Education Programs.  Since the ED team identified a number of areas in the LEAs where the NCDPI did not ensure compliance with the requirements of programs reviewed, the ED team concluded that the NCDPI’s current procedures for monitoring its grantees were insufficient to ensure compliance with Title I requirements.  

Citation:  Section 80.40 of the Education Department General Administrative Regulations (EDGAR) states that grantees must monitor grant and subgrant activities to ensure compliance with applicable Federal requirements.  

Section 9304 (a) of the ESEA states that the SEA must ensure that (1) programs authorized under ESEA are administered in accordance with all applicable statutes, regulations, program plans, and applications; and (2) the State will use fiscal control and funds accounting procedures that will ensure the proper disbursement of and accounting for Federal funds.  

Section 722(g)(2) of the ESEA specifies that State plans for the education of homeless children and youth requires the State to ensure that LEAs will comply with the requirements of the McKinney-Vento statute.  

Further action required:  The NCDPI must ensure that it has an effective method to monitor for compliance with all requirements of Title I, Parts A, B, and D and the McKinney-Vento Homeless Education Programs, including procedures to identify and correct issues of noncompliance.  The NCDPI can utilize its onsite monitoring procedures, LEA application review and approval process or some other mechanism for this purpose.  

Recommendation:  During the onsite review, ED staff was informed that the NCDPI was in the process of developing a revised monitoring process that would involve a number of education programs, both within and outside of NCLB.  As this process moves toward full implementation, the NCDPI should work carefully to ensure that all costs associated with the development and implementation of such a consolidated monitoring process is shared proportionately among the participating programs.  

Title I, Part A

Summary of Monitoring Indicators

	Monitoring Area 1, Title I, Part A:  Accountability

	Indicator Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

	1.1
	SEA has approved system of academic content standards, academic achievement standards and assessments (including alternate assessments) for all required subjects and grades, or has an approved timeline for developing them. 
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	1.2
	The SEA has implemented all required components as identified in its accountability workbook.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	1.3
	The SEA has published an annual report card as required and an Annual Report to the Secretary. 
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	1.4
	The SEA has ensured that LEAs have published annual report cards as required.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	1.5
	The SEA indicates how funds received under Grants for State Assessments and related activities (Section 6111) will be or have been used to meet the 2005-06 and 2007-08 assessment requirements of NCLB.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	1.6
	The SEA ensures that LEAs meet all requirements for identifying and assessing the academic achievement of limited English proficient students.
	Met Requirements
	N/A


	Monitoring Area 2, Title I, Part A:  Program Improvement, Parental Involvement and Options

	Indicator

Number
	Description


	Status
	Page

	2.1
	The SEA has developed procedures to ensure the hiring and retention of qualified paraprofessionals.
	Finding
	8

	2.2
	The SEA has established a statewide system of support that provides, or provides for, technical assistance to LEAs and schools as required.
	Finding
	9

	2.3
	The SEA ensures that LEAs and schools meet parental involvement requirements.
	Findings
	10

	2.4
	The SEA ensures that LEAs and schools identified for improvement, corrective action, or restructuring have met the requirements of being so identified.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	2.5
	The SEA ensures that requirements for public school choice are met.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	2.6
	The SEA ensures that requirements for the provision of supplemental educational services (SES) are met.
	Met Requirements

Recommendation
	11

	2.7
	The SEA ensures that LEAs and schools develop schoolwide programs that use the flexibility provided to them by the statute to improve the academic achievement of all students in the school.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	2.8
	The SEA ensures that LEA targeted assistance programs meet all requirements.
	Met Requirements
	N/A


Title I, Part A:   Program Improvement, Parental Involvement and Options
Indicator 2.1 - The SEA has developed procedures to ensure the hiring and retention of qualified paraprofessionals.

Finding:  The NCDPI has not ensured that all of its paraprofessionals meet the highly qualified requirements.  The NCDPI does not have current data to verify that each new and existing paraprofessional meet the highly qualified requirement.  During the onsite review, the NCDPI staff stated that the data kept on paraprofessionals are self-reported and that there is no system in place to ensure that all paraprofessionals meet the highly qualified requirements.

Citation:  Section 1119(c)(1) of the ESEA requires each LEA receiving assistance under Title I to ensure that all paraprofessionals hired after the date of enactment of NCLB and working in a program supported by Title I funds shall have A) completed at least two years of study at an institution of higher education; B) obtained an associate’s (or higher) degree; or (C) met a rigorous standard of quality and can demonstrate through a formal State or local academic assessment knowledge of and the ability to assist in instructing reading, writing and mathematics, reading readiness, writing readiness or mathematics readiness, as appropriate.

Further action required:  The NCDPI must review the status of paraprofessionals that worked in programs supported by Title I funds during SY 2007-2008 and report to ED the total number of paraprofessionals who were required to meet the qualification requirements but did not do so.  The NCDPI must also submit to ED a plan indicating the steps it will take to ensure that all paraprofessionals employed in North Carolina supported by Title I funds meet the qualification requirements for 2008-2009 school year.  Further, the plan must indicate how the NCDPI will ensure that paraprofessionals who do not meet the qualification requirements will not be working in a program supported with Title I funds as of the first day of the 2008-2009 school year. 

Indicator 2.2 - The SEA has established a statewide system of support that provides for technical assistance to LEAs and schools as required.  

Finding:  Although the NCDPI has a plan it will be piloting, it has not yet implemented a statewide system of support that meets the requirements of section 1117 of the ESEA.

A review of the NCDPI’s evidence of its statewide system of support indicates that there is no organized structure for delivering technical assistance to schools and LEAs in need of improvement.  Interviews with LEA and school staff consistently confirm that LEAs and schools in improvement status received very little direct support from the NCDPI.  The NCDPI highlighted several components of the “Turnaround Schools Program” initiative as the service model for their statewide system of support; however, the NCDPI failed to demonstrate how this model ensures that schools and LEAs in improvement status receive assistance directly related to their improvement status, and that this assistance is provided utilizing the support team functions as required by statute.

Citation:  Section 1117(a) of the ESEA requires each State to establish a “statewide system of intensive and sustained support and improvement” for LEAs and schools receiving Title I funds to increase the opportunity for all students to meet the State's academic content and achievement standards.  The system of support must be centered around a network of school support teams, distinguished educators, and other technical assistance such as institutions of higher education, regional comprehensive centers, or private providers of scientifically based technical assistance.  The priorities of this system of support are first to serve schools subject to corrective action; second provide support and assistance to other LEAs with schools identified as in need of improvement; and third provide support and assistance to other LEAs and schools participating in Title I that need support and assistance.  Section 1117(a)(5)(A) of the ESEA requires that support teams include individuals who are knowledgeable about scientifically based research and its potential for improving teaching and learning and about successful schoolwide projects, school reform, and improving educational opportunities for low-achieving students.  Section 1117(a)(5)(B) of the ESEA lists the tasks that each school support team must perform.

Further action required:  The NCDPI must provide ED with a detailed plan and timeline for how it will fully implement its statewide system of intensive and sustained support and improvement.  At a minimum, this plan must include the following descriptions:  

1. How the NCDPI will organize all three elements of the system of support (i.e., school support teams, distinguished educators, and other types of assistance, including any technical assistance from the NCDPI staff and/or assistance from regional centers);

2. The roles and responsibilities of each element consistent with the requirements of section 1117(a) of the ESEA; 
3. How the NCDPI will use funds it reserves under sections 1003(a) and 1004(a) of the ESEA to establish and carry out the system of school support;
4. How the NCDPI will coordinate the functions and activities of the school support system across the various program offices within the NCDPI, and how the NCDPI will oversee its implementation, evaluation, and refinement; 

5. How LEAs and schools will know about, and have access to, the system; and

6. How the SEA will ensure its LEAs understand the various services provided through the statewide system of support, as well as how they can access these services.

The NCDPI also must provide evidence that the plan is being implemented.

Indicator 2.3 - The SEA ensures that LEAs and schools meet parental involvement requirements.

Finding (1):  The NCDPI has not ensured that its LEAs meet parent notification requirements.  For example, Choice letters for schools in DPS, CMSD, and Hope Charter School did not include one or more of the following required components: identification of schools to which a student may transfer; information on the academic achievement of those schools or a comparison to the student’s current school; a statement that transportation would be provided; and a description of how parents can be involved in addressing the academic issues that led to the school being identified for improvement.  Further, in CMSD and DPS, parent Choice letters did not include a clear statement that indicated transportation was free.

Citation:  Section 1116(b)(6) of the ESEA requires LEAs to promptly provide parents with  an explanation of the identification of their child’s school that includes (1) how the school compares academically to other schools in the LEA and the State, (2) why the school has been identified, (3) what the school is doing to address the achievement problem, (4) what the LEA and State educational agency (SEA) are doing to help the school to address the achievement problem,  (5) how parents can be involved in addressing the achievement problem, and (6) parents’ options to transfer their child to another school, and, if applicable, obtain SES.   

Further action required:  The NCDPI must provide ED with a detailed plan with a timeline for implementation describing how it will ensure that its LEAs with schools in improvement, corrective action or restructuring send out parent notices that include all of the required components.  The plan must address how technical assistance will be provided and how the NCDPI will monitor to ensure that letters contain all the required information and are sent according to applicable timelines. The NCDPI must provide ED with a copy of the revised parent notification letters for CMSD, DPS and Hope Charter School and also provide ED with evidence that the plan has been implemented.

Finding (2):  The NCDPI did not ensure that GCSD, DPS, and CCSD inform parents and organizations from GCSD, DPS, and CCSD of the existence and purpose of the Parent Information Resource Center (PIRC).  During the onsite review, it was observed that CMSD was well informed about the PIRC; however, DPS, CCSD and GCSD were not familiar with the PIRC as a resource that provides parents, schools and organizations working with families with training, information, and technical assistance to understand how children develop and what they need to succeed in school.

Citation:  Section 1118 (g) of the ESEA requires a State where a parent information and resource center is established to provide training, information, and support to parents and individuals who work with local parents, local educational agencies, and school receiving assistance under this part, each local educational agency or school that receives assistance under this part and is located in the State shall assist parents and parent organizations by informing such parents and organizations of the existence and purpose of such centers.

Further action required: The NCDPI must provide ED with a detailed plan and timeline for implementation describing how it will ensure that all of its LEAs know about the PIRC and the services it provides and that LEAS are informing parents and parent organizations about the existence and purpose of the PIRC.  The NCDPI must also provide ED with evidence that the plan has been implemented.

Indicator 2.6 -The SEA ensures that requirements for the provision of supplemental educational services (SES) are met.

Recommendation: The ED team recommends that the NCDPI work with its LEAs to ensure that SES notice and enrollment procedures are carried out in a manner that does not inadvertently stigmatize parents seeking to enroll their children in SES.  For example, LEAs may want to include information about SES only in those notices of a school’s improvement status going to parents of students eligible for SES.  Parents in DPS reported notice and enrollment procedures were conducted in a manner that made it known which children were from low-income families.  This may have unintentionally reduced the number of parents who enrolled their children in SES as some parents were concerned that if they signed up for SES their income levels would be publicly known. 

	Monitoring Area 3, Title I, Part A:  Fiduciary Responsibilities

	Indicator Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

	3.1
	SEA complies with:  (1) The procedures for adjusting ED-determined allocations outlined in sections 200.70 – 200.75 of the regulations; (2) The procedures for reserving funds for school improvement, State administration, and (where applicable) the State Academic Achievement Awards program; and (3) The reallocation and carryover provisions in section 1126(c) and 1127 of Title I statute.
	Findings
	13

	3.2
	SEA ensures that its LEAs comply with the provision for submitting an annual application to the SEA and revising LEA plans as necessary to reflect substantial changes in the direction of the program.
	Met Requirements

Recommendation
	14

	3.3
	SEA ensures that all its LEAs comply with the requirements in section 1113 of the Title I Statute and sections 200.77 and 200.78 of the regulations with regard to (1) Reserving funds for the various set-asides either required or allowed under the statute, and (2) Allocating funds to eligible school attendance areas or schools in rank order of poverty based on the number of children from low-income families who reside in an eligible attendance area.
	Met Requirements

Recommendation
	15

	3.4
	· SEA complies with the maintenance of effort (MOE) provisions of Title I.

· SEA ensures that its LEAs comply with the comparability provisions of Title I.

· SEA ensures that Title I funds are used only to supplement or increase non-Federal sources used for the education of participating children and do not supplant funds from non-Federal sources.
	Met Requirements

Recommendation
	15

	3.5
	 SEA ensures that its LEAs comply with all the auditee responsibilities specified in Subpart C, section 300(a) through (f) of OMB Circular A-133.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	3.6
	SEA ensures that its LEAs comply with requirements regarding services to eligible private school children, their teachers and families.
	Findings


	15

	3.7
	SEA complies with the requirement for implementing a system for ensuring prompt resolution of complaints.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	3.8
	SEA complies with the requirement to establish a Committee of Practitioners and involves the committee in decision-making as required.
	Met Requirements
	N/A


Title I, Part A:  Fiduciary Responsibilities
Indicator 3.1 - SEA complies with—

(1) The procedures for adjusting ED-determined allocations outlined in sections 200.70 – 200.75 of the regulations.

(2) The procedures for reserving funds for school improvement, State administration, and (where applicable) the State Academic Achievement Awards program.

(3) The reallocation and carryover provisions in section 1126(c) and 1127 of Title I 

statute.

Finding (1):
The NCDPI did not ensure that its LEAs distributed funds under section 1003(a) of the ESEA in accordance with the method used by the NCDPI.   Officials in CCSD used a method based on need and it is unclear whether the officials in CCSD distributed funds in accordance with the NCDPI’s method of allocating funds under section 1003(a) of the ESEA.

Citation:  Section 1003(a) of the ESEA addresses State reservations for school improvement and for carrying out the State’s responsibilities under sections 1116 and 1117 of the ESEA.  Section 1003(b) of the ESEA and the SEA’s statewide system of technical assistance and support for LEAs specifies the uses of these reserved funds.  Section 1003(c) of the ESEA addresses the three priorities for allocating funds.  Section 1003(d) of the ESEA states how unused funds are to be allocated to LEAs.

Further action required:  The NCDPI must ensure that all LEAs comply with North Carolina’s approved amendment of its Consolidated Application regarding the requirements set forth for LEAs to receive Section 1003 (a) funds.  The NCDPI must provide evidence to ED of CCSD’s compliance and ensure that all LEAs comply with the section 1003 (a) requirements set forth in North Carolina’s approved amendment of its Consolidated Application.

Finding (2): The NCDPI did not ensure that its LEAs received waivers for excess carryover in accordance with the requirement of NCLB.  Officials in GCSD received a waiver for excessive carryover amounts above the 15 percent cap for 2005-2006 and the 2007-2008 school years; however, waivers for excessive carryover are only allowed once every three years.  

Citation:  Section 1127(a) of the ESEA limits the amount of Title I, Part A funds an LEA may carry over from one fiscal year’s allocation to not more than 15 percent of the total Title I, Part A funds allocated to the LEA for that fiscal year. 

Unless it grants the LEA a waiver of the carryover limitation, an SEA must reduce that LEA’s allocation by the exact amount it exceeds its 15 percent carryover limitation.  Section 1127(b) of the ESEA provides that an SEA may, once every three years, waive the 15 percent carryover limitation if the SEA determines that the request by an LEA is reasonable and necessary.

Further action required:  The NCDPI must revise its carryover procedures and its method of tracking carryover waivers.  The NCDPI must  require its LEAs to provide a description of the reasons why the 15 percent carryover limit was exceeded and the specific actions that it will take to bring the excess carryover below the 15 percent maximum.  The description should include the specific activities to be carried out and the maximum amount of funds to be expended for each activity.  The NCDPI must provide ED with a copy of the revised carryover procedures to LEAs, its method of tracking waivers, its staff member responsible for tracking waivers, and its guidance to its LEAs regarding carryover and waiver.  

Finding (3):  The NCDPI did not ensure that its LEAs complied with the carryover provision under the ESEA.  Officials in GCSD stated that the excess carryover funds consisted of LEA improvement funds; however, officials at the NCDPI were not clear of the source of the carryover funds (whether they resulted from LEA improvement funds or other Title I, Part A funding).  

Citation:  Section 1127(a) of the ESEA limits the amount of Title I, Part A funds an LEA may carry over from one fiscal year’s allocation to not more than 15 percent of the total Title I, Part A funds allocated to the LEA for that fiscal year. 

Unless it grants the LEA a waiver of the carryover limitation, an SEA must reduce that LEA’s allocation by the exact amount it exceeds its 15 percent carryover limitation.  Section 1127(b) of the ESEA provides that an SEA may, once every three years, waive the 15 percent carryover limitation if the SEA determines that the request of an LEA is reasonable and necessary.

Further action required:  The NCDPI must provide evidence to ED of the source of GCSD’s excess carryover for the 2006-2007 school year.  If the source of carryover funding was not LEA or school improvement funding, the NCDPI must ensure that GCSD calculates and provides an equitable share to the participating private schools. 

Indicator 3.2 - SEA ensures that its LEAs comply with the provision for submitting an annual application to the SEA and revising LEA plans as necessary to reflect substantial changes in the direction of the program

Recommendation:  The ED team recommends that the NCDPI should use a web-based application system with error alerts for its LEAs to use during the application process.  This type of system will help with monitoring the LEAs and it may minimize errors in Title I fiscal and program requirements.  This system will also assist the NCDPI with monitoring LEA compliance with the ESEA.  

Indicator 3.3 - SEA ensures that all its LEAs comply with the requirements in section 1113 of the Title I Statute and sections 200.77 and 200.78 of the regulations with regard to (1) Reserving funds for the various set-asides either required or allowed under the statute, and (2) Allocating funds to eligible school attendance areas or schools in rank order of poverty based on the number of children from low-income families who reside in an eligible attendance area.

Recommendation:   The ED team recommends that the NCDPI should provide the per-pupil funding cap to its LEAs so that the LEAs use the correct per-pupil funding for SES and errors are minimized or eliminated.  .  

Indicator 3.4 - SEA complies with the maintenance of effort (MOE)  provisions of Title I.  SEA ensures that its LEAs comply with the comparability provisions of Title I.  SEA ensures that Title I funds are used only to supplement or increase non-Federal sources used for the education of participating children and do not supplant funds from non-Federal sources.

Recommendation:   The ED team recommends that the NCDPI should strengthen its Personnel Activity Report requirements for reporting time and effort reports for split-funded activities.  The NCDPI should use a method that allows it to monitor and match activities performed to the appropriate funding source

Indicator 3.6 - SEA ensures that its LEAs comply with requirements regarding services to eligible private school children, their teachers and families.
Finding (1):  The NCDPI did not ensure that its LEAs establish Title I instructional programs resulting from consultation with the LEAs and the private school officials.  
LEA and private school officials in GCSD and CCSD did not have Title I instructional programs established.  They had communication between the LEAs and private school officials and the purchase of materials for the private schools.   

Citation:  Sections 1120(b)(1)of the ESEA, and sections 200.63(b)(2), (3), and (4) of the Title I regulations require an LEA to consult with appropriate officials from private schools during the design and development of the LEA’s program for eligible private school students on issues such as:

(A) how the children’s needs will be identified;

(B) what services will be offered;

(C) how, where, and by whom the services will be provided;

(D) how the services will be academically assessed and how the results of that assessment will be used to improve those services;

(E) the size and scope of the equitable services to be provided to the eligible private school children, and the proportion of funds that is allocated under subsection (a)(4) for such services;

(F) the method or sources of data that are used under subsection (c) and section 1113(c)(1) of the ESEA to determine the number of children from low-income families in participating school attendance areas who attend private schools;

(G) how and when the agency will make decisions about the delivery of services to such children, including a thorough consideration and analysis of the views of the private school officials on the provision of services through a contract with potential third-party providers; and

(H) how, if the agency disagrees with the views of the private school officials on the provision of services through a contract, the local educational agency will provide in writing to such private school officials an analysis of the reasons why the local educational agency has chosen not to use a contractor.

Further action required:   The NCDPI must provide evidence of the following to ED:

· The establishment of Title I programs in the private schools resulting from consultation in GCSD and CCSD;

· Its guidance to all of its LEAs of the consultation and program requirements;

· Its plan to monitor these requirements; and 

· Affirmation forms of the consultation between GCSD CCSD and the participating private school officials pursuant to section 200.63(e)(1)of the Title I regulations.

Finding (2) The NCDPI did not ensure that its LEAs maintained control of equipment purchased with Title I funds for the private schools.  It is unclear whether Title I students were the only students who used Title I equipment in the private schools in GCSD and CCSD.  

Citation: Section 1120(d)(1) of the ESEA requires that the LEA maintain control of the Title I funds, materials, equipment and property.  State and local government requirements for equipment are set forth in section 80.32(d) of the Education Department General Administrative Regulations (EDGAR), which requires development of a control system in order to ensure adequate safeguards, and prevent loss, damage, or theft of the property.  These controls are essential given that the property is located in space at private school sites and there can be misuse of the equipment and property by the private school officials if improperly labeled.  The LEA is required under section 1120(d)(1) of the ESEA to maintain control of all property purchased with Title I funds.  

Further action required:  The NCDPI must ensure that LEAs maintain control of any supplies, materials or equipment purchased with Title I funds.  The Title I equipment should be provided for the sole use of the Title I-funded staff and Title I students to support the Title I services being provided to participating Title I students. The NCDPI must ensure that only the Title I participating students are using the equipment purchased with Title I funds.  The NCDPI must provide guidance to GCSD, CCSD, and all of its LEAs regarding this requirement and provide evidence of this guidance to ED.  The NCDPI must also submit its plan to monitor this requirement to ED.   

Finding (3):  The NCDPI did not ensure that Title I students participating in the Title I program were selected using multiple objective criteria and that the students were ranked and served.  Additionally, the Title I program in the private schools must be evaluated.  
Citation:  Section 200.62(b)(1) of the Title I regulations require that, to be eligible for Title I services, a private school student must reside in a participating public school attendance area and meet the requirements in section 1115(b) of the ESEA which requires the LEA to use multiple, educationally related, objective criteria in selecting children to participate in the Title I program.

Further action required:  The NCDPI must provide ED with evidence that it has provided guidance on the selection of private school students to its LEAs serving private school students.  The NCDPI must provide ED with a detailed description of how and when it informed its LEAs of this requirement.  This documentation may include letters to LEAs or agendas for technical assistance meetings.  The NCDPI must also provide ED with a description of its plan on how it monitors this requirement.   

Summary of Title I, Part B, Subpart 3 (Even Start)

Monitoring Indicators
	Monitoring Area 1, Title I, Part B, Subpart 3:  Accountability

	Indicator Number
	Description
	Status
	Page      

	1.1
	The SEA complies with the subgrant award requirements.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	1.2
	The SEA requires applicants to submit applications for subgrants with the necessary documentation.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	1.3
	In making non-competitive continuation awards, the SEA reviews the progress of each subgrantee in meeting the objectives of the program and evaluates the program based on the indicators of program quality, and refuses to award subgrant funds to an eligible entity if the agency finds that the entity has not sufficiently improved the performance of the program.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	1.4
	The SEA develops indicators of program quality for Even Start programs, and uses the Indicators to monitor, evaluate, and improve projects within the State.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	1.5
	The SEA ensures that projects provide for an independent local evaluation of the program that is used for program improvement.
	Met Requirements

Recommendation
	18

	1.6
	The SEA reports to ED in a timely manner using the required performance measures and ensures that local projects are assessing the progress of their participants using those measures.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	1.7
	The SEA ensures compliance with all Even Start program requirements.
	Met Requirements
	N/A


Title I, Part B, Subpart 3:  Accountability

Indicator 1.5 - The SEA ensures that projects provide for an independent local evaluation of the program that is used for program improvement. 
Recommendation:  The ED team recommends that the NCDPI revise the method of reviewing and providing feedback on local evaluations to ensure that programs receive a consistent message about the expectations for, and the use of evaluation data for continuous program improvement. The current system of reviewing and providing feedback to programs concerning the local independent evaluations is not consistent with the guidance that the NCDPI has provided to the programs (2003 guidance document, administrator training, RMC Local Evaluation Training).  

	Monitoring Area 2, Title I, Part B, Subpart 3:  Program Support

	Indicator Number 
	Description
	Status
	Page

	2.1
	The SEA uses funds to provide technical assistance to local projects to improve the quality of Even Start family literacy services and comply with State indicators of program quality.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	2.2
	Each program assisted shall include the identification and recruitment of eligible families.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	2.3
	Each program assisted shall implement all 15 program elements.
	Met Requirements

Recommendation
	20

	2.4
	The SEA ensures that all families receiving services participate in all four core instructional services.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	2.5
	The local programs shall use high-quality instructional programs based on scientifically based reading research (SBRR) for children and adults.
	Met Requirements
	N/A


Title I, Part B, Subpart 3:  Program Support

Indicator 2.3 - Each program assisted shall implement all 15 program elements.

Recommendation:   The ED team recommends that the NCDPI ensure that local programs have documentation of program coordination efforts and agreements and that this documentation reflects current program activities.  Although both projects visited receive significant contributions from partner and community agencies and described how they were coordinating project activities with other programs, documentation of collaborative efforts and agreements were either not current or not readily available.  

	Monitoring Area 3, Title I Part B, Subpart 3:  SEA Fiduciary Responsibilities

	Indicator Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

	3.1
	The SEA complies with the allocation requirements for State administration and technical assistance and award of subgrants.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	3.2
	The SEA ensures that subgrantees comply with statutory and regulatory requirements on uses of funds and matching.
	Met Requirements


	N/A

	3.3
	The SEA complies with the cross-cutting maintenance of effort provisions.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	3.4
	The SEA ensures that grantees comply with requirements with regard to services for eligible private school children, their teachers, and their families.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	3.5
	The SEA has a system for ensuring fair and prompt resolution of complaints and appropriate hearing procedures.
	Met Requirements
	N/A


Title I, Part D

 Summary of Monitoring Indicators

	Neglected, Delinquent or At-Risk of Dropping-Out Program

	Indicator

Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

	1.1
	The SEA has implemented all required components as identified in its Title I, Part D (N/D) plan.
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	1.2
	The SEA ensures that State agency (SA) plans for services to eligible N/D students meet all requirements.
	Finding
	22

	1.3
	The SEA ensures that local educational agency (LEA) plans for services to eligible N/D students meet all requirements.
	Met Requirements

Recommendation
	23

	2.1
	The SEA ensures that institution-wide programs developed by the SA under Subpart 1 use the flexibility provided to them by law to improve the academic achievement of all students in the school.
	Finding
	23

	3.1
	The SEA ensures each SA has reserved not less than 15 percent and not more than 30 percent of the amount it receives under Subpart 1 for transition services.
	Finding

Recommendation
	23

	3.2
	The SEA conducts monitoring of its subgrantees sufficient to ensure compliance with Title I, Part D program requirements.
	Finding

Recommendation
	24


Indicator 1.2 - The SEA ensures the SA plans for services to eligible N/D students meet all requirements.

Finding:  The NCDPI has not ensured that an educational transition coordinator has been designated for every facility served by Title I, Part D, Subpart 1 funds. 

Citation:  Section 1414(c)(11) of the ESEA states that a State agency that applies for

Part D funds must submit an application to the SEA that designates an individual in each correctional facility or institution for neglected or delinquent children and youth responsible for issues relating to the transition of children and youth from a facility or institution to locally operated programs.

Further action required:  The NCDPI must designate and submit to ED the names of the transition coordinators at each correctional facility or institution served by Title I, Part D, Subpart 1 funds. 

Indicator 1.3 - The SEA ensures that LEA plans for services to eligible N/D students meet all requirements. 

Recommendation:  The ED team recommends that the NCDPI invite more LEAs with neglected facilities and programs served through the Title I, Part A reservation to apply for Title I, Part D funds. Only three LEAs have a Subpart 2 grant with a per pupil expenditure of $5,000-$6,000 (based on N/D child counts) and that is projected to decrease to two LEAs for school year 2008-2009 with an even higher per pupil expenditure. The NCDPI should consider awarding Title I, Part D, Subpart 2 subgrants to LEAs with significant neglected child counts.

Indicator 2.1 - The SEA ensures that institution-wide programs developed by the SA under Subpart 1 use the flexibility provided to them by law to improve the academic achievement of all students in the school.

Finding:  The NCDPI has not approved comprehensive institution-wide project plans for each facility served by Title I, Part D, Subpart 1 funds through DJJDP, which claimed that each of those facilities runs an institution-wide program. DJJDP submitted one institution-wide project application for the twelve programs at five Youth Development Centers and seven camps, but each of those programs needs to prepare a separate institution-wide project plan for NCDPI approval. 

Citation:  Section 1416 of the ESEA states that a State agency may use Title I, Part D funds to serve all children in, and upgrade the entire educational effort of, an institution or program if the State agency has developed, and the SEA has approved, a comprehensive plan for that institution or program.

Further action required – The NCDPI must submit to ED comprehensive plans for each institution-wide project that meets the eight elements outlined in section 1416 of the ESEA after they are approved.

Indicator 3.1 - The SEA ensures that each SA has reserved not less than 15 percent and not more than 30 percent of the amount it receives under Subpart 1 for transition services. 

Finding:  The NCDPI has not ensured that the DJJDP has reserved the required amount for transition services in the budget for their 2007-2008 Title I, Part D, Subpart 1 application.  The exact amount and which budget items covered transition services were unclear in the budget and application narrative during the State agency interview. 

Citation:  Section 1418 of the ESEA states that each State agency shall reserve not less than 15 percent and not more than 30 percent of the amount such agency receives under this subpart for any fiscal year.

Further action required:  The NCDPI must submit to ED the exact percentage of the DJJDP subgrant that was reserved for transition services in 2007-2008 with sufficient detail in the budget and narrative to account for how this reservation is being used.

Recommendation:  The ED team recommends that the NCDPI include on its State Agency applications a section for the budget breakdown for each facility or program served by Title I, Part D, Subpart 1 funds.  For institution-wide projects, section 1416 (5) of the ESEA states that the comprehensive plan for each institution-wide project “specifically describes how such funds will be used.” Some budget items will be agency-wide but those that are facility-specific should be accounted for in more detail on the State Agency application. This information can also guide the process of selecting Subpart 1 facilities for monitoring.

Indicator 3.2 - The SEA conducts monitoring of its subgrantees sufficient to ensure compliance with Title I, Part D requirements.

Finding:  The NCDPI has not ensured that all of its subgrantees are monitored sufficiently for compliance with Title I, Part D requirements. The NCDPI had only one monitoring report of a facility with a Subpart 1 program in the past two years and did not provide a schedule to monitor all Subpart 1 programs in a timely manner.

Citation:  Section 1414 of the ESEA contains assurances that that programs assisted under Title I, Part D will be carried out in accordance with the State plan.  Additionally, the SEA is required to ensure that the State agencies and local educational agencies receiving Part D subgrants comply with all applicable statutory and regulatory requirements.  Furthermore, section 1426 of the SEA requires to hold LEAs accountable for demonstrating student progress in identified areas.  Finally, section 9304(a) of the ESEA requires that the SEA ensure that programs authorized under the ESEA are administered with all applicable statutes, regulations, program plans and applications.
Further action required:  The NCDPI must submit to ED a schedule of when it will (1) implement a monitoring process for all State Agency sites served by Title I, Part D, Subpart 1 funds, and (2) at least two examples of Subpart 1 monitoring by the SEA in the 2008-2009 school year. 

Recommendation:  The ED team recommends that the NCDPI create an annual program evaluation form that refers to the last year’s program targets and performance data to accompany or be included in the annual grant application or submission of Consolidated State Performance Report data from each state agency or LEA. Although the ED team observed that some internal and external educational program evaluations were conducted for both SAs and the Subpart 2 program at a local facility, it appeared that not one has used the data collected specifically to evaluate the Title I, Part D program.  

McKinney-Vento Homeless Education Program

Summary of Monitoring Indicators

	McKinney-Vento Homeless Education Program

	Indicator Number
	Description
	Status
	Page

	Indicator 1.1
	The SEA collects and reports to ED assessment data from LEAs on the educational needs of homeless children and youth.  
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	Indicator 2.1
	The SEA implements procedures to address the identification, enrollment and retention of homeless students.
	Findings


	25

	Indicator 2.2
	The SEA provides, or provides for, technical assistance for LEAs to ensure appropriate implementation of the statute.
	Met Requirements

Recommendation
	26

	Indicator 3.1
	The SEA ensures that LEA subgrant plans for services to eligible homeless students meet all requirements.
	Finding


	    26

	Indicator 3.2
	The SEA ensures that the LEA complies with providing comparable Title I, Part A services to homeless students attending non-Title I schools.
	Met Requirements

Recommendation
	27

	Indicator 3.3
	The SEA has a system for ensuring the prompt resolution of disputes. 
	Met Requirements
	N/A

	Indicator 3.4
	The SEA conducts monitoring of LEAs with and without subgrants, sufficient to ensure compliance with McKinney-Vento program requirements.
	Finding

Recommendation
	27


Indicator 2.1 - The SEA implements procedures to address the identification, enrollment and retention of homeless students. 

Finding (1):  The NCDPI has not ensured that the SEA administrative state-activity funds from the EHCY grant have been applied appropriately for purposes directly related to serving homeless children and youth. In the 2007-2008 fiscal year alone, over $350,000 has gone to a contract with North Carolina State University for a pilot program on child-family teams as part of Response to Intervention that has an unknown impact on the needs of all homeless students throughout North Carolina. 

Citation:  Attachment C (3) of the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular 

A-87, which contains government-wide cost principles that apply to State, Local, and Indian Tribal Governments, requires that a cost be allocable to a particular cost objective if the goods or services involved are chargeable or assignable to such cost objective in accordance with relative benefits received. Costs assignable and chargeable to the McKinney-Vento state activity fund should directly benefit the identification, enrollment and retention of all homeless students throughout the State. 

Further action required:  The NCDPI must review its State application for McKinney-Vento funds to explain how the project with North Carolina State University fits the plan. NCDPI must conduct an audit to justify uses of such funds for this purpose until the present and prior to paying for any future similar contract out of the McKinney-Vento State activity funds. If ED determines that such activities are not allocable or allowable, NCDPI must be prepared to reimburse ED for any inappropriate use of funds. 
Finding (2): The NCDPI has not fully implemented procedures to address the identification, enrollment, and retention of homeless students. There was limited evidence and documentation of how the SEA implements procedures to address identification, enrollment, and retention of homeless students directly with LEAs and interdepartmental and inter-agency collaboration, especially in the priority areas of early childhood, special education, unaccompanied youth and Title I, Part A.  The State homeless education coordinator has been a part-time, temporary employee since August 2007 and the NCDPI was not able to demonstrate that all the requirements of this position were fulfilled.

Citation:  Section 722(f) of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act  requires the Coordinator for the Education of Homeless Children and Youth program to gather reliable, valid, and comprehensive information on the nature and extent of the problems homeless children and youth have in gaining access to public preschool programs and to public elementary schools and secondary schools, the difficulties in identifying the special needs of such children and youth, any progress made by the State educational agency and local educational agencies in the State in addressing such problems and difficulties, and the success of the programs in allowing homeless children and youth to enroll in, attend, and succeed in, school.

Further action required:  ED requires the NCDPI to demonstrate how all the functions of the Office of the State Coordinator for Homeless Education will be implemented to fulfill its responsibilities for the 2008-2009 school year.

Indicator 2.2 -The SEA provides for technical assistance to LEAs to ensure appropriate implementation of the statute.

Recommendation:  The ED team recommends that the NCDPI regularly update its liaison directory, at least annually, and make it available on the website or for electronic distribution. Additionally, ED recommends that the NCDPI create an orientation manual or packet, additional training opportunities and technical assistance for new LEA liaisons.

Indicator 3.1 - The SEA ensures that LEA subgrant plans for services for eligible homeless students meet all requirements.

Finding:  The NCDPI did not ensure that subgrants to LEAs for 2007-2009 were announced and awarded in a timely manner (November 2007), even though the LEA applications were submitted in June 2007. Additionally, the NCDPI has no system in place for ensuring that subgrant plans are being implemented as planned through a budget review process. One local liaison interviewed from a district with a subgrant seemed unfamiliar with the grant plans and the two proposed projects for SY 2007-2008 had not been started as of May 2008.

Citation:  Section 723(c) of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act states that the State educational agency shall, in accordance with the requirements of this subtitle, make competitive subgrants to local educational agencies that submit applications under subsection (b). 

Further action required:  The NCDPI must submit a plan for how it reviews grant expenditures and the implementation of LEA project plans. This plan may be tied into plans for onsite monitoring but should include at a minimum a desk review, a budget amendment process, and periodic reporting and evaluation of grant activities.

Indicator 3.2 - The SEA ensures that LEAs comply with providing comparable 

Title I, Part A services to homeless students attending non-Title I schools.

Recommendation:  The ED team recommends the establishment of a closer coordination between McKinney-Vento and Title I at the SEA and LEA levels with a more methodical use of data in determining a suitable reservation. The Title I, Part A reservation should be included in the McKinney-Vento subgrant application in planning the overall budget to serve homeless students in the LEA. All the LEA homeless liaisons interviewed did not know the amount of their district’s reservation for homeless students and were not consulted in determining the amount for this fiscal year.  Some LEA reservations appeared to be insufficient in relation to the number of homeless students who are in non-Title I schools as well as in relation to the amounts being requested for McKinney-Vento subgrants.

Indicator 3.4 - The SEA conducts monitoring of its LEAs with and without subgrants sufficient to ensure compliance with McKinney-Vento requirements.

Finding:  The NCDPI has not ensured that all of its subgrantees are monitored sufficiently for compliance with McKinney-Vento subgrant requirements. Only 10 of 25 subgrantees are scheduled to be monitored during the 2007-2009 grant cycle and the protocol does not include elements specific to the McKinney-Vento subgrant.  A more thorough and specific desk and site monitoring of all McKinney-Vento grantees is necessary to ensure that projects are implemented and evaluated and that they comply with McKinney-Vento requirements.

Citation:  Section 722(g)(2) of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act requires the State to ensure that LEAs will comply with the requirements of the McKinney-Vento statute.  Section 80.40 of the Education Department General Administration Regulations (EDGAR) further requires that the State, as the grantee, is responsible for monitoring grant and subgrant-supported activities to assure compliance with applicable Federal requirements. 

Further action required:  The NCDPI must provide a plan to ED that indicates how it will provide monitoring to ensure that all LEAs implement McKinney-Vento program requirements.  This plan should include a monitoring schedule, the protocol to be used for LEAs with subgrants, and at least two examples of subgrant monitoring for the 2007-2009 grant cycle.

Recommendation: The ED team recommends that the NCDPI require an annual written report or evaluation of program performance against goals and targets set by the LEAs. No LEA with a subgrant that was interviewed had reviewed their program data for program improvement, nor did they have their district’s CSPR data at hand. 
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